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 1 going to get this introduced.  We're not -- we're not going 

 2 to hear the case today.  We have dates that we're going to 

 3 hear it, and we'll be announcing those dates before the 

 4 hearing ends.  

 5 And so at this time, Staff, go ahead and -- we do have 

 6 a Level A, what has already been approved, and then we have 

 7 Level B, which we're going to be hearing.  So I just want 

 8 everybody to understand that we're not going to rehear Level 

 9 A.  We've got Level B, and it's very specific as to what 

10 we're going to be hearing for this thing, and everybody will 

11 probably be getting all the notices from Staff.  

12 So go ahead, Staff.  

13 MS. KELLY:  Excuse me, Mr. Chairman.  I don't 

14 think I got that handout, the one that I just -- 

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  This handout was given to me just 

16 a while ago, and she's going to present it right now.

17 MS. KELLY:  Okay.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And then we'll get everything 

19 else, and then, also, we're setting up the dates for the 

20 hearing, how we're going to break it up into almost four 

21 different hearings.  

22 MS. KELLY:  And then I wanted to restate what I 

23 said at the last meeting, because the parties are present 

24 now.

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Go ahead, for the record.
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 1 MS. KELLY:  When should I do that?  Right now?  

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yeah.

 3 MS. KELLY:  Okay.  At our last meeting when the 

 4 Santolina topic was briefly discussed, I disclosed that I 

 5 spoke against approval at the Level A plan at one of the 

 6 County Commission hearings held about a year ago and that I 

 7 had made a donation to one of the organizations opposing the 

 8 master plan at that time, the Southwest Organizing Project.  

 9 Like many people, I read articles in the papers and 

10 online and expressed my opinion at various times whether 

11 correct or incorrect, but in honesty, I can say that I never 

12 took the time to fully read or digest the Santolina 

13 proposal, but I did look at the materials for today.  

14 The concerns I have expressed were regarding the 

15 ability of the County to support additional pressures on 

16 fiscal and natural resources and my view that the project 

17 should be considered in the conjunction with the City of 

18 Albuquerque perhaps through the Comprehensive Plan update 

19 process, but I never significantly engaged in the details of 

20 the proposal before or after the County Commission hearing 

21 or with any of the parties, pro or con.

22 In any event, any opinions expressed by me in any form 

23 predated my appointment to the CPC.  I understand that in a 

24 CPC process we are only to consider items that are presented 

25 here, and I have been and will be very careful to avoid 
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 1 communications regarding the Santolina matter.  I feel that 

 2 I will be able to consider the issues in an objective manner 

 3 within the parameters of the Commission's approval of the 

 4 Level A plan.  

 5 Also, and here I may be erring on the side of too much 

 6 information, but in the interest of full disclosure, I'd 

 7 like to mention that I formerly was employed by the City of 

 8 Albuquerque, Public Works Department, Water Resources 

 9 Division, which was the predecessor division to the 

10 Albuquerque Water Utility, and I dealt with water rights.  

11 This has been many years ago, and I left in 2001.  

12 Also, several times at the hearing the MRGCD, the 

13 Conservancy District was mentioned, and I'd like to mention 

14 that my husband is on the board of the MRGCD.  

15 Last, I have a small project working for the City of 

16 Albuquerque Parks Department to promote establishment of 

17 native grasses along the urban trails, and I think that's 

18 it.  I have a lot to learn as I'm now looking at the details 

19 of the proposal for the first time, and it is extremely 

20 complex.  I accept that the Bernalillo County Commission has 

21 approved the Level A plan conditions and that we are to 

22 review and act upon the Level B plan within those 

23 parameters.  I will be diligent and objective in considering 

24 the matters at hand, and I will do my best to contribute in 

25 a positive manner to the process abiding by the duties and 
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 1 responsibilities of the Planning Commission.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  And, you know, as 

 3 Chairman, I want to thank you for doing that and disclosing, 

 4 you know, everything that -- and I think that we have -- 

 5 there's no reason for you to recuse yourself from this case.  

 6 We feel that you will do your job here as a Planning 

 7 Commissioner, and we're glad to have you.

 8 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you very much.  

10 Okay.  Staff, go ahead.

11 MS. VEREECKE:  Okay.  Good morning, Mr. Chair and 

12 Members of the Planning Commission.  My name is Catherine 

13 VerEecke, and I'm with County Planning.  

14 This is SPR2016-0001.  The applicant is requesting 

15 approval of a Planned Communities Level B Master Plan called 

16 the Santolina Level B Master Plan within the Santolina 

17 master plan area, which is shown here.

18 The Level B plan is generally bounded by Interstate 40 

19 to the north, 118th Street and the escarpment open space to 

20 the east, Dennis Chavez Boulevard on the south and the 

21 escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco valley on the 

22 west containing approximately 4,243 acres.

23 As many of you may recall, the Santolina Level A Master 

24 Plan together with planned community zoning was adopted by 

25 the Board of County Commissioners on June 16th, 2015, for 
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 1 the entire 13,700 acre Santolina property.

 2 The Level A Development Agreement between Bernalillo 

 3 County and the developer, Western Albuquerque Land Holdings, 

 4 was approved on June 24th, 2015.  For the Level A plan, the 

 5 County Commission agreed that the plan had adequately 

 6 addressed the criteria and the policies for such a 

 7 community.  And as some of you may be aware, this request 

 8 goes through three steps of review, the Level A, which is 

 9 the general conceptual plan, the Level B, which is specific 

10 portions or areas within the plan, and then Level C is the 

11 actual site plan and subdivision for the final development 

12 of the site.  So this is the document that we're following 

13 that includes criteria and policies to guide this type of a 

14 master plan development.

15 So one of the things and I'm -- Francine, how do you do 

16 this, zoom out?  Actually, so this is a summary, and I don't 

17 know if people -- 

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Excuse me, before we start, do 

19 you have more copies of this?  

20 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, no, I don't.  I just 

21 completed this this morning.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  This is -- 

23 MS. VEREECKE:  I can -- I can read what it is.  

24 Just to say that in the planned communities document, there 

25 are lengthy lists of criteria or standards that must be met 
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 1 at each stage of the development, Level A, Level B, and 

 2 Level C, and they are fairly lengthy.  I have them just as 

 3 an illustration to show you.  This would be Level B, and 

 4 it's quite lengthy.  The criteria are very detailed.  

 5 Level A is listed on this side of the page, and I don't 

 6 think at this stage that we need to be getting into the 

 7 specifics.  When we come back for other hearings, then we, 

 8 Staff and the community, can be looking at the precise 

 9 language and how it is addressed in the Santolina Plan, but 

10 just at this stage, to make a distinction between Level A 

11 and Level B, which is on this matrix, and I know it's 

12 difficult to see it here, but let's see if I can zoom in so 

13 people can see it.  So hopefully you can see this here.  

14 This is a summary of some of the main criteria that 

15 appear in Level A and Level B.  So for Level A, which has 

16 already been considered and it has already been approved by 

17 the County Commission, the plan covers the entire site.  It 

18 can have up to 10,000 acres or more.  A conceptual plan must 

19 be provided for the entire community.  It must include a 

20 general land-use layout such as residential, commercial, 

21 industrial uses, parks and open space.  It must also include 

22 a phasing plan for those uses.  Must show the activity 

23 centers; meaning, the main commercial -- the main commercial 

24 and industrial areas that will be located at the 

25 intersection of some of the main -- the main streets, 
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 1 location -- location of activity centers -- let me move that 

 2 here -- and residential areas.  The -- the general 

 3 transportation network must be laid out, a transportation 

 4 analysis.  The general transportation grid must be provided.  

 5 Also, conceptual utility plan, water, wastewater, and other 

 6 facilities at the conceptual level.  I don't know.  Did you 

 7 want me to go further out or -- identification of main site 

 8 features such as topography, slopes, any other, you know, 

 9 particular geographical features, documentation of water 

10 availability, a general level one archeological survey and 

11 then a general funding strategy.

12 So this is a summary of the Level A criteria that were 

13 considered when the Level A Master Plan was -- was reviewed 

14 beginning in 2013 and was approved by the County Commission 

15 in 2015.  So this has been approved.  

16 For Level B we'll be looking -- following up on these 

17 particular criteria but in greater detail and then for more 

18 specific areas within -- within the Level A Plan.  So just a 

19 summary of -- of the criteria that the request would pertain 

20 to a portion of the entire site and would be for specific 

21 areas such as villages, large subdivisions, employment 

22 centers, potentially specific corridor development, but that 

23 it's not for the whole site.  It's for a portion of the site 

24 up to a smaller, smaller size, up to, at least from the 

25 criteria, about 12 -- 1,200 acres, and then Level B is much 
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 1 more specific to the site; meaning, that it's getting down 

 2 to the ground level of development rather than like the 

 3 bird's-eye view of the whole site.  This would be the actual 

 4 plan for development of the community.  

 5 So it would include a site-specific plan that includes 

 6 neighborhoods, densities for specific sections of the 

 7 community in greater detail by land use.  So it should be 

 8 almost to the parcel level by this time rather than the 

 9 community-wide or big land-use area-wide.  Must include 

10 specifics of proposed open space, including ownership, 

11 management, and maintenance of open space, information on 

12 specific streets and the design of streets and intersections 

13 so that the actual streets to the ground level must be -- 

14 must be planned and approved, so not just the general 

15 streets, the major streets but the actual streets in the 

16 development.

17 Design of the activity centers, what they'll look like, 

18 the buildings, the parking, the landscaping, the character 

19 of the activity centers, so not just a general blob on a 

20 map, but it actually has to have the specific design 

21 features, and design of any commercial areas that aren't in 

22 the -- in the activity centers, like neighborhood 

23 commercial.  There has to be information showing how they'll 

24 be designed.  Design of residential areas, what will -- what 

25 will the residential subdivisions look like, different types 
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 1 of residential areas, high density, low density.  This 

 2 information should be provided at this level.

 3 Specific transportation analysis that ties in with the 

 4 more specific transportation network, and is the 

 5 transportation that's being proposed adequate to serve the 

 6 land uses that are being proposed, and then how will this 

 7 network tie into or impact the wider network outside of the 

 8 development, and then the specific provisions that are being 

 9 made outside the network, because this -- this or any master 

10 planned community is large, and it does have a far-reaching 

11 impact.  

12 Identify specifically the transit system, more specific 

13 utility plan for specific uses and to serve the population.  

14 I think one thing I may not have added here that should be 

15 included would be a terrain management plan addressing the 

16 specific -- specific areas of the site.  

17 A statement of water availability and availability of 

18 public services, so by this point it's getting much more 

19 specific in terms of availability of water, schools, 

20 electric, gas, telecommunications, that there has to be more 

21 specific planning, documentation, and even agreements that 

22 these utilities and services that are being proposed are 

23 acceptable to the providers.  So hopefully you'll see it's 

24 getting more specific than what it was at the Level A.  

25 More detailed analysis of site features, a strategy for 
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 1 management of the features, not just where the features are 

 2 but how they're going to be impacted or changed in the 

 3 process of this development.  More specific air quality 

 4 plan, more specific archeological study, and then more 

 5 specific funding strategy than was required for the Level A 

 6 plan, and also, a facilities plan.  So, again, this was just 

 7 an overview of the differences between Level A and Level B.  

 8 The criteria themselves are more specific.  We can get into 

 9 them at the time we talk about the specific areas, the land 

10 use, the transportation, environment, and open space, and 

11 then public service and infrastructure.  

12 So we'll be taking some time to go through these in 

13 detail, but just the point to be made, too, that like 

14 Commissioner said, that we've already gone through the 

15 review of the Level A plan, and we have discussed how the 

16 Level A plan addressed those specific criteria, and the 

17 request was approved by the County Commission, because it 

18 did meet these criteria.  So hopefully that's a general 

19 introduction to this.

20 So now we're looking at the Level B request, and just 

21 visually to -- to show you, so this is the Level A plan, and 

22 you can see the general boundary, the scope of the plan and 

23 the general land use areas that were considered at that 

24 time.  

25 For the Level B plan, we're now looking at a portion of 
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 1 that property.  So you can see it includes a community in 

 2 the eastern portion of the site and then an industrial area 

 3 in the western portion of the site.  So generally the Level  

 4 B plan builds upon the concepts and frameworks identified in 

 5 the Level A plan and provides for more specific plans for 

 6 development within these two portions of the Santolina.

 7 The development eventually will include the following 

 8 main use areas:  A 570-acre town center that's in red here, 

 9 195-acre business park, which is here, residential villages 

10 that are shown in the yellow and the orange here, village 

11 commercial centers that are either shown here or they're not 

12 detailed in this -- in this level of plan, and then a 

13 portion of the urban center, which will be built here, and 

14 then, as I said, in the westerly portion of the site near 

15 Shelly, an industrial park will be developed.  In addition, 

16 a total of about a thousand acres of open space will be 

17 provided within the Level B development.  

18 More specifically, this plan provides more specific 

19 land uses, including low, medium, and high density 

20 residential uses, provisions for elementary schools, a 

21 primary education campus, which I believe is in this area 

22 here, and that would be an APS facility.  And then, also a 

23 provision for university campus, possibly for CNM.  It also 

24 includes corresponding zoning districts, which have a list 

25 of conditional and permissive uses and specific area 
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 1 requirements such as lot size, density, floor-area ratio, 

 2 and building setback requirements that in some ways, I saw, 

 3 were similar to those in County zoning, except that there 

 4 are more residential zones being created to allow higher 

 5 density than what we now have in the County.

 6 The Level B plan also proposes the next level of 

 7 phasing for the transportation -- planning for the 

 8 transportation network including more specific roads and a 

 9 transportation analysis to ensure that the network is 

10 adequate.  It also provides a plan for other infrastructure 

11 to include water, wastewater, drainage, storm water, and 

12 other utilities, and it includes a more detailed fiscal and 

13 economic analysis to show the possible benefits and revenues 

14 for the development.

15 The main justification as with Level A continues to be 

16 compliance with the Planned Communities Criteria and the 

17 Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan policies 

18 for the Reserve Area.  The application states, "It 

19 encourages relatively predictable planning for the area and 

20 will provide many benefits for Bernalillo County in terms of 

21 economic development, high quality residential, parks and 

22 open space, and infrastructure development."

23 So the Staff Report has been done as best we could 

24 given the limited time to review this request.  And the 

25 Staff Report does provide an overview, both Level A and 
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 1 Level B for people who read it, and it also has noted many 

 2 comments from Staff and agencies.  Comments cover such areas 

 3 as land use, zoning, density, design, building design, site 

 4 design, transportation, drainage, water issues, open space, 

 5 and many more issues, and these are things that we'll get 

 6 into in the subsequent hearings.  

 7 So overall, the response of Staff is that the Level B 

 8 plan needs more work on the part of the applicant and the 

 9 agent, and then it also deserves more -- more time for 

10 discussion as well, and where Staff, agencies, the public 

11 can all weigh in.  So Staff is proposing continuance of this 

12 request for several reasons.  This is a large, complicated 

13 request that will require lengthy presentation and 

14 discussion, preferably over the course of three to four 

15 specialized hearings, and Staff has put together a schedule 

16 that we think would be appropriate, focusing on three 

17 specific topical areas and then another hearing that would 

18 allow for general discussion, so potentially four -- four 

19 special hearings for this case is what we feel.  May be one 

20 a month starting in April.  So I do have that schedule.  

21 I've shown it to the Chair, and that's something that you 

22 may discuss at the end.  

23 But just to continue with my discussion to say that the 

24 request was submitted in late January, and Staff, agencies, 

25 and the public did not have a lot of time to review this 
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 1 case.  Meetings with some Staff and agencies are taking 

 2 place, but some have not, or they've just been preliminary 

 3 meetings.  So more time is needed.  

 4 Also, I wanted to point out the conditions for the 

 5 Level A plan have not been addressed, not all of them.  Some 

 6 have been addressed.  Some have not been addressed that 

 7 really need to be addressed prior to discussion of this 

 8 case, and then there are a number of conditions that need to 

 9 be addressed prior to Level B approval.  

10 So the applicant is still in different stages of 

11 addressing conditions of approval that were -- were imposed 

12 by the County Commission and also this Commission.  For 

13 those of you who were here, you remember working on them.  

14 So there are a couple of conditions that were supposed 

15 to be addressed prior to Level B submittal, such as the 

16 platting of the property, and then also, a drainage and 

17 storm water management plan to address EPA standards.  So 

18 there are two that really need to be worked on right away, 

19 and then there are a number of conditions that will need to 

20 be addressed prior to Level B approval.  So just to let you 

21 know, too, that while we're proceeding with the Level B 

22 discussion, that the applicant is still -- and agents are 

23 still working to address some of the conditions from Level 

24 A, and that's something, you know, maybe as we get into the 

25 specific areas, we can -- we can revisit that and make sure 
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 1 that those conditions are being -- are being addressed.

 2 Let's see.  We also, like I said, need -- we, including 

 3 Staff, needs more time to look specifically at the Planned 

 4 Communities Criteria for Level B to make sure that those are 

 5 being addressed, so that when we have these discussions, we 

 6 can really get into whether or not this application meets 

 7 those criteria.  

 8 And, Mr. Chair, that concludes my presentation, but I 

 9 stand for questions.  Like I said, there is a schedule that 

10 you -- at some point you may want to consider it.  There are 

11 some Staff here.  Some Staff, knowing that this was a 

12 preliminary discussion, were not able to attend today, so -- 

13 but they will attend when they get to their specific areas.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

15 MS. VEREECKE:  I stand for questions.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  Okay.  You know, 

17 we do have a schedule that we're going to have, and I heard 

18 from you a lot of -- some things are not complete, and with 

19 this schedule that we're going to have, there's -- and we're 

20 going to break it up into four different hearings, three 

21 actual hearings for things at Level B, and the last one for 

22 us to make a decision.  All I'm saying is that for -- 

23 especially the applicant is what's required for Level B when 

24 we have these hearings, they better be prepared, and they 

25 better have them, because we're not going to be going back 
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 1 to fix things.  You know, it's their job to present to us 

 2 and to make sure that they -- they send you all their 

 3 criteria that's required.  

 4 Some of these conditions that you're talking about that 

 5 they haven't met, now, those are conditions that the County 

 6 Commission put on them; is that correct?  

 7 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, yes.  

 8 Those are conditions of approval.  The Planning Commission 

 9 and Staff, Staff worked on findings and conditions with the 

10 County Planning Commission, and then the Planning Commission 

11 made a recommendation of conditions of approval, and those 

12 were -- some of them were kept.  Some of them were modified 

13 as the County Commission reviewed the request, but those are 

14 part of the decision made by the Board of County Commission, 

15 so --

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Exactly, and that's what I'm -- 

17 MS. VEREECKE:  -- there were 20 -- 22 conditions 

18 of approval.  

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  That's what I'm talking about is 

20 those conditions, it's not that we have to approve them or 

21 disapprove them.  They're conditions that the County 

22 Commission put on them, and you're saying that those 

23 conditions have to be met before Level B is considered?  Is 

24 that what you're telling me?  

25 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that's correct.  That's 
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 1 the way that they were worded and prior to Level B approval 

 2 and then for the different -- the different conditions, 

 3 they're lengthy conditions.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  So before -- before -- 

 5 we're talking about two different things for the Level B to 

 6 be heard?  For Level B to be approved?  

 7 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner, a majority 

 8 were prior to Level B approval.  There were a couple that 

 9 should be addressed prior to Level B plan or zoning 

10 submittal.  There were two that needed to be addressed prior 

11 to Level B plan or zoning submittal, and that was the 

12 platting of the property, and then drainage plan and storm 

13 water management plan shall be submitted at the time of any 

14 Level B submittal with provisions for revision as needed to 

15 ensure consistency with any EPA issued municipal separate 

16 storm water systems.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  What I'm hearing there 

18 is that they had to have those things when they submitted 

19 their -- 

20 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that is how I read it, 

21 yes.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

23 MS. VEREECKE:  The others, and there are nine 

24 others that need to be addressed prior to approval.  So I 

25 assume that they're working on -- 
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  To approval.  So that's when we 

 2 do our -- 

 3 MS. VEREECKE:  -- prior to Level B approval.  

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Commissioner Chavez.

 5 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Sort of along those same 

 6 lines, so this is new, you know -- I mean, new, kind of old 

 7 stuff, but how common is it -- or have we done it before 

 8 where we've started the process when those conditions of a 

 9 Level A plan have not been approved?  That's the first 

10 question.  Second question is maybe to the applicant is how 

11 close are they to meeting those conditions of approval or 

12 submittal, being able to submit the Level B plan?  

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  We'll ask the applicant when he 

14 comes up.  

15 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Chavez, 

16 this is -- this is unprecedented.  This -- we have not had 

17 one of these before, but my understanding -- and I have 

18 spoken to the agent, and we know that they are diligently 

19 working to work out those, the outstanding conditions during 

20 this process, and I know they'll tell you more about that 

21 when they give their presentation.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Commissioner Malry.

23 MR. MALRY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

24 First of all, I would like to thank Staff for bringing 

25 a much better project to us than they did in A.  Now, B is a 
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 1 lot better, more detailed.  Now, this is -- I want to make 

 2 sure I understand.  This is -- B is about one-third the size 

 3 of A; is that correct?  

 4 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Malry, 

 5 yeah.  It's about a third.  So this site is about 4,200, and 

 6 the whole site is close to 14,000.

 7 MR. MALRY:  Mr. Chairman, I look forward to 

 8 listening to the presentations.  Let me just say that I just 

 9 -- again, I want to thank the Staff, because they've done an 

10 outstanding job working with the applicant on this, and I 

11 just want to give them credit for what they've done, 

12 Mr. Chairman.  Thank you.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  One -- and the reason I'm 

14 bringing all these conditions is because I want the ground 

15 rules to -- so everybody understands them, both the 

16 applicant and the audience, that we're going to be hearing 

17 this case, and we're going to split it up into three 

18 different meetings before we make the final decision.  We 

19 already have the dates that we're going to be hearing this, 

20 and we want those applications or whatever has to be had 

21 complete when we're going to hear.  For instance, when we 

22 hear transportation, we're going to hear transportation that 

23 day.  We're not going to come back to another date and hear 

24 that again.  So we want everything complete, and if it's not 

25 complete, we're not going to hear it, and every application 
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 1 that comes to us should be complete.  Everybody has their 

 2 own responsibility, and we're talking about a lot of 

 3 conditions that they haven't met yet with the County 

 4 Commission and what they required of them, and that's why I 

 5 was asking if it has to be when they apply or when it's 

 6 approved.  There's two different dates there, you know.  So 

 7 those things we got to -- we got to make sure.  

 8 And I am going to announce the dates that we're going 

 9 to have a hearing so everybody knows what dates we're going 

10 to have them.  We're going to have the first hearing, it's 

11 going to be on April the 11th, and everybody should be able 

12 to get this from Staff once we do that, and what we're going 

13 to be hearing at that -- is transportation at that hearing, 

14 everything that has to do with transportation.  

15 Our next meeting is going to be May the -- May the 

16 26th, and at that meeting we're going to hear land use and 

17 zoning, and then other next meeting is going to be on June 

18 the 23rd, and that's when we're going to hear environmental 

19 and open space and government and public services.  

20 And then on July the 21st is where we're going to meet 

21 and make a decision and send it up to the County Commission, 

22 whatever recommendation we're going to have.  So I just want 

23 everybody to understand when we're -- so even the audience, 

24 when they want to speak towards something, we're going to 

25 have this thing, transportation, zoning, so they don't -- 
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 1 they don't have to think that they're going to have to come 

 2 up here and talk about everything in one meeting, so they 

 3 know what the schedule's going to be and what we're going to 

 4 be discussing.  

 5 And at those meetings we're not going to make no final 

 6 decision.  They're going to be hearings, and on the 21st of 

 7 July is when we're going to make our final recommendation to 

 8 the County Commission.  So I'm just saying that everybody 

 9 here, applicant, audience, everybody be prepared for those 

10 days, and that's what we're going to hear.  

11 So I appreciate, and I want to echo what Commissioner 

12 Malry said, that Staff has been working very hard with this 

13 thing, and I hope the applicant has been working just as 

14 hard to get us the information that we need up here.  So -- 

15 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, just to 

16 say, too, I don't know if we have any extra copies, but -- 

17 and for people who are new to this process, that on the 

18 County's website, www.bernco.gov/santolina, we have been 

19 trying to keep all of the main documents that have been 

20 submitted.  So there are copies of the Level B submittal 

21 that we're starting to talk about and all the associated 

22 documents, the Staff Report, and even everything from Level 

23 A is still on the website.  So hopefully you'll be able to 

24 go and specifically look at -- look at this request and 

25 realize that we are talking related to specific criteria 
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 1 that are listed in the Planned Communities Criteria for 

 2 Level B.  And we will try to get this schedule posted this 

 3 afternoon or tomorrow, and we may have some additional 

 4 copies that we'll pass around, too.  But -- you know, and I 

 5 think this is good that it allows Staff more time to work on 

 6 this, because it is getting very detailed at this level.  We 

 7 have to read it really carefully, and then also for the 

 8 applicant and the agents to continue working on the areas 

 9 that they have been -- or the issues that are being raised 

10 by Staff, and then, also, for the community to follow the 

11 discussion.  So -- and so I think it's good this is spread 

12 out over time, too.  That allows everybody to contribute.  

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And those dates are not just 

14 dates we have picked out of the air.  Those are dates when 

15 this room is available, and we had to kind of schedule it so 

16 that we can have these hearings.  So I appreciate 

17 everybody's cooperation in these hearings.  You know, we 

18 want to have good hearings.  You know, what we recommend to 

19 the County Commission we want it to be a good recommendation 

20 that people -- not everybody's going to agree to everything 

21 on both sides, so -- but that's what we're here, to make a 

22 decision and send to the County Commission, so -- 

23 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, just to say, too, there 

24 may be some Staff that want to speak really briefly, or they 

25 may not even want to speak, but I know Mike Garcia wanted to 
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 1 say a few words, too, related to the ground rules and the 

 2 background of this discussion.  So when we finish, if there 

 3 are any other questions, but I wanted to -- 

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Commissioner Malry.  

 5 MS. VEREECKE: -- invite Mike to speak, too.

 6 MR. MALRY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I just 

 7 wanted to make sure we have the time with the dates.  Are we 

 8 talking 9:00 a.m. each -- each --

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.  All our hearings will start 

10 at 9:00 a.m.  

11 MR. MALRY:  9:00 a.m.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

12 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman.  

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.

14 MS. KELLY:  I have a question of Catherine and 

15 then -- 

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Go ahead.  

17 MS. KELLY:  -- just a comment about the schedule.  

18 So I saw in the Staff Report numerous times that there was a 

19 short timeframe, and all the Staff hadn't had a chance to 

20 thoroughly review it.  Is there a particular reason for 

21 that?  Why was that on such a large plan?  

22 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, so 

23 sometimes when we have large master plans or sector plans, 

24 we allow additional time for review, that they may be 

25 submitted and then have an additional month, but in this 
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 1 case, we scheduled it when it -- when it was submitted, so 

 2 it really -- you know, we didn't allow that additional time, 

 3 but then thinking that this is probably going to be like the 

 4 Level A that there will be more time available later on, but 

 5 also in developing the scheduling, we took into account what 

 6 has been provided in the plan and where we saw -- there's a 

 7 lot of information in transportation, that it seems to be 

 8 fairly complete, a lot of meetings.  We thought that was the 

 9 most ready to go, and then land use and zoning we put 

10 second, because we thought that was an area that could use 

11 some additional time for both Staff as well as the agent, 

12 because it is developing almost like a zoning code for this 

13 property.  So that's where we scheduled that in May so that 

14 it would allow some additional -- additional time to work on 

15 land use and zoning.  

16 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

17 Mr. Chairman, is the schedule set in stone?  

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, one of the --

19 MS. KELLY:  I'm going to be out of the country in 

20 April, that date.  I had kind of planned some of my schedule 

21 around regular Commission dates, and I know that this is a 

22 huge issue.  I'm just asking if that's set in stone.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  April, you're going to be 

24 gone on the 11th?  

25 MS. KELLY:  Yes.  
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  We do have this room, and 

 2 that's the only date we have two different choices for 

 3 April.  

 4 MS. KELLY:  I'm going the 2nd --

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And that's April the 27th.

 6 MS. SERNA:  And I'm gone on the 11th.  

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Oh, and you're gone -- so the 

 8 27th would be better for everybody?  

 9 MS. SERNA:  That would work.  

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Then the April meeting, 

11 we're going to change it to the 27th, and that day this room 

12 is available, too, to us, so -- 

13 MS. KELLY:  And Commissioner -- Mr. Chairman, I 

14 had -- I had kind of thought along the same lines that 

15 you've been thinking about, trying to group things and have 

16 one meeting dedicated to different issues.  I guess I had a 

17 few more on my list like drainage, water.  

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Staff, where do we have 

19 that scheduled?  I'm sure it's in here.

20 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman, just -- just to finish 

21 my other question, so one of the things that you said at the 

22 last hearing, because I wasn't part of the -- what all you 

23 went through in terms of a CPC process last time, you had 

24 said you'd like a really good overview of what the County 

25 Commission approved, and so I thought it would be really 
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 1 useful to dedicate one period of time to actually looking at 

 2 the Development Agreement and actually thinking about what 

 3 all is involved with going to Level B, so --

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Do we have the Development 

 5 Agreement in here?  I mean, it's something that we have no 

 6 control over.  

 7 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that --

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  That's between them and the 

 9 County Commission but -- 

10 MS. VEREECKE:  Yeah.  So the findings and 

11 conditions and the Development Agreement are in Attachment 3 

12 in the Staff Report, and I did send them to you separately, 

13 and they're also on the website, you know, and I don't know 

14 if you want to have a separate hearing for that or if that 

15 might be appropriate for a study session where we could give 

16 a general overview of --

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Now, the Development Agreement is 

18 nothing that we decide on; is that correct?  

19 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, that's 

20 correct.  It's just that it is part of the history of this 

21 case to where -- 

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yeah.  It's part of the history, 

23 and we have in the record -- 

24 MS. VEREECKE:  -- some parameters and some 

25 elements were clarified in the Development Agreement that 
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 1 we'll need to carry through, but it would likely carry 

 2 through to the next Development Agreement for Level B, which 

 3 is not something that -- 

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So there's another one that the 

 5 County Commission is going to negotiate with the applicant?  

 6 I'm not too familiar with the Development Agreements.  

 7 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that's correct.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Because we don't hear them here.  

 9 MR. GARCIA:  Yes.  That is correct, Chairman 

10 Chavez.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  But we do have it in 

12 there, and there's no reason why at one of these meetings 

13 that we're having and you, as a Commissioner, wants to 

14 discuss that -- Commissioners can discuss whatever they 

15 want.  So we can bring it up and have some kind of 

16 discussion at one of those hearings that we have here, but 

17 it is in our packet, and it's -- everybody can read what it 

18 is, and if there's something that we need to -- want to talk 

19 about it, but it's not something that we're going to decide, 

20 vote on, because it's not something that we have any 

21 jurisdiction over.  

22 And that's one of the reasons that the schedule is so 

23 important, and what we're discussing is the Level B, and -- 

24 because if we get back into Level A, we're discussing 

25 something that's already been approved by the County 
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 1 Commission and we have no control over.

 2 Now, those conditions that they were supposed to meet, 

 3 those I want them clarified by maybe the attorney.  If we -- 

 4 they've got to be clarified by the time we do our 

 5 recommendation or what?  So that's one thing that needs to 

 6 be looked at.  Okay?  

 7 So is there any other questions?  The --

 8 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly had 

 9 another question.  You said that you didn't see drainage and 

10 water -- 

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Oh, okay.

12 MS. VEREECKE:  -- listed, and I'm seeing for the 

13 hearing number 4, under Environment and Open Space, there is 

14 a discussion of the drainage plan and then -- and then also 

15 government and public services, statements of water 

16 availability and availability of public services.  So I 

17 think water would be covered under that.  But just to say, 

18 too, that there were specific plans, technical plans that 

19 were submitted for drainage and also for water.  So -- so 

20 that would be in the third hearing that we would be 

21 discussing those, and I mean, generally, we'll follow the 

22 Planned Communities Criteria, but then as Staff gets up, 

23 too, they'll also be looking at this request from the 

24 perspective of their -- of their areas or disciplines, too.  

25 So our drainage engineer, our hydrologist will definitely be 
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 1 participating when we get to that particular section.  We 

 2 may have the Water Utility Authority involved as well.  So 

 3 those areas will be covered.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Any questions?  

 5 MS. VEREECKE:  I think Mike --

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Staff, is that --

 7 MS. VEREECKE:  Mike.  

 8 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, Members of the 

 9 Commission, I just wanted to say a few words about the 

10 litigation that's pending in court right now concerning the 

11 Level A Master Plan zone, PC zone, and Development 

12 Agreement, and because the question has been raised whether 

13 we should continue to hear the case while litigation is 

14 pending, and the short answer to that is that, so far -- 

15 like we had a hearing yesterday, that the Court has done 

16 nothing so far to reverse anything that the BCC has 

17 approved, and there's no stay ordered by the Court.  There's 

18 no stay requested by the opposition, and accordingly, 

19 there's really no reason -- there's no legal reason why the 

20 CPC should not or cannot hear the Level B application at 

21 this time.

22 So we have a hearing -- I think the next hearing is set 

23 April 26th, and there's also going to be one the 27th in 

24 court on statement of appeal issues and some other motions 

25 that are before the State District Court, and those will be 
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 1 heard at the same time.  Even if they're heard that day, we 

 2 still may not have a ruling on those -- on those issues on 

 3 those days.  So the -- I guess the short answer is at this 

 4 point there's no reason not to hear the Level B application 

 5 at this time.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  The applicant.  And do we 

 7 have a list of the people that are going to -- will 

 8 everybody that's going to speak on this case please stand up 

 9 so I can swear you in.  

10 (Note:  Witnesses sworn.)

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  How much time do you 

12 think you're going to need?  

13 MR. STROZIER:  I have a -- I have a presentation 

14 that's really just designed to be an overview of the Level B 

15 and kind of an update on some of the questions that just 

16 came up in the last -- in the recent conversation, so if -- 

17 I think it will take me about 20 minutes -- 

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  That's fine.  

19 MR. STROZIER:  -- to go through that, and -- and 

20 before I start I did want to just -- Mr. Chairman and 

21 Commissioners, we did provide a letter dated January 25th as 

22 part of our application where we addressed each of the 

23 conditions that were placed on the project on the Level A 

24 approval by the County Commission, and that's a part of our 

25 application, and it includes updates, and we're continuing 

TR- 77
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 to update those things as we go, but just wanted to 

 2 reference the question of the plat.  

 3 That was condition no. 19, and it says, "Prior to or 

 4 concurrent with the first Level B plan approval."  So that 

 5 condition allows us -- so we're actively working on that.  

 6 We've met with Staff.  We will have that completed, but it's 

 7 a large piece of property, and a lot of this land was 

 8 previously unplatted land.  So this is -- it's a little bit 

 9 more complicated than a typical plat might be.  So we are -- 

10 we are actively working on that, and I think that the 

11 condition, the way it's worded, allowed us -- oops.  Sorry.  

12 I got the -- there we go.  When you log in, it takes you 

13 right to the City's activity calendar.  

14 So with that, I just wanted to make sure that you all 

15 were aware that we did provide that as part of our 

16 application, and we certainly also appreciate Staff's work 

17 on this, and we have had a number of meetings, and I'll talk 

18 a little bit about those as part of my presentation and 

19 continue to have those on specific areas related to the 

20 different departments and agencies that have relationship 

21 with this planning effort.  

22 So this -- yes, it's the Level B plan.  I want to talk 

23 a little bit about our team.  They are actively involved in 

24 all aspects of this.  Garrett Development Corporation, Matt 

25 Look is here today from that organization.  They're the 
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 1 asset managers for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings.  

 2 Bohannan Huston are the civil engineers, our engineers on 

 3 the project.  Both James Topmiller and Eric Rhage are here.  

 4 They have taken care of the Terrain Management Plan, all of 

 5 the transportation analysis; that is, not only the update to 

 6 Level A, but the additional and new analysis in association 

 7 with the Level B application and water and wastewater 

 8 planning that's been done.  

 9 SEC planning is another planning organization that's 

10 out of Austin, Texas, and they've been helping us with 

11 aspects of the master plan as well.  Ourselves, Consensus 

12 Planning.  David Tausig and Associates is an economic and 

13 financial fiscal impact analysis firm out of California, and 

14 they've not only did the Level A analysis, but they've 

15 provided the Level B analysis for this, and then John 

16 Salazar is here with the Rodey Law Firm as well, and so 

17 that's our team that's been working on this.  I don't think 

18 I'll spend any time -- that's what we're doing now.  

19 But my presentation today, once again, the Santolina 

20 area is about 14 -- just under 14,000 acres on the south 

21 side of I-40.  The purpose of this graphic is really to show 

22 the relationship of Santolina with not only what we refer to 

23 as Estrella, which is Western Albuquerque Land Holdings' 

24 property north of I-40 but also the area that was covered 

25 under the old Westland Master Plan.  A portion of that is 
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 1 within the City of Albuquerque city limits, and a portion of 

 2 that is also in the unincorporated County, and that's a plan 

 3 that's been approved and amended a number of times since 

 4 1999, and that's area that's seeing a lot of development 

 5 activity now, especially in the City portion.  That's where 

 6 the new APS football stadium, the new baseball complex, the 

 7 Dell Web project is under way out there.  So there's a lot 

 8 of activity taking place there.  Just wanted a reference in 

 9 terms of that.

10 I'm not going to spend a lot of time -- once again, we 

11 provided a letter that detailed our response and a status 

12 update, if you will, on each of those conditions that were 

13 placed on the Level A plan.  One of the things that I will 

14 talk about because it was -- there was a lot of effort that 

15 has gone into that was the transportation plan.  

16 Those of you that were part of the Level A discussion, 

17 that was an area where not only did we have a lot of 

18 conversation about the transportation network, but we also 

19 made changes to the plan in response to those comments, and 

20 those comments came from the DOT.  They came from MRCOG, and 

21 they came from County Public Works Staff, and we addressed 

22 those as we went through that process, and one of the 

23 conditions was to reanalyze, basically run the 

24 transportation model again with that updated plan and 

25 updated information.
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 1 The other thing that happened kind of concurrently with 

 2 the Level A approval process was the adoption and approval 

 3 of the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, or MTP, which 

 4 was also adopted.  So that provided us with a point where we 

 5 could reanalyze with the approved data sets, population 

 6 projections, job projections.  So that was done, and that 

 7 has been submitted, and we've had meetings with all of the 

 8 transportation parties to review that analysis that was done 

 9 simultaneously with the analysis of the Level B plan, and 

10 that basically looked at a 2025 horizon, a 2040 horizon, and 

11 then a full build-out, depending on which of those parts you 

12 were looking at.  So a lot of -- a lot of efforts have been 

13 going on related to that.  So I wanted to take a moment to 

14 speak to that.

15 So one of the things just to -- that was also an 

16 important aspect of the Level A discussion and approval was 

17 the jobs/housing balance, and that's something that is 

18 addressed in that Development Agreement.  This Body spent a 

19 lot of time talking about that.  We spent a lot of time 

20 talking about that at the County Commission.  So we set -- 

21 within that Development Agreement it set certain parameters 

22 as to what needed to be happen by when as development 

23 occurs, and I wanted to show that to you relative to -- 

24 there's specific dwelling unit thresholds and number of jobs 

25 that are required.  So at 2000, for instance, on this table, 
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 1 when you get to that threshold, you need to have 300 jobs, 

 2 and it increases over time, and this slide basically shows 

 3 you where we would be at the build-out of this Level B plan.  

 4 So you can see where we fit, and that's at 1.25 jobs per 

 5 dwelling unit.  

 6 And that's important to note because, while it's not at 

 7 the full two jobs per dwelling unit that we anticipate at 

 8 full build-out, it is still a lot higher than where the West 

 9 Side is today.  So we continue to have a strong emphasis on 

10 job creation, job-producing land uses, and in fact, we're 

11 responding to an AED request this week that -- and working 

12 with your staff on responding to that.  So there are -- we 

13 continue to work on those aspects, and we understand the 

14 importance of job creation as a part of this project, and so 

15 I wanted to show you that and sort of bring that to your 

16 attention, and I'm sure we'll talk about that more.  

17 So this graphic takes the Level B plan area and 

18 superimposes it onto that approval, Level A plan, and I 

19 won't spend a lot of time on this.  Ms. VerEecke, I think, 

20 went through our Level B area, but another part of that -- 

21 so this just overlays that on the aerial photo, and you can 

22 kind of see on this, it gives you a very clear relationship 

23 between the existing developed community to the east below 

24 the escarpment, and you can see the Anderson Hills 

25 neighborhood, which is probably the closest actual 
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 1 residential neighborhood to our -- to our site, and you can 

 2 see the relationship.  The existing roadways that are out 

 3 there today are Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez 

 4 that actually come into this Level A, and you can see that 

 5 obviously those two roadways were used as an organizing 

 6 element for this first Level B area.

 7 This next graphic shows the Level B more detailed plan 

 8 superimposed on the transportation network for Level A, and 

 9 as those of you who were here at the time, you recall that a 

10 lot of that conversation about transportation was talking 

11 about the grid and the need to make sure that we not only 

12 had the sort of supergrid laid out with the main arterials 

13 for the project, but that there would be the next level of 

14 grid for that street network that would occur in the plan, 

15 and this just shows you how that transportation network has 

16 been refined and developed as part of our Level B plan and 

17 what was modeled in that transportation analysis that I 

18 talked about earlier.

19 Another aspect of -- and I'll show you some of those 

20 exhibits later, but in terms of the roadways and thinking 

21 about that, one of the things that is integral to the 

22 transportation plan, the transportation network, and the 

23 specific roadways that are proposed out here is that they 

24 have all been developed around this idea of "complete 

25 streets."   So those -- those roadways incorporate potential 
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 1 for future transit.  They incorporate bike lanes, and the 

 2 larger streets, those are protected bike lanes with a buffer 

 3 built in like you have on -- if you're familiar with Coors, 

 4 the section over there by Saint Pius where they have a 

 5 stripped buffer between the roadway, the travel lanes, and 

 6 the bicycle lane makes for a much safer and a much more 

 7 comfortable condition for the cyclists.  

 8 So those -- those issues are incorporated into this 

 9 process and into the plans that we've provided.  So not only 

10 do we have the grid, but we've got the "complete streets" 

11 aspect on that as well.  

12 So the Level B land-use plan, once again, looks at 

13 incorporating a significant amount of non-residential land 

14 uses, the industrial, the business park, and the town center 

15 and the urban center, which we see in this phase as being 

16 primarily an education focus.  All of those uses are 

17 potential job-producers for the project.  

18 The other thing, and Ms. VerEecke mentioned, is there's 

19 almost a thousand acres of open space in this initial Level 

20 B plan.  As you recall, we talked a lot about the 

21 escarpments, the open space on the east side and the open 

22 space on the west side.  We wanted do make sure that part of 

23 our commitment to the project was to bring forward those 

24 open space and escarpment areas as part of the initial Level 

25 B plan, because we spent a lot of time talking about that, 
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 1 and so we have the eastern escarpment and then the western 

 2 escarpment, a portion of each of those, that makes up the 

 3 bulk of the Level B plan.  

 4 We've also identified residential areas and broken 

 5 those residential villages into low, medium, and high 

 6 density areas.  The higher density areas are on those -- 

 7 along those major routes and in conjunction with the 

 8 commercial village centers areas, and then we've also 

 9 started to think about -- and this is where some of that 

10 dialogue -- and this will get refined as we go through.  We 

11 recognize that -- is we've identified school sites.  We've 

12 identified park sites.  We've identified fire and sheriff 

13 locations.  So obviously we're going to be working with 

14 those staff individually as we move through.  Once again, an 

15 overview of the land uses.  

16 So typically in a planned community type of project, 

17 you would probably have somewhere -- a little bit higher 

18 than half of the land uses would be allocated to residential 

19 uses.  That's kind of a typical -- a typical scenario if 

20 you're just looking about taking care of the community 

21 itself.  You'll see we have about 33 percent of the area 

22 devoted to residential, significantly less than what would 

23 be normal, because we have a much higher percentage than 

24 normal devoted to those job-producing land uses that I 

25 mentioned.  We also have 22 percent of the area as open 
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 1 space.  So a significant component of that is open space 

 2 lands, and then another significant component is the 

 3 job-producing land uses.  Slightly different.  We've broken 

 4 that out in detail in a table.  I'm not going to go through 

 5 this.  It's in the report, but all those different aspects 

 6 of those land uses that I talked about are broken down 

 7 within the plan area.

 8 The Level B zoning, once again, we've got seven 

 9 land-use districts, and that zoning has been identified for 

10 each of those districts, and as Ms. VerEecke pointed out, we 

11 spent a lot of time -- probably where we had to spend the 

12 most time customizing those land-use districts, zoning 

13 districts was related to the residential.  That's where we 

14 found the disconnect between the existing County zoning and 

15 the plan's intent to have more higher density, different 

16 types of products than are typically seen in Bernalillo 

17 County and in your zoning districts for residential.  We 

18 tried to follow as much as possible the framework of your 

19 zoning districts and also borrow a little bit from the City 

20 of Albuquerque on some of their residential zones that we 

21 think work pretty well.  So we tried to look at some best 

22 practices there.  

23 Transportation, once again, we've updated the Level A 

24 traffic analysis.  That's been completed to conform to the 

25 2040 MTP projections.  A big component of that is working on 
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 1 the demographics, and Kendra Watkins at the Mid-Region 

 2 Council of Governments is their demographer.  We spent a lot 

 3 of time working with her and with her group and making sure 

 4 that we were incorporating those numbers appropriately into 

 5 the traffic model and the modeling exercise that was used, 

 6 and that relates, once again, to that 2025, 2040, and full 

 7 build-out thresholds.  

 8 Planned and modeled is a multi-modal transportation 

 9 system, once again, "complete streets," we utilized.  So 

10 once -- MRCOG is the keeper of the transportation model.  

11 It's not our model.  Mike Corlette was part of our team, and 

12 he is the person who basically interfaces between the plan 

13 and MRCOG's model.  He's licensed to do that and approved by 

14 them to do that, and so that's how that works.  It's their 

15 model.  We utilize their model and update it to bring in 

16 those demographics both dwelling unit and job assumptions 

17 over time, and that's what's brought in.  And, once again, 

18 that was done for Level B and the update to Level A at the 

19 same time.

20 We look -- the Level B plan looks at a number of 

21 environment and open space issues.  Some of those we've 

22 completed, and they're part of the submittal.  Some of them 

23 are under way.  At this time biological resources, 

24 archeology, we're initiating the class II, which is a 

25 sampling archeological report.  SWCA is going to be 
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 1 performing that work.  Air quality, which is included.  

 2 Storm water and terrain management, there's a detailed 

 3 technical appendices that addresses that.  Both -- once 

 4 again, related to that, there's both an update to the Level 

 5 A document and a new document for Level B, the technical 

 6 analysis that brought it into more detail for that.  Energy 

 7 and soils and terrain management, that's kind of all woven 

 8 in together with that.  

 9 Process.  Working with the Water Utility Authority, as 

10 we talked about in Level A, they're their own political 

11 entity.  They have their own board which consists of both 

12 City and County representatives.  We are -- we are working 

13 with them.  That process is happening.  As you might 

14 imagine, that's probably a -- that is a complicated aspect 

15 in terms of how that agreement is getting structured and 

16 being worked on.  So that is in progress, and we're working 

17 on that at this time.  What we're -- as you are aware, those 

18 of you that were part of the Level A discussion and for of 

19 you who weren't, an update.  So there's been a significant 

20 both financial commitment and construction of backbone water 

21 and wastewater infrastructure on the West Mesa that was 

22 funded primarily by Western Albuquerque Land Holdings in 

23 coordination with the Water Authority, and that system is in 

24 place.  It's been built.  I think it was around $40 million 

25 worth of infrastructure that's been constructed on the West 
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 1 Mesa.  We're proposing to utilize that infrastructure as at 

 2 least an initial phase of bringing Santolina's water system 

 3 online.  

 4 Let's see.  Water and sanitary sewer -- so one of the 

 5 things we've been working with them on is -- and it's 

 6 obviously an important aspect of this entire project is 

 7 water conservation, water usage, and so that's incorporated 

 8 in the plan that you have.  

 9 Once again, when we talk about government and public 

10 services, we've looked at the public facilities that are 

11 existing that are nearby.  We've also looked at the need for 

12 new facilities.  We just met yesterday with the Park Staff 

13 in talking in more detail about some of those thresholds and 

14 their service numbers in terms of number of people served by 

15 different types of parks, different community facilities, 

16 and we will be refining this plan as we work with them in 

17 preparation for -- I think that's the June -- June hearing, 

18 and hopefully we'll have some of that worked out and 

19 addressed as part of the May hearing as well.

20 Looking at solid waste, looking at, once again, 

21 transportation and schools, we have had a meeting with APS, 

22 and we will continue to met with them, with their planning 

23 group, and we have also met with CNM with their facilities 

24 planning group, and we anticipate having joint meetings with 

25 APS and CNM at the time table together, because they're 
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 1 doing a lot of work at this -- at this time looking at 

 2 programs where they interface with one another with their 

 3 Two-Plus-Two program and things like that.  So we want to 

 4 make sure we're getting them both at the table at the same 

 5 time.  

 6 The fiscal and economic impact analysis has been done.  

 7 And, once again, I think you all probably got a hard copy of 

 8 the Level B plan, but there's a stack about this tall of 

 9 those technical appendices that are also -- that have also 

10 been submitted.  They're all available on the website, and 

11 I'm sure they're all available to you all.  Especially if 

12 you're having trouble sleeping, I highly recommend the 

13 transportation analysis.  It works really well.  No offense, 

14 Eric.  

15 But so with the fiscal analysis, that looks at 

16 specifically the question of no net expense and revenues, 

17 and so just to clarify, once again, for everyone, the key 

18 word is "net expense."  It's not "no expense."

19 I think I just have a couple more -- 

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.  

21 MR. STROZIER:  I can go through them really 

22 quickly if that's okay.  

23 So I invite you to take a look.  I think the fiscal and 

24 economic analysis is important and certainly invite you all 

25 to look at that in more detail.
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 1 So Ms. VerEecke talked about the Level A, Level B, and 

 2 Level C.  Obviously that is a part of we're at the Level B 

 3 stage.  At Level C is when you start to see site plans, 

 4 subdivision plans, actual layouts for specific uses.  I 

 5 won't spend a lot of time on that.  

 6 Once again, this just shows the approval level, and so 

 7 Level A and Level B are designed to be reviewed and approved 

 8 by the Planning Commission and adopted by the County 

 9 Commission, and then at Level C, those are intended to be 

10 done at the Staff level, CDRA.  So once you have this plan 

11 in place, the idea is it would be efficient to go through 

12 and get -- actually get those more detailed plans 

13 accomplished.  

14 One of things that we've also submitted as part of our 

15 application -- I'm not going to go through this in detail, 

16 but we've prepared a matrix similar to what we did at Level 

17 A that goes through each of those criteria and where it's 

18 addressed in the application materials to date.  So those 

19 are either related to a chapter in the document, a technical  

20 appendices or both, and so -- but we have gone through those 

21 in detail.  You can see there's quite a few of them.  

22 In conclusion, we really appreciate the opportunity to 

23 work with you all as the Planning Commission and not only 

24 County Staff but the various agency staffs, because as -- as 

25 we go through this, you know, it's important that it's not 
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 1 just a County project.  Schools have a role.  MRCOG has a 

 2 role.  We're interfacing with all of those various agencies, 

 3 and we are committed to being prepared for each of those 

 4 individual scheduled hearings.  We didn't have the schedule 

 5 until today, but we are committed to being prepared for each 

 6 of those hearings that you've identified, and Staff has 

 7 identified the specific items that we will go through, and 

 8 we will -- we will be prepared to go through each of those 

 9 items related to not only the criteria but any of the 

10 conditions that may have been related to that topic and make 

11 sure that we provide you all with and Staff with the data 

12 necessary for them to review and hopefully report back that 

13 we're in good shape on each of those items.  Thank you.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Questions of the 

15 applicant?  Commissioner Kelly.

16 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman.  

17 Jim, the Planned Community Criteria chart that you 

18 showed -- 

19 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

20 MS. KELLY:  -- is that in our materials somewhere?  

21 MR. STROZIER:  It should be.  We provided that 

22 matrix as part of our application submittal materials, and 

23 -- I'm sorry.  There you can see my dad and I when we went 

24 skiing, but each of those -- these are basically just taken 

25 right out of the -- of the Level B criteria and then where 
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 1 those have been addressed, and --

 2 MS. KELLY:  Will you share that PowerPoint with 

 3 us, just because I haven't seen -- 

 4 MR. STROZIER:  Certainly.  I think we always -- 

 5 and typically Staff will post it on the website, too.  So, 

 6 yeah.  We have no problem sharing -- 

 7 MS. KELLY:  And then the stack of technical 

 8 documents that you mentioned for nighttime reading, is that 

 9 -- I don't see that on the website.  Is that somewhere?  

10 MR. STROZIER:  It should be on the website.  

11 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair and Commissioner Kelly, 

12 those are on the bernco website.  We did not add them in 

13 MiniTrack because of their size.  What happens with 

14 MiniTrack is that everything gets all put together as one 

15 document, and if they're really large in memory, you won't 

16 be able to open them.  So that's where we've kept the 

17 technical appendices separate.  So you would need to go to 

18 the website to look at them.  

19 MR. STROZIER:  And if -- I would just add to that.  

20 If anybody is -- you need to have a hard copy, I think we 

21 provided a certain number of copies to the various technical 

22 agency staff, but if anybody -- let us know through 

23 Catherine.  We'd be happy to provide you with additional 

24 hard copies if that's -- if that works better for you as 

25 well.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Any questions?  If not, 

 2 thank you very much.

 3 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Now, we have the folks 

 5 that are going to be speaking.  So we'll call you two or 

 6 three at a time, so that you can come and sit up here and 

 7 then you can come up here next.  Go ahead.

 8 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  So, excuse me, Rod Mahoney 

 9 followed by Margaret Lopez and Sara Newton Juarez.  

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Name and address for the record, 

11 please.  

12 MR. MAHONEY:  Good morning.  My name is Rod 

13 Mahoney.  I live at 1838 Sadora Road, Southwest.  I'm the 

14 current president of the South Valley Coalition of 

15 Neighborhood Associations, and we would also like to thank 

16 the Staff for actually proposing these hearings moving 

17 forward.  I mean, clearly this is a very complicated 

18 endeavor in addition to Level A.  

19 What I'd like to do is to -- I took a quick scan over 

20 some of the items here for those various meetings moving 

21 forward, and there's a couple of things that are not 

22 explicitly stated in there that I think I would propose for 

23 you to do.  On the land use and zoning items, it was 

24 mentioned briefly, but they need to really have the 

25 jobs-to-housing balance matrix discussed.  I mean, that 
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 1 comes directly out of the Development Agreement.  

 2 Also, another thing associated with this is the PCC 

 3 criteria relative to the Reserve Areas for making us sure 

 4 that we only have three dwelling unit per acre associated 

 5 with that.

 6 Also, then Mr. Strozier touched on the fact of the no 

 7 net cost or expense of this.  That probably should be 

 8 residing in the government and public sectors or services 

 9 piece and sort of an assessment of what that is, and also 

10 then, a little bit more detail and analysis of the fiscal 

11 and economic impact part of that.  

12 And then finally on item no. 3, certainly the water 

13 issue has been one of the paramount issues that was 

14 discussed in Level A.  Certainly I think we'll also talk 

15 about it in Level B.  So there's a statement on water 

16 availability, but also, I believe there needs to be also at 

17 least a discussion on the impact of what water rights are 

18 and also sort of the associated economics connected to those 

19 water rights.  Thank you very much.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

21 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Margaret Lopez.  

22 MS. JUAREZ:  I don't think she's here.  

23 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Then Sara Newton 

24 Juarez, Roberto Roybal.  

25 MS. JUAREZ:  My name is Sara Newton Juarez, 933 
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 1 Nashville, Southwest.  Staff has done an amazing job.  I 

 2 agree with everybody, and I'd like to just mention a few 

 3 things.  

 4 As I understand it, the Development Agreement was done 

 5 in secret, not following the Open Meetings Act.  And then 

 6 onto water, Albuquerque and Rio Rancho have water shortages 

 7 now.  Considering the drought we have been in for the last 

 8 five years, the impacts of climate change, this is a project 

 9 that's out of scale with reality.  Young people are leaving, 

10 and there are no jobs to speak of.  Where is the scientific 

11 proof that there is enough water to serve 93,000 more 

12 people?  Level B should be deferred until we have written 

13 proof of the availability of water for 93,000 people.  Thank 

14 you.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

16 MR. ROYBAL:  Hello.  My name is Roberto Roybal.  I 

17 live at 2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest.  I work with the 

18 Southwest Organizing Project, and I am also President of the 

19 Pajarito Village Association.  That's our neighborhood 

20 association in the deep Valley -- deep South Valley.  

21 We're here today -- actually we were here in 2014 in 

22 front of this Body, this Planning Commission, opposing the 

23 Level A plan, master plan, and we're here today, and we also 

24 oppose the Santolina Level B Master Plan.  And we'll 

25 probably already oppose the Level C plan as well.  But we 
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 1 think that -- we have many concerns.  Obviously the water 

 2 issues in the South Valley, we depend on agricultural.  

 3 That's our economy down there.  We depend on the water for 

 4 our farms, for our stock, for our animals, and for our 

 5 gardens, and it's -- we're very concerned about the plans, 

 6 because they -- Santolina says there's going to be no net 

 7 expense.  Yet, for Level B, we're understand they're going 

 8 to be asking for 40 public improvement districts, which is 

 9 going to be taking money, tax money away from the rest of 

10 the County, which means we have to take it up.  The schools 

11 are going to cost a lot of money that we're going to be 

12 picking up.  So we just don't believe that there's going to 

13 be no net expense, and we want to discuss that later in the 

14 following hearings.  

15 We're also concerned about the transportation.  Rio 

16 Bravo Boulevard right now is horrendous in the morning and 

17 the evening, getting home from work.  It's going to worsen 

18 with their plan.  Right now, this morning you deferred the 

19 Valle del Sol plan for 90 days.  That is an industrial park.  

20 There's going to be a lot of jobs there over by Mesa del 

21 Sol.  That's going to be in direct competition with the 

22 Santolina, with them building their industrial zones and 

23 commercial zones.  We'd hate to see people having, if they 

24 live in the Santolina area, having to travel down Dennis 

25 Chavez to Rio Bravo over to the Valle del Sol to get jobs.  
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 1 We also still doubt the jobs-to-homes analysis, and we 

 2 oppose this, and we would ask you to extend these schedules 

 3 for these plans.  They're overly ambitious.  We need a lot 

 4 of time.  It took over a year for you to consider the Level 

 5 A.  Level B we would hope that we'd be every couple months 

 6 and starting in June.  I don't know if you've all read the 

 7 68,000-page record from the previous Commission and County 

 8 Commission plan, but there's a lot of information there.  

 9 The Development Agreement is a nightmare.  That's why we're 

10 suing the County, the County Commission.  The Southwest 

11 Organizing Project, Pajarito Village Association, and 

12 several individuals are suing the County, because we oppose 

13 those plans.  The development Agreement is a nightmare.  It 

14 ties in zoning -- as a contract, it ties in zoning so that 

15 the County cannot change zoning once that Development 

16 Agreement is set in stone.  

17 And we also think that you should hold the hearings 

18 after the litigation has finished within District Court, 

19 because obviously we hope that we're going to win in court 

20 and throw the master plan, Level A, back to you here to 

21 reconsider.  So we think this could be just a waste of time 

22 for everybody involved, and we would hope that you could 

23 delay this further, and just want to thank you very much.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you very much.  

25 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Just want to make sure.  
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 1 Marsha Fernandez, you don't want to speak?  And Jay Feland 

 2 doesn't want to speak?  Don Hyde?  No.  And Santiago 

 3 Maestas, last speaker.  

 4 MR. MAESTAS:  Can we put that on?  Yeah.  Thank 

 5 you.  My name is Santiago Maestas.  I'm President of the 

 6 South Valley Regional Association of Acequias.  I'm a 

 7 Commissioner, the Pajarito Acequia and a mayordomo of the 

 8 Acequia de Don Gabino Andrade.  

 9 Water, of course, is my primary concern, water for our 

10 farms and our houses and our landscaping "hay" in the South 

11 Valley.  What makes the Valley green is water.  Without 

12 water, there's no life.  This article that I'd like to 

13 provide a copy to the Commission for I think states it very 

14 clearly.  No water, no problem.  Santolina is going ahead 

15 with its plans.  

16 Most recently, the last 30 days, there has been really 

17 no moisture, no more rain, no more snow, and the snowpack 

18 has started already to melt up in the mountains.  So we're 

19 not really out of this drought.  The El Nino phenomena is 

20 not going to happen every year.  So we continue to object to 

21 the Santolina plan and its threat to our community in the 

22 South Valley.  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Members of 

23 the Board.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  That's it.  

25 Staff, will you get that from him for the record?  
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 1 The applicant, closing comments.  No closing comments?  

 2   Staff.

 3 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I have no further 

 4 comments, but I stand for any questions.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions of Staff?  

 6 MS. KELLY:  I have one.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead, Commissioner.

 8 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman.  

 9 Catherine, I sort of feel like the timeline is pretty 

10 ambitious, too, and maybe that's because I haven't looked at 

11 it until now, but it's awfully complex for 4,000 acres of 

12 land.  Would you just comment on that as the pros and cons 

13 of adding some additional meetings.  I realize that you guys 

14 have looked at schedules and such, but to me, it strikes me 

15 as being condensed for such a large decision or 

16 recommendation to the County Commission.  I'd like to send 

17 whatever we send to the Bernalillo County Commission to be 

18 really well thought out and fleshed out here.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Maybe I should answer that, 

20 because this is just a recommendation from the Staff, and I, 

21 as Chairman, my job is to set these meetings up.  You know, 

22 we're setting up into four meetings, and it's not going to 

23 end here.  It still has to go to the County Commission, and 

24 they'll probably have four or five.  I don't know.  Last 

25 time, how meetings did they have?  
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 1 MS. VEREECKE:  Excuse me.  How many what?  

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  County Commission, how many 

 3 meetings did they have?  

 4 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I don't recall, but 

 5 there were probably like five, maybe.  

 6 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, Members of the 

 7 Commission.  I believe there were six meetings before BCC.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Six meetings.  So there's going 

 9 to be a lot of meetings.  I mean, we can stretch this for -- 

10 last time we had almost a year, and we went -- you know, a 

11 lot of meetings were just talking about the same thing, and 

12 I think that -- and I know for you, Commissioner, that just 

13 came on, it's probably a little harder, because you didn't 

14 -- you know, you didn't go through Level A, but you know, 

15 we're setting these meetings up besides our regular 

16 meetings, too, and so, you know, we have another meeting 

17 that goes on every month, and we're volunteers here, too.  I 

18 mean, we can't be doing this day in and day out per our 

19 meetings, but I think that what we're going through and 

20 we're seeing -- and we'll have -- we'll have them as long as 

21 we want to, the meeting, when we're up here, but I don't 

22 think that prolonging it for a lot more meetings is going to 

23 -- is going to change anything as long as we get all the 

24 information that we need to make, you know, a decision on 

25 this thing.
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 1 MS. KELLY:  Can I ask you if during the regular 

 2 meetings that we'll have, between the scheduled meetings, we 

 3 would be able to get any updates from Staff as to how 

 4 various aspects are coming along such as --

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.  One thing I do as Chairman 

 6 is that we have a schedule of meetings, but I don't limit 

 7 any of the Commissioners of asking any questions.  Okay.  So 

 8 I think the Commissioners -- as Commissioners, you need to 

 9 know that you have the right, as far as I'm concerned, and 

10 I'll recognize you for anything that you want to ask, 

11 because we want everybody to ask, the Commission here.  

12 Now, the meetings, we have to schedule them, because 

13 last time, we had sometimes over a hundred people here for 

14 the meetings.  So, you know, we have to have a time.  We'll 

15 never finish our meetings, but as far as the Commissioner 

16 goes and you approve -- you request something, that is open 

17 to every Commissioner here.  I think every Commissioner 

18 should, when we make our final decision, that we're happy 

19 with the decision that we're making for for or against it.  

20 It doesn't matter.  So, yes, you will be able to ask 

21 anything you want to.  

22 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Kelly, 

23 just a couple of thoughts on that question.  If we're going 

24 to have a discussion about Santolina in our regular CPC 

25 meetings outside of the scheduled Santolina meetings, we 

TR-102
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 will want to notice those if they're -- for the updates, 

 2 just so all the parties will have notice we're discussing it 

 3 at the meeting.  

 4 But on that same point, Commissioner Kelly, you're 

 5 perfectly free to talk to Staff at any time if you have 

 6 questions and you want an update that way, but if we're 

 7 going to talk about it here, we do need to notice it.  

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  No.  We won't be talking in our 

 9 regular hearings.  I mean, we have four hearings that are 

10 scheduled.  They're detailed.  Now, if you want to put more 

11 detail into it, you can get with Staff as a Commissioner, 

12 and -- you know, and then we can talk about it, and we can 

13 put them in there, but as a Commissioner, you can ask 

14 anything you want to from this podium.  Okay.  Thank you.

15 Any other questions?  Okay.  So the next meeting for 

16 Santolina is going to be in April the 27th, 9:00 o'clock, in 

17 this meeting room right here, so -- and we have the topics 

18 that we're going to be discussing at that meeting.  We're 

19 going to -- we're going to be talking about transportation 

20 at that meeting.  So anything else, Commissioners?  If not, 

21 we're -- could I have a motion to adjourn?  

22 MS. SERNA:  So moved.

23 MR. MALRY:  So moved.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  We're adjourned. 

25 (Note:  Hearing adjourned at 11:53 a.m.) 
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 1 Members of the Commission.  My name is Catherine VerEecke, 

 2 and I'm with County Planning, and this is SPR2016-0001, and 

 3 this is a request for approval of a planned communities Level 

 4 B Master Plan within the Santolina Master Plan area.

 5 As you know, this -- this request, as we just said, has 

 6 -- has been around for a while.  So this is for a Level B 

 7 Master Plan.  The plan includes more specific details for 

 8 land use, zoning, transportation, environment, and open space 

 9 and government and public service.  The plan was first 

10 submitted in January.  The Level A Plan was approved last 

11 year for the entire property.  So this particular plan, as 

12 you can see shown here on this map, covers more specific 

13 area.  

14 There have been four special hearings, which gave 

15 details on specific areas, specific topics within the plan 

16 related to the planned communities criteria, and at each 

17 point, Staff and agencies provided comments that have been 

18 included in the Staff Report.

19 Most recently comments were also compiled into a matrix 

20 that documented how the comments were being addressed.  At 

21 the time of the hearing in July, there were outstanding 

22 comments from Staff and agencies, zoning, transportation, 

23 drainage, parks and recreation, NMDOT, APS, MRCOG, the 

24 Utility Authority, and then also Planning.

25 So the issues related to such areas as zoning and design 
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 1 standards, water availability, funding of infrastructure and 

 2 facilities, phasing, language related to the transportation 

 3 system, the Region's long-range transportation plan and also 

 4 the plan for and funding of schools through APS.  Based on 

 5 these issues and quite a few comments not having been 

 6 addressed at the time, the CPC continued the case to this 

 7 hearing with work on the issues to continue.  

 8 So during that time -- or from that time, work has 

 9 continued.  On September 30, a revised plan was submitted.  

10 The changes are summarized in the Staff Report.  In 

11 particular there were major changes to the zoning chapter and 

12 the approval process chapter.  Changes included the addition 

13 of specific language that had been agreed upon with Staff for 

14 zoning and design, language for parks and open space, and 

15 also a sequencing plan for how the development will take 

16 place over time and spatially.  So this is the sequencing 

17 plan.  Language regarding the class II archeological study 

18 were also added.  

19 The matrix dated 9-30 that was submitted the same time 

20 as the revised plan indicated that there was progress made 

21 but that there was still comments that needed to be addressed 

22 and comments in various stages of resolution.  So from that 

23 time, which would have been like two weeks ago, I estimated 

24 that about 60 percent of the comments had been resolved.  

25 Based on the revised plan that was submitted, additional 
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 1 comments came in from Staff, but these continued to show that 

 2 progress was being made but that there were some issues.  On 

 3 October 20th, which is after the official submittal deadline, 

 4 we did get some additional documents submitted.  There was a 

 5 -- a document which just included the revisions to the plan, 

 6 so this is like a 60-page document with green line of where 

 7 additional language had been added based on discussions with 

 8 Staff.  Also, at that time, a revised matrix was submitted.  

 9 So this was dated, again, October 20th.  So we did add these 

10 to the -- to the Staff Report packet that was uploaded last 

11 week.

12 So by the bit time that these documents were submitted, 

13 there were outstanding comments from APS, the Utility 

14 Authority, Public Works.  Planning also had some comments, so 

15 -- but there was general progress being made again.  Language 

16 for conditions of approval were also starting to come in from 

17 the different departments.  So the review indicated that a 

18 majority of the comments had been addressed by a couple of 

19 weeks ago.  So -- so that's kind of where we were as of the 

20 last few days where many departments had indicated that their 

21 comments had been addressed.  This was Public Works, 

22 transportation, drainage.  Zoning indicated that their 

23 comments had all been -- for the most part had been 

24 addressed.  

25 However, as of a few days ago, outstanding issues 
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 1 including unmet Level A conditions, unmet Level B planned 

 2 community criteria and unaddressed -- a few unaddressed 

 3 comments from Staff were noted.  These are related to the 

 4 platting of the subject property, water and sewer 

 5 availability and associated water and utility plans and also 

 6 an agreement over the plan for schools with APS.

 7 In addition, there were several comments that Staff had 

 8 requested to be implemented in the document.  Some language 

 9 that we found was not acceptable that still remained in the 

10 plan.  We still have some questions related to the language 

11 for the archeological study, and the name of the plan, which 

12 still hasn't been clarified.

13 So although significant progress has been made with the 

14 requested revisions to the Santolina plan, there are still 

15 some issues with the plan related to conditions of approval, 

16 unmet comments, a few planned communities criteria that at 

17 least as of yesterday had not been met and where the changes 

18 that are included in this -- in this document haven't been 

19 incorporated into the main document.  So the feeling is that 

20 there's still some cleanup to be done.  

21 So Staff has recommended continuance of this request but 

22 has also drafted findings and conditions that were just put 

23 together and forwarded out yesterday, which show that there 

24 are still --

25 (Note:  Meeting interrupted by Spectators.)
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Enrico -- Rico, call security.  I 

 2 don't have a problem with public opinion.  I do have a 

 3 problem when they come and interrupt our meeting, and we have 

 4 a procedure here.  If you want to speak, you sign up, and 

 5 when the time for people to come up and speak, that's when 

 6 the time is, but I don't know what kind of game you're 

 7 playing or what you're doing, but it's not acceptable here.  

 8 SPECTATOR:  Mr. Speaker, the signup sheet was 

 9 pulled sometime ago, so I was a little late.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  No, it's not pulled.  The signup  

11 sheet is right up here.  If you want to sign up, we have a 

12 sheet right here.  

13 SPECTATOR:  So may I ask for some clarification?  

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Sure.  

15 MS. SUAREZ:  That's page 2 of the original signup 

16 sheet.  So that's another additional sheet.  

17 SPECTATOR:  Okay, but I have a quick -- like, I'm 

18 not sure which column.  

19 MS. SUAREZ:  If you're in favor of the request -- 

20 SPECTATOR:  Is the request for a continuance?  But 

21 what the request?  

22 MS. SUAREZ:  For Santolina.  

23 SPECTATOR:  Right, but what is the request?  Is the 

24 request to continue it?  

25 MS. SUAREZ:  I don't know that.
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 1 SPECTATOR:  Then how can you know if you're in 

 2 favor of or opposed to --

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  No, ma'am.  Would you please sit 

 4 down.  I mean, we're over here trying to have a meeting.

 5 SPECTATOR:  Yes, I'm trying -- 

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  You know, and you're asking a 

 7 question that we don't know, because we're going to hear the 

 8 case, and then this Commission decides what they want to do.

 9 SPECTATOR:  But we're asking to be -- sign up to 

10 speak in favor --

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  To speak in favor or against it or 

12 for it.  

13 SPECTATOR:  But we don't what the request is.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  The request is -- we're hearing -- 

15 SPECTATOR:  The request is approval.  Thank you for 

16 answering that question.

17 MS. VEREECKE:  But it's just like any case.  

18 SPECTATOR:  Any you zombies want to sign?  

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  You three guys, can you 

20 stand up?  Are you through with your protest?  

21 SPECTATOR:  Yes.  

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Well, if you sit back 

23 there, I'll go ahead and allow you for you to sit down and 

24 participate in this meeting.  I'd appreciate it if you don't 

25 interrupt our meeting anymore.  
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 1 MS. VEREECKE:  Okay.  Mr. Chair, so I'll continue 

 2 with my presentation.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yeah, go ahead.

 4 MS. VEREECKE:  I was almost done.  Just saying that 

 5 Staff has recommended continuance of the request for the 

 6 outstanding items to be addressed and finalized.  However, 

 7 Staff has drafted findings and conditions that were 

 8 circulated yesterday that were drafted by various Staff, 

 9 which show, on the one hand, the possibility that this 

10 request might be recommended for approval today, that it is 

11 possible.  It shows that many items have been worked out, but 

12 it also shows that there are still a few gaps in areas that 

13 should be worked out.  There are ongoing discussions, 

14 particularly I understand discussions with the Utility 

15 Authority.  APS still has some concerns.  

16 So the recommendation is continuance, but then it will 

17 be up to the Commission to decide how to proceed.  Staff is 

18 requesting Staff with outstanding issues to get up and speak.  

19 Like I said, many issues have been resolved, so there's not a 

20 need to get up and discuss those.  So let's just focus on the 

21 ones that are outstanding and see where everybody is with 

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

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions of Staff?  

24 Commissioner Kelly.

25 MS. KELLY:  Catherine, the draft findings and 
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 1 conditions were distributed to us yesterday at about 4:00 

 2 p.m.  I was able to skim them.  Has the public received 

 3 notice of those?  

 4 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, they 

 5 have not been posted publicly.  I did forward a copy to Rod 

 6 Mahoney at the South Valley Coalition.  That was the extent 

 7 of the communication with the public.

 8 MS. KELLY:  So in my opinion, it's just really not 

 9 appropriate to consider acting on those findings and 

10 conditions without having the public at least had a chance to 

11 review them.  They're six pages.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions, 

13 Commissioners.  

14 MS. HERTEL:  In your additional Staff comments, 

15 there is something that concerned me that says, "It appears 

16 from discussions with Staff that recent comments as an 

17 example from Public Works were not properly incorporated into 

18 the matrix dated 10/20 in the language that's provided by 

19 Staff," and was apparently changed by the agent or somehow 

20 didn't show up properly, and that some of the comments listed 

21 as "pending" were then changed to "completed."   Has that 

22 been addressed and revolved since then, or is that kind of 

23 still hanging out there?  

24 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, I 

25 believe that there were efforts made to correct that.
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 1 MS. NELSON:  What does that mean?  

 2 MS. HERTEL:  So do you think it's corrected or 

 3 should Public Works address that, because they were the 

 4 example here?  

 5 MS. TANNER:  Good morning.  I'm Christie Tanner 

 6 with Public Works.  I wanted to state that all of the 

 7 conditions and all of the -- let me see.  The matrix was 

 8 created based on comments that all agencies put into Accela.  

 9 At this time, in Public Works, all comments have been 

10 addressed except for one transportation, and that's been a 

11 condition.  It's not -- it's in your list of findings and 

12 conditions.  And then the rest of them are pending based on 

13 Natural Resource Services, and that's just based on the water 

14 development plan.  Hopefully after hearing what Dan has to 

15 say, we can try to move forward on that depending on -- 

16 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  So things that are listed that 

17 you believe are pending are indeed listed as pending in that 

18 matrix document?  

19 MS. TANNER:  Correct.  It's basically all of 

20 Natural Resources.  All the drainage has been addressed.  All 

21 of transportation except for one item, and that's going to be 

22 conditioned, and then the rest of the pending are only for -- 

23 based on that Development Agreement.  That's all.

24 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  And that's fine.  I'm just 

25 really trying to confirm that we can rely on the matrix for 
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 1 accurate information.  Okay.  That was kind of where I was 

 2 going with that.  Thank you.

 3 And then, Catherine, I have another question for you, 

 4 please.  So on a previous review, you thought about 60 

 5 percent of the comments in the matrix had been addressed, and 

 6 now, I think, we're up to, like, 85 percent?  About 85 

 7 percent of the comments are addressed appropriately; is that 

 8 a correct percentage?  

 9 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, 

10 that's approximately what I calculated as of about a week 

11 ago, and the remainder was either items that were pending.  

12 Like Christie said, a number of them were from Natural 

13 Resources, and then there were also items that needed to be 

14 forwarded as conditions of approval that were just things 

15 that, for instance, related to the Level B Development 

16 Agreement, that that would serve as the mechanism for 

17 addressing those -- those concerns, but yes, that's correct.

18 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  So ballpark is about 15 percent 

19 of the comments that are addressed that are still open in the 

20 matrix or they turned up in the conditions of approval?  Is 

21 that -- I just want to make sure.

22 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, 

23 that's correct.

24 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Thank you.

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So, Catherine, a lot of these 
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 1 conditions that Staff has -- wants answered, have they -- 

 2 have they answered to them and maybe they're not to your -- 

 3 you know, Staff's satisfaction or what are we talking about 

 4 here?  

 5 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, the -- 

 6 and, again, we're jumping to what's in the findings and 

 7 conditions, but a number of the conditions were related to 

 8 clean up of language in the plan that would need -- that 

 9 could take place if the CPC decides to recommend approval 

10 today and then when the County Commission hears the request.  

11 So many of them are related to things that -- that should be 

12 done between now and the time the BCC hears this.  So there 

13 were a limited number of conditions that would be ongoing -- 

14 going beyond the approval and adoption of the plan, like, 

15 what Christie said related to the transportation plan, that 

16 more information is needed or the Development Agreement, but 

17 a majority of the information in the draft of the conditions 

18 relates to clean up of the plan before the County Commission 

19 sees it.  

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  And what I'm trying to get 

21 at let's say the applicant says I've -- you know as far as 

22 I'm concerned, I, you know, I put in what I'm going to put 

23 in.  Where do we take it from there?  I mean, at some point, 

24 Staff is going to have to recommend approval or disapproval 

25 or if there's some things that nobody -- for instance, Water 
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 1 Authority, they don't want to send anything.  So where are we 

 2 at with that, you know?  I mean --

 3 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, there are 

 4 also findings and conditions in what was drafted that address 

 5 the status of the discussions about water availability at 

 6 least as of yesterday, but my understanding is there -- there 

 7 have been additional discussions that Staff is going to tell 

 8 you about now.  So maybe we can proceed with this and see 

 9 where everything goes, and then after the discussion, if you 

10 you're interested in going over the findings and conditions 

11 in greater detail, then we can -- we can work through those 

12 with you, too.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I'm just saying that if an 

14 applicant comes and says, "This is my packet.  This is all 

15 I'm going to submit.  I want it voted up or down," what do we 

16 do then?  

17 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, then we can decide if it 

18 meets the requirements or if it doesn't, but that's what 

19 we've been working towards over the last six -- nine months 

20 on this case is that there was an initial submittal, and 

21 there have been a series of submittals and discussions with 

22 Staff and agencies to try to get it to the point that the 

23 plan document and the technical appendices are acceptable to 

24 both the applicant and to Staff and that there would be a 

25 minimum of conditions of approval that would need to be met 
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 1 after, assuming that the plan is approved.  So that's --

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So there's a checklist that you 

 3 give an applicant, and he has to meet those conditions in 

 4 order for it to be approved; is that --

 5 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, yes, and this request has 

 6 been following the Level B planned communities criteria, 

 7 which has really helped to structure this request and has set 

 8 some requirements that need to be addressed, so that that -- 

 9 that has been the guiding document and criteria for this 

10 request.  

11 And then in addition to that, Staff has also worked with 

12 the applicant and the agent related to their particular 

13 technical standards, like street standards and drainage 

14 standards, conservation standards, zoning in relation to the 

15 County Zoning Ordinance.  So those also have informed the 

16 submittal and then the revisions that have been made to this.  

17 So we --

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  One of the biggest issues that we 

19 had is, of course, water, you know, and we haven't been able 

20 to get the Water Authority to move either way.  I mean --

21 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, the Water Authority is 

22 here today, and my understanding --

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yeah, but I'm not -- 

24 MS. VEREECKE:  -- is that there have been 

25 discussions.  
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Let me finish my question.  Okay.  

 2 That we've had that.  We have a condition from the County 

 3 Commission that says that in order for it to be approved, the 

 4 Level B, that there has to be a Development Agreement or an 

 5 agreement between the applicant and the Water Authority, and 

 6 that hasn't happened, and it really puts us in a position 

 7 where they put a condition with no guidelines to it.  

 8 Agreement to what?  I mean, we don't even know that, what 

 9 kind of agreement with this.  The other thing is that this 

10 Commission doesn't approve or disapprove a plan.  We just 

11 recommend to the County Commission as to what needs to -- you 

12 know, to look at.  

13 And we've been going through this.  It's going to be a 

14 year already, and I know these plans are -- take a long time, 

15 but -- and I'm just trying to get to what Staff wants -- 

16 wants it.  Have they met all the check marks that we -- we 

17 need for them to meet, or do we want added things, or do we 

18 have some other departments?  Because this is like a -- it's 

19 a moving target everytime -- I don't know how many meetings 

20 we've had, and you know, at some point, I'd like to get to a 

21 decision where we send it up to the County Commission so that 

22 they can work it out, because most of those agreements we 

23 can't -- we can't -- we can't agree to anything, because 

24 we're just a recommending Commission.  So --

25 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I believe that Public 
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 1 Works would like to respond to your question.  So unless you 

 2 have something more specifically for me, it may be 

 3 appropriate to have Staff let you know what they've been 

 4 working on.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Because I sent a letter to the 

 6 Water Authority.  Did they ever respond?  

 7 MS. VEREECKE:  MR. chair, they're here today, so -- 

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  No.  I'm talking about the letter 

 9 that I sent.  Did they ever respond to that letter?  

10 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I'm not aware that we 

11 received any letter.  

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  We never have.  

13 MS. VEREECKE:  But, again, the -- I think you 

14 requested in your letter that representatives from the 

15 Utility Authority be here, so they are here today.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

17 MS. VEREECKE:  And there have been discussions 

18 taking place.  So our Staff is all ready to let you know what 

19 they've been discussing and where they are with everything.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

21 MS. VEREECKE:  All right.  Thank you.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Just a minute.  Hold on.  

23 Commissioner.  

24 MS. HERTEL:  I have kind of a general question for 

25 her.  
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 1 Catherine, I have a general question, and that is 

 2 someplace in the information that we were provided it said 

 3 that there was a question about whether if there's conflict 

 4 between Level A language and Level B language, then what 

 5 prevails.  And later on, I believe I saw someplace that Level 

 6 A prevails.  Is that what the legal opinion is on that?  

 7 Sorry, Mike.  I know you're -- 

 8 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel, 

 9 I just heard the last part about the legal opinion.  I was 

10 worried about the sound.

11 MS. HERTEL:  Right.  I should have started with 

12 that.  If there's a conflict between language of Level A and 

13 Level B, which prevails?  

14 MR. GARCIA:  Well, the -- if you're -- if you're -- 

15 do you have a specific example in mind?  

16 MS. HERTEL:  It was -- I think it was in parks and 

17 open space.  I'm not 100 percent sure.  I think that's where 

18 I read it first.

19 MR. GARCIA:  It's hard to answer the question in a 

20 vacuum, but I think the -- probably the shortest answer, at 

21 least a precise answer is going to be that the Level A 

22 criteria, we cannot override here, because the BCC approved 

23 that.  That said, I think it's possible that there should be 

24 a way to reconcile anything that appears to be a conflict 

25 between Level B and Level A, and at least -- at the very 
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 1 least we should try to do that.

 2 MS. VEREECKE:  She's saying that Level A should 

 3 prevail.

 4 MR. GARCIA:  With the Development Agreement?  

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I think that we can't change it 

 6 here, but I think the County Commission can.  

 7 MR. GARCIA:  Right.  

 8 MS. HERTEL:  Right.  It's just in the language 

 9 proposed by the developer, and he's proposing something 

10 that's in conflict with Level A.  Yeah, I'm not suggesting 

11 that we're going to change anything from Level A, no.  

12 MR. GARCIA:  So, Chairman Chavez, Commissioner 

13 Hertel, I'm not sure if I answered all of your questions, but 

14 I think until the BCC changes something at Level B or Level 

15 A, the Level A will control.

16 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Level A regardless of what is 

17 -- I mean, typically what is more stringent or things like 

18 that, but Level A is what we're going to refer to?  

19 MR. GARCIA:  For the -- for the time being, yes.

20 MS. HERTEL:  All right.  Fine.  

21 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Hold on.  

23 Go ahead, Commissioner.  Do you have a question of 

24 somebody or --

25 MS. HERTEL:  I did find a specific example in 
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 1 the --

 2 MS. KELLY:  Well, I wasn't going to bring this up 

 3 right now, but since we're talking about it.  I think the 

 4 language that you're referencing is in Section I, the very 

 5 last paragraph of 1.1, where it says, "Nothing in this Level 

 6 B plan shall be construed to increase any limitation on 

 7 development established by the Level A plan," and I was going 

 8 to suggest as an alternative language that instead the plan 

 9 say that the Level B approval has to match the requirements 

10 for a Level B submittal, which includes quite a long list and 

11 includes more detail for funding and provision of 

12 infrastructure payments, phasing.  So it's more detailed.  

13 It's not -- it shouldn't be construed as being in conflict, 

14 but I don't -- I would hate to see a situation where the 

15 developer says, "Oh, well, that detail wasn't required at 

16 Level A," so now it is in conflict.

17 MS. HERTEL:  No, I understand what you're saying.

18 MS. KELLY:  So I think it ought to just reflect the 

19 criteria that's required for the Level B submittal.  That's 

20 what the language should be instead of, "Is there a 

21 conflict."

22 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Well, this is -- this is what I 

23 was referring to in the example:  It says, "Parks and Open 

24 Space and Planning have expressed concerns about the language 

25 level -- about the language Level A plan prevailing over the 
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 1 Level B plan when there's a conflict between the requirements 

 2 in the two," and it's referencing page 18 of the September 

 3 30th draft, and that's -- that's where my question 

 4 originates.  

 5 MR. GARCIA:  Okay.  Chairman Chavez, Members of the 

 6 Commission, I think that what Commissioner Kelly said was 

 7 very accurate in terms of how you should construe it.  First 

 8 of all, the language of -- even of Level B that I believe 

 9 Commissioner Kelly read, that I have here on the overhead, 

10 basically states that Level A will control, but more to the 

11 point, just because something is any different or more 

12 specific doesn't necessarily entail a conflict, and if 

13 there's not a conflict, the more specific will generally 

14 control, will usually control but supposing that there's not 

15 a conflict.

16 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Fine.  Thank you.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Water department?  Public 

18 Works.

19 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioners,  

20 thanks for the opportunity today.  It's been an very 

21 interesting week.  So what I like to do is there is 

22 basically, I think, three, maybe four areas of discussion we 

23 need to go through to help understand where we're at with the 

24 Water Utility Authority, the situation that the applicant may 

25 be in with regard to the Development Agreement, and hopefully 
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 1 we have a way forward if that is the direction that this 

 2 Commission would choose to go.

 3 The first thing I'd like to do is in the findings and 

 4 conditions that were handed out to you earlier, no. 18, those 

 5 are the ones that Catherine provided.  It basically is a 

 6 statement of fact of where we're at with the Water Utility 

 7 and the applicant, and I do want to point out first off with 

 8 regard to the conditions that we had which were 8, 9, 10, and 

 9 11, they were conditioned and stylized as required prior to 

10 approval of the Level B, and as the applicant has pointed out 

11 to me in several discussions, the locus or the point of that 

12 approval wasn't spelled out or specified, and further, if we 

13 look at the ordinances for the formation of the CPC, my 

14 understanding is that the duties of the CPC are to recommend 

15 and to study, and it does not specifically say approve; 

16 whereas, the duties of the Commission do hinge and are 

17 focused on approval.

18 So I think there is a certain legitimacy to the 

19 applicant's request that we figure out a way through, and let 

20 the BCC make that determination about the Development 

21 Agreement.

22 That said, what I will say is the condition no. 8, which 

23 is the Development Agreement and condition no. 11, which is 

24 resolution of issues between the applicant and the ABCWUA, 

25 those have not yet been satisfied.  I think conditions no.   
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 1 9 and 10 have been completed or substantially enough complete 

 2 that I am comfortable moving forward with those.  So the 

 3 following discussion we're going to have is basically focused 

 4 on conditions no. 8 and no. 11, and to put it in a quick 

 5 summary, I think the applicant's in a little bit of a bind 

 6 not necessarily of their own making, and the problem is we 

 7 have -- we do have two different governmental entities that 

 8 have an overlapping responsibility.  The County obviously is 

 9 to make land-use decisions.  That does entail considering 

10 water use.  How do we interface with utilities, that sort of 

11 thing.  The Water Utility has its own process as well, and 

12 unfortunately with regard to Development Agreement, water 

13 availability statements, those two processes are not playing 

14 well together.  And that's what the discussions this last 

15 week have been about with the Water Utility Authority.

16 So with that said, I believe Christie just handed out a 

17 three-page document to you real quick that I'd like to kind 

18 of take you through.  Originally we had written the first 

19 page as findings, but after discussions with Mike this 

20 morning, when we get to talking about findings, we'll 

21 condense those down, but I think for purposes of this 

22 discussion it may be helpful to you.  

23 The first thing I wanted to point out is that when the 

24 planned communities criterias were adopted by the County 

25 Commission back in 2012, they specifically called out the 
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 1 formation of the Water Utility as being something that would 

 2 have to be recognized, and we're at the point where we need 

 3 to recognize that these processes don't kind of play well 

 4 together.  And the Level A planned criteria -- or planned 

 5 communities criteria specifically calls out to provide 

 6 documentation for physical and legal availability of water, 

 7 and we have satisfied that based upon Mr. Sanchez's letters 

 8 saying that they had the capacity, but there were certain 

 9 legal and contractual elements that the applicant was going 

10 to have to go through, and that was sufficient for us to get 

11 through Level A, and I will stand by that decision.  

12 Where we're at right now is there's also a Level B 

13 requirement to provide a water availability statement and a 

14 facilities plan that addresses water and wastewater phasing, 

15 and where we get into conflict is that the Water Utility has 

16 certain policies of what has to be in place before they can 

17 issue those sort of statements, and the Development Agreement 

18 would be on those same -- same criteria.  

19 So the second finding, which I use that term loosely 

20 here, basically talks about what those Water Utility policies 

21 are, and we met with Mr. Stomp on Monday to go through these, 

22 and this is just a very quick summary, but specifically it 

23 states that, "For extensions of service outside of the 

24 existing service area, a Development Agreement shall be 

25 required of all expansion," which is where condition 8 
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 1 originated from.  But the Utility has also established in 

 2 Policy 20 with regard to service consistency with approved 

 3 land-use plans that the size, scale of the utilities have to 

 4 be consistent with an adopted land-use plan, and that's where 

 5 we're getting hung up between the two processes.  From 

 6 discussions with the Utility, they're -- the situation that 

 7 they're placed in right now is at a minimum, they need the 

 8 level detail consistent with the Legal B planning effort for 

 9 them to be able to start and engage in a full technical 

10 review, which would eventually lead to a water availability 

11 statement and for a Development Agreement.

12 So if the County Planning Commission were to recommend 

13 an approval conditioned as you deem warranted, this would at 

14 least allow the Water Utility to start but not complete those 

15 negotiations, reviews, and studies, but then, again, for the 

16 Utility, for them to actually take  a Development Agreement 

17 and get approval from their board, they have to have BCC 

18 approval of the Level B Master Plan.  Otherwise, Mr. Stomp 

19 and his Staff will be going before their board, and they're 

20 going to ask the same question in reverse.  So, again, even 

21 if we had made significant progress, even if we continue 

22 without a recommendation for approval, the Utility can't 

23 engage in the studies they need to engage in, and without 

24 some sort of land-use approval from the BCC, the Utility 

25 can't take the draft agreement back before their board to get 
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 1 it approved.  That puts the applicant in a bind.  Doesn't 

 2 mean that they can't be working on it, but they're not going 

 3 to be able to get a fully executed Development Agreement 

 4 until the BCC has taken some sort of approval action.

 5 And so what that results in -- and I'll just read this 

 6 specifically into the record, it says, "The timing" -- and 

 7 which would be one of the findings that we might be 

 8 discussing later, "The timing of the PCC Level B requirement 

 9 for water availability statement and an ABCWUA accepted 

10 infrastructure phasing plan is incongruent with the timing 

11 required to comply with ABCWUA policies and need for level of 

12 detail.  An adjustment to the timing/process for meeting the 

13 PCC requirements is needed to facilitate the concurrent 

14 County ABCWUA process for this application."

15 And then the fourth  finding basically just kind of 

16 reiterates where we're at -- reiterates where we are at, and 

17 that is that we have the Level A criteria satisfied, but 

18 Level B, realistically, we can't move forward without coming 

19 up with some sort of concurrent process.  

20 So that said, we've spent the -- I've spent the last 

21 couple of days with help from Christie and from the Deputy 

22 County Manager looking at a series of steps that we could use 

23 to move forward, which are presented on the second and third 

24 page that you have in front of you.  We can go through those 

25 individually if you'd like.  It is rather lengthy, or we 
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 1 could just submit them into the record, whatever Mr. Garcia 

 2 would prefer to do.  

 3 Basically, what it calls out for is that in the future, 

 4 what we would need in a good world is some sort of capacity 

 5 letter to meet the Level A requirement similar to what 

 6 Mr. Sanchez previously provided.  We have that for this 

 7 particular case.

 8 The second step in the process as appropriate would be a 

 9 CPC recommendation to the BCC for approval, which would then 

10 free the Water Utility to go ahead and start their processes.  

11 The third step would be kind of an interim period wherein the 

12 Utility and the applicant were able to sit down and come up 

13 with a draft agreement, a preliminary draft.  That 

14 documentation would then be presented back to Bernalillo 

15 County Staff as part of a packet, then, that would, as a 

16 whole, be moved up to the BCC for decision, and the basis of 

17 that is we haven't gotten to a Level B approval yet.  We do 

18 have a draft agreement, which is a reasonable request to see 

19 what the utility is going to be requiring to make sure that 

20 everything is consistent, and then that's put before the BCC, 

21 which is the Board that does do approvals and land-use 

22 approvals.  Presuming that does go forward, then the Utility 

23 could go back to their board, make any other little 

24 adjustments that might be need based on BCC conditions or 

25 recommendations, go back before the Utility Board and then 
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 1 actually then fully execute a document, and then it would 

 2 have to return back to the BCC for approve -- a final 

 3 approval and consideration of the County's Development 

 4 Agreement.  So that's kind of the five step process.  

 5 The initial BCC approval, you know, in my mind would be 

 6 limited to a land-use and zoning approval, so that the 

 7 Utility has an approved land-use plan in which they can go 

 8 back before their board.  So that's kind of it in a summary.  

 9 We can talk about findings and conditions now.  I think it 

10 might be more beneficial to wait depending on the action of 

11 the Board and discuss how we can distill those down into 

12 appropriate finding and conditions.  With that, I'd stand for 

13 any questions.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  So what -- I'm trying to 

15 understand this, because it's been since we began -- 

16 MR. McGREGOR:  It's a confusing process.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- a confusing process is this 

18 water thing, issue, and it's been kind of complicated, 

19 because you know, the Water Board is a different board.  I 

20 mean --

21 MR. McGREGOR:  It is.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- we can't tell them what to do.  

23 Just like the County Commission can't tell them what to do, 

24 but this condition that the planning -- the County Commission 

25 put on Level A -- and it says that there shall be an 
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 1 agreement before it's approved, the only thing that can be 

 2 approve it is the County Commission, and what I'm saying is 

 3 that we can argue here until we turn blue.  We're not -- this 

 4 is not -- and I don't know the intent of that condition or 

 5 how it was written or what, but what I'd like to know is that 

 6 what do we do here?  You know, we've engaged the Water Board 

 7 to try to give us answers to this thing, and like you said, 

 8 you explained that it's more complicated than, you know, 

 9 we're dealing with here, but it's -- 

10 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioners, and 

11 I do appreciate the quandary.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And what complicates it more is 

13 that the County Commission is the Water Authority, you know, 

14 so -- 

15 MR. McGREGOR:  Right.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- that complicates for me is why 

17 can't we get an answer, you know.  

18 MR. McGREGOR:  And I will let Mr. Stomp address in 

19 details.  I think the short answer to the question is the 

20 Utility, with the policies they operate under, can't move 

21 forward without some sort of approved land-use plan.  They 

22 can't enter into development agreements without that.  So we 

23 have two competing processes that just don't mesh.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, one other process -- one 

25 other thing is that on the Water Authority agreement with the 
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 1 County, because the County created them and gave them 

 2 authority to become a Water Board, there is a section there 

 3 where they say that they shall provide water to any County 

 4 resident, or I don't know the exact words it says.  What does 

 5 that mean?  I mean, it says that they have to supply water.

 6 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez, again, I'll defer, 

 7 you know detailed discussion with that to Mr. Stomp.  That is 

 8 a general statement but then there are operating policies 

 9 about defining service areas, what to do if they're having to 

10 move into new service area, and those policies were 

11 established particularly for these sort of situations.  So I 

12 don't know that they are saying they won't provide.  I think 

13 quite the opposite.  

14 I think they're saying the applicant has certain 

15 requirements that they have to meet in order for the Utility 

16 to provide, and in terms of moving forward, I think the only 

17 thing that is available to us at this point, given condition 

18 8, is to allow or make a decision if -- again, if that's the 

19 appropriate decision to make sufficient for the Utility to 

20 engage in that process with the applicant.  

21 The best that we're going to be able to do at this point 

22 in time with the two processes is to have a draft agreement 

23 go forward with the BCC.  We're not going to be able to get 

24 the fully executed agreement.  Does that satisfy condition 8 

25 to the letter?  No, it doesn't but is the best we can do 
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 1 given the processes that we have.

 2 The other point that I would make out here is that it 

 3 was the BCC that imposed that condition.  The CPC and Staff, 

 4 we can make our best efforts to see those through, and at 

 5 some point we have to say we've done what we can do and hand 

 6 it up to the BCC to make the determination whether that was 

 7 sufficient, and then for the BCC to figure out how they're 

 8 going to deal with condition no. 8.  

 9 Again, the locus for the approval, I believe, truly does 

10 lie with the BCC, and I hate to say this, but it's probably a 

11 reasonable course of action, given the conflict, to hand it 

12 back up to the BCC as complete as we can make it.  

13 So what the basic proposal here is, is if the Commission 

14 today should decide to recommend an approval, that possibly 

15 one of the conditions in that approval is that it not -- the 

16 applicant not take it before the BCC until such time as a 

17 drafted agreement with the Utility is able to be presented.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I think the condition is in 

19 Level A, and that's a condition that we cannot change.  

20 MR. McGREGOR:  That's my understanding.  

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And it says on the condition that 

22 they have to have approval -- you know, an approval from the 

23 people.  So my answer -- my question to the attorney, does 

24 that mean when they say -- and the condition -- can you read 

25 the condition to me that they have on --
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 1 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, I don't have it in 

 2 front of me.

 3 MR. McGREGOR:  I do, Mike.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  He probably has it there, so --

 5 MR. McGREGOR:  And particularly we're talking here 

 6 about condition 8 from the Level A findings.  It says, "Prior 

 7 to approval of any Level B or Level C" -- let's see -- 

 8 "planning document, the applicant will provide a fully 

 9 executed Development Agreement with the ABCWUA.  The 

10 Development Agreement should be structured to ensure 

11 compliance with the ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies, 

12 and ordinances and as may be amended from time to time.  The  

13 development agreement should at minimum address" -- and 

14 there's a list of things that we provided there.  I can read 

15 those if you would like.  "The Development Agreement should, 

16 at a minimum address those items," and again, it says, you 

17 know, those items, "And a phasing plan consistent with ABCWUA 

18 policies.  This condition shall in no way constrain the 

19 ABCWUA from imposing such requirements as it may deem 

20 necessary."   

21 And I think, for me, the key phrase here is, "Prior to 

22 any Level B or Level C approval," and the -- passing an 

23 application on up with a draft Development Agreement is, I 

24 think, an honest attempt, good-faith attempt to satisfy that 

25 condition, and from my perspective -- and, again, I'm playing 
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 1 legal here, and Mike has cautioned me about that -- I think 

 2 that is within the jurisdiction and decision of the CPC to 

 3 do, because it is not the CPC's duty as described in 

 4 ordinances to approve.  It is to recommend and study.  

 5 I think in good faith a condition requiring that draft 

 6 agreement would basically be the recommendation essentially 

 7 saying there is a draft agreement.  You know, we've studied 

 8 it.  Given that we have a draft agreement now or that the 

 9 applicant does, it's ready for your review.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

11 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, I agree with what Dan 

12 McGregor just said, because the condition itself calls for 

13 the approval of the water Development Agreement.  The only 

14 people -- the only board that can actually grant the approval 

15 will be the Board of County Commissioners.  This -- this 

16 Commission can make a recommendation that's subject to their 

17 obtaining a water agreement that would then be approved.  So 

18 I think we can -- I think you can do that without doing any 

19 violence to the Level A condition 8.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  What's that, Commissioner?  

21 MS. HERTEL:  I'm sorry.  Are you suggesting that 

22 step two of your written proposal here is saying that you 

23 would have a draft water agreement prior to CPC 

24 recommendation for approval?  

25 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioner 
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 1 Hertel, actually I believe what we would be saying is the 

 2 condition would come out of step 3.

 3 MS. HERTEL:  So after CPC recommendation?  

 4 MR. McGREGOR:  Correct.  Basically you would impose 

 5 that condition on the applicant that before they could go 

 6 before the BCC, there would have to be a draft agreement to 

 7 take with them.

 8 MS. HERTEL:  Oh, okay.  Thank you.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So one more time, that condition 

10 is already put into Level A.  We cannot change that 

11 condition, because it was approved by the County Commission.  

12 So that condition goes with -- whatever recommendation we 

13 make, they still -- that condition's still going to be on 

14 there for the Bernalillo County Commission to decide or have 

15 an agreement.

16 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, if I understand your 

17 question correctly, I think that the answer is that we're 

18 sort of doing something in between.  We're creating something 

19 that's in between the requirement for a water Development 

20 Agreement, and we're sort of making a contingent, provisional  

21 approval, recommendation of approval subject to the applicant 

22 getting a water Development Agreement.  

23 That said, the condition or - yeah, sorry, condition 8 

24 of the Level A is not violated, because it's the BCC that 

25 will ultimately grant the approval.  By recommending approval 
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 1 subject to if the CPC decides to do that it's not -- it's not 

 2 overriding or violating condition 8 in Level A.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Now, an agreement between the 

 4 Water Board and the applicant that's going to be approved by 

 5 the County Commission, are those agreements complicated?  I 

 6 mean, there's been things that -- because see, we don't have 

 7 no direction as to what kind of agreement they wanted.

 8 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez, I'm not sure I 

 9 quite understand.  Are you asking about the agreement between 

10 the Utility and the applicant or the County and the 

11 applicant?  

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  The agreement between the Utility 

13 and the applicant that the County Commission has to approve.  

14 MR. McGREGOR:  Okay.  The County Commission -- or, 

15 Chairman Chavez, the County Commission will not be approving 

16 that Development Agreement.  That agreement has to be 

17 approved and executed by the Water Utility Board.  They're -- 

18 we need to be somewhat constrained in that the Level A 

19 Development Agreement with the County specifically limits the 

20 County from engaging in the discussions between the applicant 

21 and the Utility.

22 Now, there obviously is some level of responsibility to 

23 make sure that the subdivision -- or the master plan has 

24 water provided.  There are certain interfaces with County, 

25 with funding, those sort of things.  So it's not a total 
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 1 hands off but in terms of the contractual agreement between 

 2 the Utility and the applicant, that's between the Utility and 

 3 the applicant, and that's the reason condition no. 11 from 

 4 the Level A is in place.  And then, again, as I say, in the 

 5 Level A Development Agreement with the County, basically it 

 6 kind of sets a fence to which we need to be respectful.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So it's not something that the 

 8 County Commission has to approve?  The agreement doesn't have 

 9 to -- it just has to be an agreement?  

10 MR. McGREGOR:  There has to be an agreement yes, 

11 sir.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

13 MR. McGREGOR:  And, again, for clarity, I think 

14 what can be taken forward in a reasonable amount of time 

15 would be a draft agreement so that the County Commission does 

16 understand what terms of being requested and has the 

17 opportunity to evaluate to make sure that that doesn't have 

18 some direct conflict with County policy.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And that agreement can be done 

20 between when it leaves here and before it gets to the County 

21 Commission?  Is that what you're saying?  

22 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioners, yes, 

23 that's my understanding, and with respect, I think that may 

24 be the only path forward.  I've learned enough over the year 

25 to never say there's only one way, but after this last week 
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 1 and having wrestled with this in multiple ways, I think that 

 2 is the cleanest way to move forward that honors condition 8 

 3 and also honors the policies and duties of the Water Utility 

 4 as well as the County.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I agree that now at least 

 6 we're getting direction here as to what to do, but we've been 

 7 going through this for the whole year, no answers either way, 

 8 you know.  So I'm glad that you're clarifying some of these 

 9 things and that you're already -- I guess you met with the 

10 water department, I guess, in the last few days?  

11 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez, myself, Christie 

12 Tanner, Roger Paul, Enrico, and John stomp and Chris Cadena 

13 with the Water Utility met on Monday, and I think Mr. Stomp 

14 and I recognize maybe a week or two before that that what we 

15 had here was a before that that what we had here was a 

16 process problem rather than, strictly speaking with the 

17 County, it wasn't a problem.  It was a colliding process.  

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I agree.  

19 MR. McGREGOR:  And we have been maybe perhaps 

20 asking the wrong question in terms of how to get through this 

21 until we recognize that.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

23 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman, can I --

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.  

25 MS. KELLY:  -- ask a question or two?  
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.  

 2 MS. KELLY:  So I wasn't involved in Level A 

 3 discussions, but it seems to me that there were parties, the 

 4 Water Utility sending a letter that provoked the approval of 

 5 Level A, and the applicant being very sophisticated and aware 

 6 of processes, that everybody went in with their eyes wide 

 7 open.  So I guess I'm feeling like your approach as outlined 

 8 in your steps is just kicking the can down the road; that 

 9 we're making a condition of a previous condition.  I think 

10 that's bad policy.  

11 But my question is this draft agreement, what I had 

12 understood from previous discussions was that that was a very 

13 complex issue, that there had to be a water and sewer master 

14 plan that looked at infrastructure, service, funding, 

15 maintenance, and that some of that was contingent on 

16 long-range planning considerations like alternative water 

17 supplies.  So if we're talking about a Development Agreement 

18 that's contingent on a water and sewer master plan, that 

19 could be a long time in coming, why would we be rushing this 

20 up to the County Commission without having some of that basic 

21 information?  

22 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Kelly, 

23 I appreciate your concerns, and I want to make it clear that, 

24 first off, the recommendation is entirely -- I'm not 

25 recommending approval, denial.  I'm just providing a 
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 1 potential path forward if that is the way you want to go.  

 2 The issue you raise is correct.  The applicant has 

 3 provided a facilities plan as part of the Level B whether 

 4 that plan is acceptable to the Water Utility Authority at 

 5 this point, we don't have an opinion.  That is why the Water 

 6 Utility Authority needs the time to sit down and work with 

 7 the applicant to address those very concerns.  I don't know 

 8 that recommending an approval is rushing particularly if you 

 9 condition it by saying that they have to have a draft 

10 agreement in place.  Could they do that in a month?  Maybe.  

11 Could it take another year before they take it up to BCC?  

12 Maybe.  But, again, we're getting to that fence that's been 

13 drawn between the Utility and the applicant.  That's the best 

14 response I have for you.  

15 There's nothing that says that that -- a recommendation 

16 for approval means that in three months it's going back to 

17 the BCC.  It could be a year.  It really depends on where the 

18 applicant and the Water Utility Authority can get to and the 

19 time schedule in which they can do it.  

20 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Commissioner.  

22 MS. HERTEL:  I guess this is a long the lines of 

23 what Commissioner Kelly brought up, but I know in a previous 

24 discussion in this room that --

25 SPECTATOR:  Can you use the microphone, please.
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 1 MS. HERTEL:  In a previous discussion in here, in 

 2 one of these meetings, that it was mentioned that this was a 

 3 six-month, more likely year process to get an agreement in 

 4 place.  Now, I understand this is just a draft, but it seems 

 5 if this Board was to recommend approval and yet it's 

 6 conditioned on this draft being in place before it goes to 

 7 BCC and that's just kind of on the back burner then for year 

 8 before it goes to BCC, that seems like an odd process, too, 

 9 and I get it that you're trying to come up a solution to move 

10 this forward.  We all are, but that just seems like an odd 

11 way to go forward having a condition on a process that our -- 

12 you know, the Water Board -- or I can't recall exactly who 

13 said that when I asked that question a while ago, but to know 

14 that it's going to be likely a year.  So it's just a comment.

15 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioner 

16 Hertel, and I'm going to say something.  I mean it very 

17 respectfully.  Autobiography from Charles Lindbergh crossing 

18 the Atlantic, he was having to make repairs in flight, and 

19 actually one of the -- one of the tools is actually in the 

20 Smithsonian for that very reason, and we do find ourselves 

21 somewhat in that situation, that we are in the middle of an 

22 application process.  We found -- have found that those two 

23 processes don't mesh well, and so we are having to try to 

24 find a way to fix it, and I don't disagree with your 

25 statement.  I really don't have any other solution to offer.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I think we're not making the 

 2 condition.  It's already been made by the County Commission.  

 3 They put the condition on Level A.  They're going to have to 

 4 figure it out.  I mean -- I mean, it's not -- I mean, we 

 5 can't change it, the condition that they put on Level A.  It 

 6 says that they're going to have to have an agreement.  Now 

 7 the only people that can change that agreement is them there, 

 8 so -- but I don't think that any -- and I think that we're 

 9 going to leave it.  We're not trying to change the condition 

10 from Level A.  It's going to stay there.  It's going to go to 

11 them, and they're the ones that put it in.  Okay.  It wasn't 

12 put by this Commission before it went to them last time.  

13 They put it in, so they're going to have to, you know, figure 

14 it out.  

15 MS. HERTEL:  No.  I understand that.  It's just 

16 that the process that he was recommending was that we added a 

17 condition.  As Commissioner Kelly said, a condition on a 

18 condition.

19 MR. McGREGOR:  And Chairman Chavez, Commissioner 

20 Hertel, that's correct.  What we're -- if the recommendation 

21 for approval were to go forward, what we would suggest, one, 

22 is that we not address condition 8.  That is for the BCC to 

23 address, but I think to facilitate their doing that, there 

24 may be a need to then condition your recommendation with the 

25 item out of step three.  So Commissioner Hertel's 
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 1 interpretation of what I'm saying is correct.  We are asking 

 2 maybe for another condition that's kind of intermediate 

 3 before they can take it up to the BCC.

 4 MS. HERTEL:  Is there an estimate of how long it 

 5 would take to do this draft agreement in conjunction with the 

 6 waste and wastewater issue as well?  

 7 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioner 

 8 Hertel, again, I have been trying to honor that fence between 

 9 the Utility and the applicant.  So, no, I do not have an 

10 estimate.  That would be an appropriate question, I think, 

11 for the Utility or the applicant.

12 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Thank you.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  Thank you.  

14 MR. McGREGOR:  Thank you.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Who's next?  

16 MR. STOMP:  Mr. Chairman, Members of the Board, 

17 excuse me, my name is John Stomp.  I'm the chief operating 

18 officer for the Water Utility Authority, and I'm here to 

19 clarify the mud so to speak, I guess.  We'll see.  

20 It is at your request, Mr. Chairman, that we are here, 

21 and we've had a lot of discussions about this, and I think 

22 some of the confusion arises from the fact that the planned 

23 communities criteria was developed prior to the Water 

24 Authority coming into existence, and when you're developing 

25 these planned communities criterias and you have such a large 
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 1 development and when you're asking somebody to provide 

 2 service, our Board has clear policies about getting involved 

 3 with land-use decisions, and that is they do not get involved 

 4 with land-use decisions.  Those decisions belong to you and, 

 5 excuse me, and the other governing boards.

 6 So there's a clear separation of powers between the two, 

 7 and that clear separation of powers, however, becomes 

 8 confused when the two come together, and I think hopefully we 

 9 can try to resolve that today.  

10 Mr. Sanchez did provide a letter.  In that letter that 

11 he talked about the ability for the Water Authority to serve 

12 the development as a whole in terms of the Level A.  It was a 

13 statement of capability.  It was not a statement of service.  

14 It was a statement outlining those issues that would need to 

15 be addressed in the event that a Development Agreement was to 

16 be negotiated between the two parties, and there was a lot of 

17 steps involved with that, particularly the approved land-use 

18 plan, and to put it in perspective, they're asking us to 

19 provide service to them.  We need to know what that means, 

20 and you need to know what that looks like, too.  We're in the 

21 same situation you are.  The Level A agreement, 14,000 acres 

22 colors, kind of just a description of what could be served, 

23 37,000 homes and some demand number as high as 14,000 acre 

24 feet a year, that's not enough specifics for us to say, "Yes, 

25 we can provide this level of service, and here's what it 
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 1 means," because the details are where the actual 

 2 infrastructure requirements are, and as Mr. Sanchez pointed 

 3 out in his letter, those infrastructure requirements are 

 4 going to be very detailed and a lot of -- a lot of 

 5 infrastructure.

 6 Our board just approved a hundred year water plan called 

 7 Water 2120 in terms of securing our water future, and there's 

 8 62 policies in that document that relate to how we are to 

 9 provide a water supply to this community for the next hundred 

10 years.  There's demand projections in there that have 

11 certainly enough demand to service this development and other 

12 population increases in the future or demand increases in the 

13 future, but how that water's allocated will be up to our 

14 Board and at the discretion of our Board.

15 So we're not making a distinction in terms of where that 

16 demand could be served.  It could be inside the service area 

17 or outside the service area.  That's up to our elected 

18 officials to make that decision.  As a staff, we need some 

19 certainty, and our policies dictate very clearly that we need 

20 to have an approved land-use plan before we can enter into a 

21 discussion about service.  We need to be able to go to our 

22 Board and know what we're recommending in terms of the actual 

23 level of service.  The Level B that's before you provides 

24 that level of detail, but there are still many opportunities 

25 for that to change until it gets to the County Commission and 
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 1 we have some sort of concurrent process.  With Mesa del Sol 

 2 who has the same plans community criteria for the City, we 

 3 ran into the same problem there, and we did a concurrent 

 4 process with the Environmental Planning Commission with an 

 5 approval before the City Council and the Development 

 6 Agreement to be approved at the -- sort of concurrently with 

 7 that.

 8 That is a process, which I believe Mr. McGregor is 

 9 trying to follow, is that concurrent process, but I'm not 

10 here before you to make a recommendation.  I'm here to answer 

11 questions about you and to try to -- for people to understand 

12 that when we're making a recommendation to our Board, our 

13 policy is clear that without your land-use decision, we can't 

14 get -- we cannot provide service, and that's a clear 

15 separation of powers, because we don't want to have people 

16 come to us and say, "We're guaranteeing you water/sewer 

17 service," before a land-use plan, and that puts you in a bind 

18 in terms of your ability to make a decision.  "Well, we've 

19 already got water and sewer service guaranteed.  Go ahead and 

20 approve the land use."  So the idea is take a step wise 

21 approach.  You guys make the decision in terms of the land 

22 use.  We'll look at what the demand requirements are, and 

23 just to put some numbers out there, the Level B is asking for 

24 some 2,200 or 2,300 acre feet of water in terms of demand.  

25 The Level A was somewhere around 14,000 acre feet of water, 
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 1 and you can see, if it was a quarter of that demand, you can 

 2 see the discrepancy between the two numbers.  We're not going 

 3 to use those numbers.  We're going to calculate what we 

 4 believe the demand is going to be based on the actual land 

 5 use.  We have a requirement for each single-family 

 6 residential home to meet our 180 gallons per household per 

 7 day.  That number, if you multiply it times the total number 

 8 of households is half the demand that they projected into the 

 9 future.  So there's a lot of questions that we have to ask 

10 before we just say, "There's this water that's available, and 

11 here it is."  There's a lot of requirements.

12 With the new policy direction by our Board, our Board is 

13 looking at alternative water supplies, additional 

14 conservation, groundwater management, new infrastructure   

15 associated with indirect potable reuse or direct potable 

16 reuse.  That is taking our effluent and actually treating it 

17 and drinking it.  So there's a lot of issue and policy 

18 statement that our Board is saying, if we're going to approve 

19 a Development Agreement, here's the steps, and here's the 

20 policy framework that you're going to have follow before we 

21 can even take that to our Board, and that process just ended 

22 in September.  So that was about a year-and-a-half or 

23 two-year process just to get to get to that point.

24 So I'll be glad to answer any questions, Mr. Chairman.  

25 I feel your frustration.  I apologize to you and this Board 
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 1 for the creation of this frustration by the separation of the 

 2 powers and trying to understand how those two could work 

 3 together, and I think we had a copycat sort of a way to do it 

 4 when we did the Mesa del Sol agreement, and I think this is 

 5 somewhat the same thing, but you weren't involved with that, 

 6 and it was a very detailed discussion decades ago.  More than 

 7 a decade ago.  

 8 So -- so I think the parallel process and the concurrent 

 9 process is the way to go, but I can't answer the questions 

10 about the conditions that have been placed or what issues 

11 they might have with respect to the conditions.  And, 

12 Mr. Chairman, also I apologize to you personally.  I know 

13 that you were frustrated with this process and asked us to be 

14 here, and unfortunately we weren't.  We did provide comments.  

15 We've been working with your Staff.  The County Staff has 

16 been excellent in terms of our ability to communicate and 

17 work together.  We see this as a team effort.  You're the 

18 land use.  We take the water/sewer.  We're a team.  You make 

19 the conditions in which the land use goes forward, and we 

20 provide the service, and we think -- we think it's a team 

21 effort working together with you.  

22 So with that, I'll be glad to answer any questions, and 

23 I'm sure there's a lot of questions.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead, Commissioner.

25 MS. KELLY:  Well, you know, I've got one, John.  So 
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 1 one question would be, do you think that given the timeframe 

 2 involved in developing a Development Agreement most likely 

 3 because of all the considerations, regardless of whether it's 

 4 this Level A land or something different, is it beneficial to 

 5 think about doing some work to figure out how to integrate 

 6 this separation of powers?  I hear what you're saying, and 

 7 it's been going on for a long time, even before the Water 

 8 Utility I think because of the way the water system was 

 9 structured, the same dynamic existed.  Is there a way to 

10 integrate it, and is this a chance to take a pause and do 

11 that since we've got a long time frame anyway?  

12 MR. STOMP:  Well, Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, 

13 that's really more of an opinion statement by myself.  I have 

14 to follow the policies of our Board, and the policies of our 

15 Board are pretty clear.  How long would this take to 

16 negotiate a Development Agreement, Mr. Chairman?  I don't 

17 have an answer to that, because I don't know that we'll 

18 actually be able to enter into an agreement.  I don't know 

19 what our infrastructure requirements would be compared to 

20 what they believe that they're responsible for.  So there may 

21 be a huge gap between what we think they need to build and 

22 what they think they need to build.  I can't -- I cannot 

23 predict that.  

24 We could -- the master plans that have been provided to 

25 us, we viewed those, and those could provide service to the 
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 1 community the way that they're put together now, but they're 

 2 not consistent with the policies that our Board adopted and 

 3 so there's issues that we have those.  So those master plans 

 4 are capable of serving the community, just as they are today, 

 5 but with respect to taking a pause, I don't want to step on 

 6 that.  I don't believe that's m role here today.  And, 

 7 Mr. Chairman, I'd be held for that for a long time I think.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I understand that, because you 

 9 know, the Water Board is created by the County Commission, 

10 and you know, you guys have a ten-year agreement, and every 

11 ten years it's another negotiations that go on, you know, 

12 and that's something that if somebody has questions about 

13 that, they should talk to their Commissioner, and -- you know 

14 but -- 

15 MR. STOMP:  Mr. Chairman, I do have an opinion.  

16 The only issue I would say is that the Water Authority Board 

17 and with the commissioners and with the city councils 

18 together have worked very, very well together.  We have been 

19 in existence now for 12 years.  Our Board meets on a monthly 

20 basis.  Ninety-nine of all the decisions that are made are 

21 consents and unanimous, and so I believe that the 

22 functionality of the Board is good.  

23 Getting pass this planned communities criteria as it 

24 relates to trying to fix something after something's been 

25 created is just causing a little bit of grief, but I believe 
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 1 that there's a way forward for that.  I hope there's a way 

 2 forward.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, thank you for coming down, 

 4 and I think we have some -- 

 5 MS. NELSON:  Oh, I do -- I do have a question.  

 6 Thank you again for coming down.  We've been going around in 

 7 circles for while, so that helps.  Would do you expect that 

 8 the level of specificity in the Level B plan would be 

 9 sufficient for the Water Authority to make a decision?  

10 MR. STOMP:  Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, I 

11 believe that if the land use plan was approved or --

12 MS. NELSON:  Understanding that.

13 MR. STOMP:  -- the land-use plan was approved for 

14 -- yes, there is enough specifics in that to be able to 

15 decide how that Level B process fits into the big picture and 

16 the differences and discrepancies between the demand 

17 forecast, for example, for the Level B versus the entire 

18 development, and I would envision a Development Agreement 

19 that would structure -- excuse me, that would be a big 

20 picture Development Agreement somewhat like looking at the 

21 big picture Level A and then individual infrastructure 

22 requirements associated with the Level B, but I can't predict 

23 that, because my Board is the one that -- our Board is the 

24 one that -- would be the ones that would approve that, but 

25 yes, I think there is enough specifics.  If it was to move 
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 1 forward, at least we could have some concurrent path, but it 

 2 is clear that we -- our board is not going to approve a 

 3 Development Agreement without an approved land-use plan.

 4 MS. NELSON:  Oh, I think we do understand that.  

 5 MR. STOMP:  I know.  I know.  I apologize for 

 6 saying that again.

 7 MS. NELSON:  Okay.  So -- no.  That's all right.  

 8 You want to make sure you're on the record good and firm.

 9 So the part that bothered me was that -- and I don't 

10 know what you were referring to, perhaps just in general, 

11 that sometimes the master plans can specify service, but it 

12 isn't the right kind of service or rather it doesn't conform 

13 to your requirement, and so there is going to have to be a 

14 redesign period, because conforming to Bernalillo County 

15 land-use requirements are obviously different, and so I was 

16 wondering if you had found that to be true, and if so, 

17 whether it's significant, just in general?  I know you can't 

18 state in specific.  

19 MR. STOMP:  Mr. Chair and Members of the 

20 Commission, I think that the master plan that were developed 

21 are in accordance with our policies and our service 

22 guidelines in terms of pressures and zones and that.  Where 

23 the water comes from and how the sewage is taken care of, no, 

24 they don't address those, and I think that's probably where 

25 the biggest contention is probably going to be, but I think 
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 1 they do meet our criteria.  I think the consultants have been 

 2 working our consultants that have been doing business in this 

 3 community for a long time.  So I believe there's -- that 

 4 conflict doesn't arise in terms of the levels of service or 

 5 the criteria in which those systems would be designed would 

 6 be in accordance with our standards.  I don't question that, 

 7 but I do question how we're going to get the complete service 

 8 to the entire development.

 9 MS. NELSON:  Okay.  But that's not something that 

10 you can discuss with the applicant until that part of the 

11 process begins?  

12 MR. STOMP:  Mr. Chairman -- 

13 MS. NELSON:  Is that correct?  You can't -- we 

14 can't predetermine that?  

15 MR. STOMP:  That is correct, and without some 

16 process and some level of comfort in terms of what you've 

17 actually approved so we'll know what we're actually serving, 

18 that's -- that's the conundrum here.

19 MS. NELSON:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  

21 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair.

22 John, is the phasing plan that's presented in the latest 

23 draft something that will change depending upon the water 

24 master plan?  

25 MR. STOMP:  Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, I 
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 1 haven't -- I haven't looked at that in great detail, but I 

 2 think the infrastructure phasing might -- may or may not be 

 3 consistent with the actual phasing of the development.  In 

 4 other words, there may be infrastructure up front that could 

 5 serve the entire development that would need to be built 

 6 first before any of these other phases go on.  

 7 So I think the infrastructure phasing related to water 

 8 and sewer might be different than that actual phasing, but 

 9 clearly, we would not go outside of the boundary of being 

10 able to serve Level B only first until we move forward with 

11 the next phase of the development.  So we would follow your 

12 phased approach.  Whatever that phasing approach was 

13 approved, that would provide the guidance that we need in 

14 terms of what are the next steps in the development, and then 

15 how we would phase the infrastructure might be a little bit 

16 different than that though.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you, Mr. Stomp.  Appreciate 

18 it.  You know, I also remember the plans that -- that were 

19 done through the City, because I was Chairman of the Planning 

20 Commission at that time.  So I've been through this once 

21 before so -- and I know it's complicated.  It's a big 

22 development, you know.  

23 MR. STOMP:  Mr. Chairman, it's always been a 

24 pleasure before you.  I've been before you many, many times, 

25 both with the EPC and CPC.  I appreciate all the work that 
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 1 you've don and the Commission as whole.  These are difficult 

 2 decisions.  So I appreciate that that you're --

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And my whole goal to getting 

 4 information was to -- so that the whole Board understands 

 5 what we're doing.  And I understand the separation of powers.  

 6 You know, you've got the Water Board.  They're in charge of 

 7 water, and we're in charge of zoning.  

 8 MR. STOMP:  Yes, sir.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Hopefully we can work together, 

10 you know, on these plans.  

11 MR. STOMP:  I do believe it's a team effort, sir.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

13 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I'd like to invite John 

14 Barney from Parks and Recreation.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

16 MR. BARNEY:  Mr. Chairman, Members of the 

17 Commission, my name is John Barney.  I'm planning manager for 

18 Parks and Open Space with the County.  Good morning, almost 

19 after -- or is it afternoon.  So good afternoon.  

20 So what I just wanted to -- to pick up on a discussion 

21 of that clause -- I'm going to put that back up here briefly.  

22 This clause was actually in the community facilities portion 

23 of the plan, which is Section II, and I worked closely with 

24 the applicant and the applicant's agent, and we eventually 

25 asked that to be removed, and it was, and so I -- and it was 
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 1 only recently that I was told that -- to look at Section I, 

 2 and there it was again.  

 3 Now, the reason why it's of concern to us is because a 

 4 lot of -- there's a lot of specifics that we negotiated 

 5 relative to parks and recreation, and so they cut both ways.  

 6 In some cases we're waiting on some things onto the next 

 7 Level B, and other things we're wanting to make sure that we 

 8 -- we get specifically what we're -- what we're needing, and 

 9 there's been an -- like I said, it's a negotiation.  I don't 

10 want to be subjecting somebody in the future in my position 

11 to have to renegotiate, because it's pointed out to them by 

12 -- you know, by another agent that, "Oh, well, this is -- 

13 this looks more stringent than the Level A plan is 

14 requiring."  I don't want that ambiguity to be there.  It 

15 really needs to be clear that this is the language going 

16 forward, and it disturbed me initially when that clause 

17 showed up there, because it seemed to sort of -- sort of -- 

18 because it wasn't in there originally.  It actually got put 

19 in there in order to -- it seems to me, in order to make sure 

20 to give that, you know, that possibility in the future that 

21 that could be renegotiated, and I -- so that's the basis for 

22 my concern with that language. 

23 I think we've spent all this time negotiating these 

24 terms in the Level B.  I mean, it basically does go further 

25 than the Level A agreement.  I don't want to be debating 

TR-113
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 whether it's a conflict or not a conflict in the future or 

 2 having my successor do that.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Do we have any questions?    

 4 Go ahead.

 5 MR. BARNEY:  So -- yes, Commissioner.

 6 MS. HERTEL:  So are you good with the way the 

 7 language is now or not?  I wasn't sure what the conclusion 

 8 there was.  

 9 MR. BARNEY:  Commissioner Hertel, Mr. Chairman, 

10 I've asked -- I've requested that be stricken from the plan.  

11 That's actually my condition.

12 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  And it's still in there?  

13 MR. BARNEY:  Yes.

14 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

16 MR. BARNEY:  And just part of, you know, in my 

17 process, I also wanted to -- there were a couple of other 

18 items that I -- in rereviewing the whole section on the 

19 phasing, I got very concerned that, again, we're -- and, 

20 again, I mean, part of the process has been there's been a 

21 lot of, you know, separate discussions between separate 

22 groups of Staff.  It really hasn't been always the ability 

23 for all of us to get together.  I think that's part of 

24 Catherine's concern, Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, in terms 

25 of recommending that there be, you know, a continuance.  
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 1 So in looking -- so once I saw that this language had 

 2 been put back into this in a different place in the section 

 3 that I went back and looked through a lot of the other 

 4 changes, and I saw something that, again, maybe I missed it 

 5 the first time.  I don't know when it was put in there, 

 6 because all of this is happening in -- you know, in multiple 

 7 places, but there -- I have a concern with this language, 

 8 which basically suggests -- again, creates this ambiguity 

 9 where in terms of what's available funding, that they had 

10 actually -- that the developer could seek, you know, through 

11 this process or through the political process to have the 

12 County pay for some of the -- some of the project 

13 infrastructure, and again, I would like to see that, you 

14 know, changed if not stricken from the plan itself, because 

15 project infrastructure, even based on a Level A language is 

16 going to be paid for completely by the developer, period.  

17 And so I don't know why, again, this language is reintroduced 

18 into there except to create ambiguity where -- you know, and 

19 the ability to negotiate or use the political process to 

20 effectuate something else, and that's again -- and by doing 

21 so, then it would also be, again, not at no net expense to 

22 the community. 

23 So that's my those are my two major concerns.  I have a 

24 couple of other conditions that really just clarify, you 

25 know, how -- how the dedication process is going to work.  
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 1 The agent has said that they have the same language in there.  

 2 I haven't been able to find it.  It may be in there, but 

 3 again, probably need to be meet one more time with them, and 

 4 I think we can iron a lot of these things out.  Those are -- 

 5 those are my concerns, Mr. Chairman.  

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

 7 MR. BARNEY:  Stand for questions.

 8 MS. HERTEL:  One question.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yeah.  Go ahead.

10 MS. HERTEL:  Those two major concerns, are they now 

11 conditions of approval that have been submitted to Catherine 

12 and included in her recent list?  

13 MR. BARNEY:  Mr. Chairman and Commissioner Hertel, 

14 yes, they have been.  

15 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  So striking the language 

16 regarding Level A, B language and striking the language 

17 regarding how things are paid for.

18 MR. BARNEY:  Yes, I -- Mr. Chairman, Commissioner, 

19 I actually provided other language that just creates --  it 

20 makes it really clear it's at the discretion of the various 

21 governing entities.

22 MS. HERTEL:  As long as it's covered in the 

23 condition.  All right.  Thank you.  

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you very much. 

25 MR. BARNEY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 
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 1 Commissioners.  

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Catherine, is that it?  We need to 

 3 move this a long.  Otherwise I'm going to lose some 

 4 Commissioners here real quick.  

 5 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I'd just like to make 

 6 sure that APS is not here.  You are.  Okay.  There's Alvira 

 7 is here from APS.  I didn't see them, from APS, and then that 

 8 would be it.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Do they want to speak.

10 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, APS has stated that 

11 they're here just to answer questions.  

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Are there questions?  If 

13 not, don't matter.  Okay.  Who's -- is that it?  

14 MS. VEREECKE:  That's it.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  The applicant.  

16 MS. KELLY:  Could I ask a couple of questions of 

17 Staff before we get the applicant?  

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Sure.  Let me swear everybody in 

19 here.  The applicant and anybody that's going to speak on 

20 this case, please stand up so I can swear you in.  

21 (Note:  Witnesses sworn.)

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  

23 Commissioner here is going to ask a question, and I'm 

24 going to -- I'm going to -- you know, applicant, you're going 

25 to have 15 minutes, and we're going to keep it to that, and 
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 1 everybody that's going to speak is going to have their two 

 2 minutes, and we're not going to go over that, because we have 

 3 the time that -- some of my Commissioners need to leave, too.  

 4 MS. KELLY:  I thought Christie was going to speak.  

 5 So my question's for her.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Christie who?  

 7 MS. KELLY:  Jenner (sic).  But I guess my question, 

 8 and maybe Richard can answer it, that transportation is okay 

 9 with the condition of approval that says that -- I think it's 

10 condition 2 that says that, "The applicant will provide a 

11 list of 2025 and 2040 transportation projects identifying 

12 Level B, 1 improvements to be built and the share of private, 

13 local, and regional public funding for each project within 30 

14 days of BCC approval."  And I guess my question is, this has 

15 been in the works since presumably June of 2015.  Isn't this 

16 information that would be really helpful now?  And why -- why 

17 is the -- what's with the 30 days of approval?  I mean, it 

18 seems like we should have it now, and then putting 30 days 

19 after BCC approval is not a significant amount of time.

20 MR. MEADOWS:  Mr. Chairman and Commissioner Kelly, 

21 this -- this is an item that has been brought up, I think, 

22 since we got Level B transportation plan and also the site 

23 impacts, the on-site and off-site impacts, which of those 

24 transportation projects would be paid for as system 

25 infrastructure and which would be more of the project 
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 1 infrastructure, and so our understanding from the applicant 

 2 and the agent is that that is something that they could -- 

 3 that they would have to provide after the plan is approved.  

 4 So it's always been a condition in there, and so we've -- 

 5 we've been fine with that to leave that as a condition as 

 6 long as we, you know, have that -- that information at some 

 7 point so that we can begin to prepare for funding those 

 8 projects as they come forward.

 9  MS. KELLY:  My point is just that if they could 

10 have it within 30 days of BCC approval, they could have it 

11 now, and it would be important information towards phasing 

12 and the no net cost requirements.

13 MR. MEADOWS:  Okay.  Thank you.  

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  

15 Applicant.  

16 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you, Mr. Chair, Commissioners.  

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Fifteen minutes.

18 MR. STROZIER:  Got it.  So I had a -- I had a 

19 little presentation that I'm going to forego, because I want 

20 to get into the meat of the discussion, and that presentation 

21 -- so once again, my name's Jim Strozier, principal with 

22 Consensus Planning, 302 8th Street.  

23 So what I would like to do is just very quickly, I 

24 think, acknowledge the work that's gone on from the last 

25 hearing until now.  We've been working on all sides with the 
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 1 different agencies and with Staff very diligently to come to 

 2 resolution on all of the outstanding issues that were -- were 

 3 there, and we've resolved -- I'm happy to say, I think we've 

 4 resolved almost all of them.  

 5 Now, the 85 percent, I think, that came up before, a lot 

 6 of those -- those comments that we were trying to address 

 7 that were still pending, many of them were related to the 

 8 condition and the Water Authority agreement.

 9 So that took -- if you take that off the table, we've 

10 really addressed almost all of the comments and issues that 

11 have been provided.  Not to say that there aren't a couple of 

12 agree-to-disagree items, and I'm going to try and focus on 

13 those as we move forward, and some of this we just got this 

14 -- the draft findings and conditions last evening.  We've 

15 been looking at those and addressing those, and I'll go 

16 through those with you.  

17 I did also have a couple of comments on the -- and maybe 

18 just start with the Water Authority comments, and we're also 

19 very appreciative that everybody is talking, and the 

20 communication is happening.  I think that's a very positive 

21 step towards getting these resolved.

22 In terms of the findings that Mr. McGregor read, I had a 

23 couple of comments on those, and one, I think it's kind of 

24 fundamental, and he started off in his -- in his 

25 presentation, and Mr. Stomp also mentioned it, is 
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 1 acknowledging the fact that when the County readopted the 

 2 PCC, the planned communities criteria, they acknowledged that 

 3 adjustments to the PCC process may be appropriate since -- 

 4 and one of the items that they specifically called out was 

 5 that the Water Authority was not in existence when the 

 6 planned communities criteria were developed, and if you look 

 7 at the planned communities criteria and read them as they 

 8 were prepared in the late '90s, it was all predicated on the 

 9 fact that these -- these areas would be annexed into the 

10 City.  The City provided the water.  There would be an 

11 annexation agreement.  That would been part of the process.  

12 Well, we know that that's not the world we're living it now, 

13 and so I think it would be appropriate to have a finding that 

14 at least acknowledges that the County Commission acknowledged 

15 that when they readopted the planned communities criteria.

16 The other -- on process, I think we're also very 

17 appreciative of the process information that has been 

18 provided that tries to put the County's process and the Water 

19 Authority's processes together in a way that makes sense.  

20 And I think that the -- I wasn't sure where Mr. McGregor was 

21 going with the Lindbergh flight, but I get it, and I think 

22 it's actually very apropos to this discussion.  

23 We knew that there was going to be an issue.  We've been 

24 trying to figure out a way to work through that issue in a 

25 manner that the Board of County Commissioners can address it 
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 1 and the Water Authority Board can address it and figure out 

 2 how those two systems can work together, and I think that 

 3 this process that we've been provided makes a really good 

 4 start to get -- to get that really put together in a way that 

 5 I think is very workable for both sides.

 6 I think -- and it's the fundamental issue, and I think 

 7 we raised this at the time of Level A.  I think it's very 

 8 difficult to have conditions for a County approval where 

 9 there's another outside entity that neither the County nor 

10 the applicant have control over.  We all -- we're -- and I 

11 think this is a good step to get those two entities working 

12 together along with us to try and come up with a solution for 

13 that.  

14 Also, then, I want to talk about the -- the statement at 

15 the very beginning of the document, and this is -- some 

16 discussion has been in -- and this is in Section 1.1.  So do 

17 a couple things, just to relate to.  So there were two parts.  

18 We had -- we had an area where we had some language similar 

19 to this in the parks section that we removed, and then we had 

20 this in the initial section.  They're similar but different 

21 purposes, and so -- and it's up to you all how you would like 

22 us to respond to this, but I wanted to explain our thoughts 

23 on this.  

24 So during the Level A and during this Level B approval 

25 process, there have been a number of concerns that have been 
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 1 expressed about how we were going to relate our density caps, 

 2 the Comprehensive Plan, how that gets translated from Level A 

 3 down to Level B when we have these very specific zoning 

 4 districts, and how are we going to be assured that we don't 

 5 exceed basically -- the Level B plan doesn't exceed what was 

 6 authorized at Level A from some of those -- with some of 

 7 those very critical aspects.  

 8 And specifically in the planned communities criteria, 

 9 under the Development Agreement this is talking, but it 

10 includes -- under C it includes a statement that says, "Any 

11 limitations on development established at Level A cannot be 

12 increased at Level B."   So we can't be allowed to have a 

13 certain density at Level A, and then come back with Level B 

14 and do one-and-a-half times that, or we can't have agreed to 

15 a jobs-housing balance and change it at this point in terms 

16 of those limitations that were put in place, and so that was 

17 the purpose of this paragraph that we added.  And I think you 

18 have to read if with the first sentence which says, "Nothing 

19 within this Level B plan shall be construed to increase any 

20 limitation on development established in the Level A Master 

21 Plan entitlements and Development Agreement."  So that's two 

22 things that related to the density and the overall number of 

23 dwelling units, and then also related to the jobs-housing 

24 balance.  

25 And then it goes on to say, "If there's a conflict 
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 1 between the Level B entitlements or Development Agreement for 

 2 Santolina and the Level A Master Plan entitlements or 

 3 Development Agreements for Santolina, the Level A Master Plan 

 4 entitlements or Development Agreement shall control."

 5 That's second sentence builds on the first, but it's talking 

 6 about those limitations.  

 7 So we added that in there specifically to address that 

 8 concern, and it's something that can be addressed in the 

 9 Development Agreement obviously.  That's why we put that in 

10 there in this location as an overall statement, and it really 

11 directly related to that statement in the PCC criteria, and 

12 so it's your pleasure as to whether you want that to stay.  

13 There's a condition, proposed condition that that be removed, 

14 but I thought it was appropriate for me to explain what we 

15 were trying to -- why we put that in there in the first 

16 place.

17 I then want to go through the draft conditions.  So -- 

18 and do you all have these?  I speak directly to the draft 

19 findings and conditions.

20 MS. NELSON:  Which version exactly?  

21 MR. STROZIER:  Well, I have one that's dated 

22 November 2nd, and it has 22 findings and 15 conditions.  Is 

23 that the same one?  

24 MS. NELSON:  Maybe.

25 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  Do we all have the same -- 
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 1 same version?  Yes?  Yes.  So just real quickly,  I'm going 

 2 to go through these quickly.  I also have a copy of these 

 3 markups for you as well.  So finding no. 3, we think it would 

 4 appropriate to add, "And the Level A Development Agreement," 

 5 to finding no. 3.  We also, on finding no. 9, think it's 

 6 appropriate to add the word "gross acre" at the very end of 

 7 that finding.  

 8 Skipping ahead to 17, I think it's appropriate to just 

 9 expand a little bit on that, because not only has a request 

10 for the overall boundary plat been submitted, it's actually 

11 been submitted, reviewed, and approved by the CDRA subject to 

12 -- final signature has been delegated to the manager.  So 

13 it's been through the process up until the final signature on 

14 that.  So it's not -- it hasn't just been submitted.  We're 

15 really close to getting that done, and I thought that was 

16 appropriate to be clear about that.

17 MS. KELLY:  Jim.

18 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

19 MS. KELLY:  Would you show me what you're talking 

20 about, the boundary plat?  

21 MR. STROZIER:  It is -- it says Santolina Level A 

22 condition 19 related to the platting of the Level A property.  

23 It's your finding 17 at the top the third page.

24 MS. KELLY:  Because -- 

25 MR. STROZIER:  That was a condition of approval.

TR-125
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 MS. KELLY:  Right, of -- approval of Level A made 

 2 that A condition of approval that Level B --

 3 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  

 4 MS. KELLY:  Does the boundary plat show access to 

 5 all tracts within Santolina?  Because I think that was the 

 6 wording in the Development Agreement.

 7 MR. STROZIER:  I believe that it does.  I haven't 

 8 been intimately involved in the plat itself.  I know that has 

 9 gone through -- once again, I think my comment was to clarify 

10 that it's not just -- hasn't just been applied for.  It's 

11 been through that process and reviewed by the CDRA and that 

12 body which is similar to the City's DRB.  

13 And let's see.  So findings 19 and 21 relate to the 

14 specific -- that specific paragraph that's in 1.1 that I just 

15 reviewed our thoughts on.  So we would suggest that those -- 

16 if you -- if it's your choice to leave that language in 1.1, 

17 then those would need to go away.  If your choice is to 

18 delete that, then those would -- those would need to remain.  

19 I have a little wordsmithing getting into the conditions 

20 of approval.  For condition 1, I think it should state that, 

21 "A Level B.1 Development Agreement shall be executed between 

22 the landowner," not developer.  It's really between the 

23 property owner and Bernalillo County in accordance with the 

24 planned communities criteria, and you can strike, "Submittal 

25 criteria at the time of the adoption of the Santolina B.1 
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 1 Master Plan."  I think we have -- that is what it is.  

 2 With regard to condition no. 4 regarding changes to the 

 3 zoning.  We have made those changes.  Those are incorporated 

 4 into the document.  So if they stay or are deleted, condition 

 5 no. 4 related to lighting and streetscapes as those have been 

 6 -- made those changes into the documents.

 7 Once again, condition no. 6 relates directly to that 

 8 paragraph in section 1.1.  I believe that conditions 7 and 8 

 9 -- let's see.  Conditions 7 and 8, yes, regard -- with 

10 regards to the language on phasing and implementation 

11 specifically as it relates to the Parks and Recreation 

12 facilities, I'm not really sure.  These are really 

13 complicated conditions, and we've gone through that language.  

14 It's in the document.  We feel that the language in the 

15 document is clear, and I'm not sure the purpose of this.  

16 And specifically condition no. 8, which deals with 

17 mechanisms for funding, that that's probably more 

18 appropriately refined in the Development Agreement as opposed 

19 to in the -- in the document, and this is on -- these don't 

20 have page numbers but --

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Hold on, Jim.  She has a question.

22 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Sorry, Jim.  You are moving 

23 pretty fast up there.

24 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  Sorry.  

25 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  I just -- I just want to back 
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 1 up a little bit.  You said in condition no.  4 that you had 

 2 already taken care of that.  These were issued last night, 

 3 right?  So when did you take care of it?  

 4 MR. STROZIER:  Oh, well, we had -- that comment, we 

 5 had had that comment for quite a while.  Condition no.  4, if 

 6 you look at the -- at the document, it is -- let's see.  

 7 There's two places on there.

 8  Okay.  So let's see -- so on page 48, number -- item B.3 

 9 it says, "Sites," and "shall" is crossed out and "should" is 

10 in its place, consistent with the word on B, "lighting," 

11 three, the word "shall" is to be replaced with "should."   So 

12 that's done.  We had gotten that comment before, and somewhat 

13 -- so just in part of this whole process, as we've been 

14 trying to -- and Mr. Barney alluded to this.  We get comments 

15 from all these different people, and we meet, and we make 

16 changes, and things move page numbers, and we're adding, 

17 especially in terms of keeping track of all the changes.  So 

18 it gets somewhat difficult sometimes to keep track of every 

19 one of these little changes, but I just wanted to -- so that 

20 one is on page 48.  The other one is specifically on page 50, 

21 and that is number 2 that adds, "By no less than four feet."   

22 It requested a limitation on the meandering of the sidewalk, 

23 so we have a minimum that it can be separated from the wall, 

24 and then we have a maximum deviation that that sidewalk in   

25 terms of meandering walkway can do, and you may have seen 
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 1 some that are -- have a nice and gentle curve and look very 

 2 pleasant are very nice to walk on, and some that are more -- 

 3 they just wiggle or they go too far one way or the other.  

 4 They're not that pleasant to actually walk on.  So that was 

 5 the -- that was the intent of that, and I just wanted to make 

 6 that point.  

 7 I have  a -- I have a couple more if I might just try 

 8 and get through these very quickly.  So condition no. 9, so 

 9 this is -- this is related to a connection that we have been 

10 working with Parks on, and we expressed a willingness to work 

11 with them on this.  I don't think it's appropriate within 

12 this document as a condition, because it's really making -- 

13 if my understanding is correct, it's making reference to a 

14 connection that would actually be outside of the Level B plan 

15 area.  It's a connection through part of the open space that 

16 may be part of Santolina.  We're willing to work with them.  

17 I just don't know that it's appropriate to have a condition 

18 in the Level B document that makes reference to something 

19 that's happening outside of the plan area.  It's a connection 

20 between Santolina Level B and a County -- what the County's 

21 trying to do off site.  

22 Let's see.  So with regard to archeology, and 

23 Commissioner Hertel you had -- you had raised some of these 

24 questions.  So what we've -- what we've done -- I want to 

25 take just a second if I can.  So in reference to your 
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 1 question at the last hearing, we went back to the SHPO, and 

 2 we followed up on the Class II Archeological Survey that was 

 3 complete, and they have reviewed it, and they have approved 

 4 it.  We went back to them with -- and asked them to provide 

 5 us with process language as to how we move forward from what 

 6 we have for Level B to getting to where we have a Level C, a 

 7 subdivision or a site plan approved, and there's really a 

 8 distinction.  We added a bunch of language, which is 

 9 basically directly from the email that we got from the SHPO 

10 as to how that would work, and that is added in green on page 

11 79 under Archeology. 

12 One of things that we've talked about, we don't put site 

13 specific information into the Level B plan.  We try and keep 

14 the archeological reports and everything separated from this 

15 -- this document, so we speak somewhat in generalities, but 

16 the County and the State have that information on file, and 

17 so I think we've addressed that, and some of the language 

18 concerned me in this proposed condition, because it talks 

19 about site specific -- 

20 MS. HERTEL:  What number are you on.

21 MR. STROZIER:  I am on condition no. -- proposed 

22 condition no. 10.

23 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.

24 MR. STROZIER:  "Along with a specific mitigation 

25 plan shall be provided" -- so what we have incorporated into 
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 1 the Level B plan is directly what we got from the SHPO in 

 2 terms of how they advised us the process should work moving 

 3 forward.  

 4 I -- I'm not an archeology expert.  We rely on them.  We 

 5 have our consultants, which was SWCA that provided the 

 6 report.  I think what it tries to do is put in place  

 7 parameters that for those areas that have had a class III 

 8 full pedestrian survey that are part of the class II, that 

 9 that work is complete.  We know where those sites are.  For 

10 Level C plans that come forward on areas that were not done, 

11 we have to come back and do that class III pedestrian level 

12 survey for those properties prior to anything happening, and 

13 that's what we tried to express in the -- in the language 

14 that was added to page 79, and once again, that's not my 

15 language.  We basically incorporated the language from the 

16 email.  It was actually a back and forth -- several emails, 

17 because I kept asking for more clarification as to how that 

18 fits in, but that's -- that was the intent of what we did.  

19 And I just wanted to make sure that you were clear what 

20 we -- what we've incorporated into the document and how I'm a 

21 little concerned with the language expressed in that 

22 condition.  If we don't think we've met it with this 

23 language, I'm not sure what we need to do to get there, 

24 because we -- once again, we rely on them to kind of guide us 

25 as to how things should go forward from Level B prior to 
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 1 Level C and any construction.  So is that -- and if you have 

 2 specific -- and if you have specific questions, that's great.  

 3 I may or may not be able to answer them, but I will try.  

 4 MS. HERTEL:  Let me just that a comment, and that 

 5 is that, you know, there's the author of this condition no. 

 6 10, and you ought to be communicating and sharing any of the 

 7 emails that you might have gotten from Andrew -- and I can't 

 8 think of his last name, SHPO guy, so that everybody does 

 9 agree that that's appropriate.  

10 MR. STROZIER:  We have shared that with Staff, but 

11 we can -- we can make sure that it's clear.

12 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.

13 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  Thank you.

14 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair, I have a question about 

15 finding 16.  

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

17 MS. KELLY:  It says that, "In order to map the 

18 Santolina B planned communities zoning districts, legally 

19 platted parcels are required."

20 So the zoning districts are Exhibit 3.

21 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

22 MS. KELLY:  You're intending to plat those?  

23 MR. STROZIER:  That's correct.

24 MS. KELLY:  And they have strange, squiggly 

25 boundaries or undefined boundaries I guess I would say.  
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 1 So that would not come back to CPC?  That would go directly 

 2 to --  

 3 MR. STROZIER:  CD --

 4 MS. KELLY:  -- subdivision?  

 5 MR. STROZIER:  I don't know.  I'll take a stab at 

 6 it, and Staff can jump in, but my understanding is the 

 7 concern is that the County wants to be able to map those 

 8 specific districts, and in order to do that, we need to do a 

 9 plat.  It's not a development plan, per se.  We can't build 

10 anything based on that, but it defines those zoning 

11 districts, and they're basically centerlines of roads and 

12 differences between, like, the open space and the residential 

13 area, and so -- and these are the big picture district.  When 

14 you look at the land-use plan, you see many -- a higher level 

15 of -- higher grain, but once again, this is really just to 

16 map the zoning, and then once development comes forward with 

17 Level C plans, there will be subsequent platting that 

18 actually would enable something to get built.  You can't 

19 build anything with this yet.

20 MS. KELLY:  Well, I'm just trying to understand the 

21 process.

22 MR. STROZIER:  Yeah.

23 MS. KELLY:  So this would go to subdivision --

24 MR. STROZIER:  CDRA, yes.  

25 MS. KELLY:  But it would not come back to us.  
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 1 MR. STROZIER:  I don't believe it would.  I guess 

 2 if it's a major subdivision, it might.

 3 MS. KELLY:  Presumably those parcels could be 

 4 conveyed at that point, because they'd be platted parcels.  

 5 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

 6 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

 7 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  I agree with that.  Okay.  All 

 8 right.  Let me get back to my place.  I'm almost done.  And I 

 9 appreciate your -- so, okay, condition -- the previous 

10 condition no. 12 I think is superceded by our conversation on 

11 the Water Authority stuff.  I'm not sure that condition stays 

12 as it was written.  I will leave that to -- to Staff.  

13 And then just the only -- the last one, condition no. 

14 15, and I just want to be clear, it's not necessarily that we 

15 don't agree with it, it says, "The Santolina Level B.1 

16 development shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo 

17 County ordinances and standards."  We have with this Level B 

18 done things that are above and beyond or different from the 

19 standard Bernalillo County -- so we have our own custom 

20 zoning districts with setbacks and uses, and we've really 

21 tailored those through discussions with the Staff, and so you 

22 can't -- so I just want to make sure that we're all clear 

23 that as we move forward, that some of the places within the 

24 Level B document, we have criteria and rules that may differ 

25 from the standard County ordinance, and I'll let Mr. Garcia 
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 1 maybe speak to that, but that's -- I just wanted you all to 

 2 be clear that that exists.  Well, you can't look at the 

 3 County's Zoning Code and find the zones -- the zoned 

 4 districts that we have in this Level B document with all the 

 5 rules and regulations, because they only exist here.  We 

 6 customize all of those.  We have processes.  The 

 7 archeological process that's in here is not anywhere else in 

 8 the County process, so that's -- we just want to be clear 

 9 that we have place where we differ from the standard County 

10 ordinances, rules, and regulations, if you will, because we 

11 needed to have them, and it was appropriate to have them 

12 embedded in this document.  

13 So with that, I'd be happy to answer any questions at 

14 this time, and thank you very much.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Any questions?  If not, 

16 thank you very much.

17 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Do you have the list?  

19 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Starting off with Rod 

20 Mahoney, Zoe Economou, Renee Horvath.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  The names that were called, if you 

22 would please come to the front seats there, so you'll be 

23 ready to testify as soon as your name comes up.  

24 MR. MAHONEY:  Good afternoon.  My name is Rod 

25 Mahoney.  I live at 1838 Sadora Road, Southwest.  I'm the 
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 1 current president of the South Valley Coalition of 

 2 Neighborhood Associations.  

 3 One thing that hasn't been talked about here is the due 

 4 process that we're interested in today.  I mean, clearly the 

 5 findings and conditions are -- I mean, I got a copy of those 

 6 last night, sent those to a few people, have not had a chance 

 7 to really review those adequately or adapt to these on the 

 8 fly.  I think that there is some issue with due process 

 9 associated with that.  

10  Also, there was another document that was handed out 

11 today relative to the discussions about the water Development 

12 Agreement.  So that's another one that certainly the public 

13 has not had a chance to look at and review, so I think that 

14 portends essentially a continuance of this particular case to 

15 allow us to actually you review and comment.

16 One of the things that also is missing, I believe, in 

17 the conditions is this announcement that actually came out in 

18 the Journal on Sunday is about the upcoming hearing for the 

19 TIDs issue for this particular case.

20 So based upon that then, I believe, that my 

21 recommendation or my suggestion would be that when I started 

22 taking a quick look at this, we have a number of conditions 

23 that were in Level A, and we've talked about a few of those 

24 earlier today, actually 8 through 11 actually pertain to the 

25 water Development Agreement, not just 8 alone.  Also, then 
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 1 there's conditions associated with no net expense that do not 

 2 include any wording associated with forthcoming tax incentive 

 3 district numbers that come out of this forthcoming hearing 

 4 for gross receipts taxes and property taxes.  

 5 Also, what's missing ultimately is conditions associated 

 6 with the specifics for the jobs-to-housing ratio.  That 

 7 actually is pertinent to Level B.  So I believe that there 

 8 needs to be a review of the Level A conditions that were 

 9 actually approved by BCC, and those need to be included in 

10 the Level A so that they don't get lost in transfer, so those 

11 are more explicit.  Specifically there is a table, table 10 

12 that comes off of page 112 that actually talks about the 

13 sequencing of development that actually has the numbers and 

14 so forth associated with the number of houses and jobs 

15 associated with each one of those sequences.  It would be 

16 advantageous, I believe, to carry that table through so it 

17 actually does not get lost.  

18 These documents, as you know, are miles deep, and 

19 there's lots of things that have been talked about about 

20 these various changes that occur.  So that would support a 

21 continuance from my perspective.  Thank you very much.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Andy questions?  

23 MS. KELLY:  Yes.  I have a question.  

24 Mr. Mahoney, I have been -- I think the TIDs discussion 

25 has been problematic for me, and I understand that it's dealt 
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 1 with by a separate board, but finding no. 6 says that, "We 

 2 find that the plan is consistent with Reserve Area policies 

 3 that call for substantial self-sufficient economic 

 4 sensitivity and development at no net cost to Bernalillo 

 5 County."  I don't see how we can make that finding without 

 6 having some knowledge of what's being financed through the 

 7 TIDs and even if we're not in the approval loop.  

 8 And I guess I also wanted to say that on several 

 9 occasions I've asked for a summary of the -- of what the TIDs 

10 are requesting so that we could at least have some idea of 

11 phasing, and I have never received anything, and I have been 

12 told by the applicant in these meetings that that would be 

13 forthcoming, and it hasn't been.  So I don't know anything 

14 about the TIDs, and that seems to me a big disconnect with 

15 our review process.  I don't feel like our review process is 

16 having any relevance to the discussion of TIDs.

17 MR. MAHONEY:  Well, one of the things that I was 

18 going to do after the hearing today was actually try to get 

19 the economic analysis, which was supposed to be available on 

20 the 15th of October that's going to be presented at the TIDs 

21 hearing.  I would like to see what that looks like so we can 

22 actually take a review of the economic analysis as far as --

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  That what looks like?  What are  

24 you talking about?  

25 MR. MAHONEY:  About the TIDs hearing upcoming --
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, we don't hear the TIDs here 

 2 so -- 

 3 MR. MAHONEY:  I understand, but --

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  You're going to have to go to the 

 5 County Commission meeting.

 6 MR. MAHONEY:  Okay.  That's -- one of other points 

 7 I want to make and I'll sit down.  We talked about actually 

 8 changing the PCC process here.  It's actually an ordinance, I 

 9 believe, and if we change that process, don't we have to go 

10 through a legal process to be able to modify that in some 

11 way?  We're trying to kind of weave our way around this 

12 because of various things that are missing or not and the PCC 

13 criteria associated with this disconnect that occurs.  So 

14 that process seems to be something that clearly needs to be 

15 reconsidered with the appropriate legal process.  Thank you 

16 very much.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Excuse me, what process are you 

18 talking about?  

19 MR. MAHONEY:  The planned communities criteria 

20 process.  We talked -- the testimony preceding me was talking 

21 about a number of issues that are the lack of linkage between 

22 these things and also trying to sort of fold this in somehow 

23 and mesh it into this -- a square peg in a round hole sort of 

24 situation, and I think that really -- certainly would be 

25 grounds for some significant legal questioning ultimately if 
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 1 that is not addressed properly.  Thank you very much.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Commissioners, we have a 

 3 choice here.  Lunch is in.  Do you want to break for lunch 

 4 and come back, or go just straight through it?  You want to 

 5 take lunch.

 6 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Can we hear Zoe first.  

 7 She's --

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Go ahead.  

 9 MS. ECONOMOU:  I've been here all day.  My name is 

10 Zoe Economou.  I live at 214 Riverside, Southwest.  I had 

11 prepared a recorded statement.  It's actually music, thinking 

12 that you would be wired for sound.  I hear here I have to 

13 bring my own laptop or player to do that.  So I don't have a 

14 prepared statement.  I don't have anything.  Seems like we've 

15 been at so many of these meetings, it's hard to think of a 

16 new thing to say.  It's the same old question, the water, the 

17 water the ordinance that are still there.  All these 

18 questions still need to be addressed after how many years, 

19 two years, three years, three years of meetings.  So I'll 

20 leave you with that.  Have a good lunch.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  At this time we're 

22 going to break for a few minutes.  We're going to have lunch, 

23 and we'll be back as quick as we can.  I appreciate you, your 

24 patience, and I know we all been here all day.

25 SPECTATOR:  Will you allow someone else to read a 
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 1 Texas, New Mexico water compact, which we hear is a big 

 2 issue, and we don't want the state to be fined.  

 3 So we always thought that this water Development 

 4 Agreement would help address that issue, the making sure we 

 5 have the water supply to meet the demand.

 6 Secondly, the other thing I wanted to comment on 

 7 regarding to open space and design, I've talked about this 

 8 with the Westland Master Plan of using single-loaded streets 

 9 to outline open space areas, so you have the Ceja, a whole 

10 length of Ceja, and I live in the Taylor Ranch area, and we 

11 have found that single-loaded streets, where you put 

12 development on one side of the street and the open space on 

13 the other solves a lot of problems, and I don't see it 

14 mentioned here in the plan unless I just missed it, but I 

15 think you want to have it on top of the Ceja along with the 

16 bottom.  It does show off your open space a lot better and 

17 preserve the views, but it's also soil erosion and drainage 

18 issue down below, which has affected many of our residence 

19 built up against the escarpment.  So I wanted to make sure we 

20 addressed the single-loaded streets.  So thank you.

21 MS. ESPARZA:  Thank you.  My name is Jan Esparza.  

22 I'm a New Mexico native, a valley girl myself, and I 

23 appreciate the Chairman and fellow Committee Members.  

24 I would like to clarify some testimony that I have heard 

25 myself throughout these proceedings from the -- from the 
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 1 developer, and one of the first things I'd like to cover -- 

 2 and I have some extra copies of this as well.  I didn't get 

 3 as many as I wanted.  I have four copies if you --

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Just go ahead and make your 

 5 presentation.  

 6 MS. ESPARZA:  Okay.  So what I want to clarify is 

 7 really the water right existence pertinent to the property 

 8 for which was originally the Westland Development Company.

 9 And so on record, and this is a document from the Office 

10 of the State Engineer.  These -- their water rights have been 

11 -- the surface water rights have been declared since 2000.  

12 So I want to just say I leafed through this real quickly.  

13 Now, this is the 27 acre feet of groundwater rights, and I'm 

14 getting to a point here.  The surface water rights are about 

15 5,500 acre feet, and these are pre 1907 senior rights.  All 

16 these records are on the record of the Office of the State 

17 Engineer as well as the County clerk records right in this 

18 very building.  So what I'm telling you can be validated.  

19 There's lots of laptops here that can go over this.

20 Now, when Mr. Harwood testified, who is a water attorney 

21 for WALH, testified earlier last year in 2015, he only spoke 

22 about the 27 acre feet of groundwater rights.  He neglected 

23 to say anything about the valuable surface rights that is now 

24 in WALH's name on record with the Office of State Engineer.  

25 And this document here is a compilation, and it's a letter to 
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 1 Nancy Cunningham, who is -- who was an office -- OSE 

 2 employee, and he documented that he had put those surface 

 3 rights on record, and it was on record with the County Clerk.  

 4 So, and when this -- and all these change of ownerships, 

 5 by that the way, were signed by Mr. Garrett, and this is just 

 6 a sample of that as well.  So they're quite aware of these.

 7 Now, it came up in the Commission hearing when Maggie 

 8 Hart Stebbins asked specifically the developer about the 

 9 water rights.  She specifically said and I quote, "Does the 

10 Santolina property already have any existing water rights?" 

11 Mr. Hardwood said, "There are groundwater declarations 

12 that have been filed with the Office of the State Engineer, 

13 WALH property throughout the West Side including Santolina."   

14 He never clarified --

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Ma'am, would you wrap this up.  

16 MS. ESPARZA:  I will go ahead and wrap this up.  So 

17 I think there's some inconsistencies, and I would call on the 

18 Commission to -- and the attorneys here to investigate the 

19 reality and what's really on record with the County Clerk as 

20 well as the Office of State Engineer.  Thank you very much.  

21 Appreciate your time.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

23 MS. ESPARZA:  Did you want any copies or not.  

24 MS. KELLY:  I'd like one.  

25 MS. ESPARZA:  Also, there is ran excerpt from a 
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 1 water rights attorney, Tessa Davidson, as far as the value of 

 2 those rights, and I've only included the last -- the last 

 3 page of those, but that's where the bulk of that discussion 

 4 is.  Thank you very much.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

 6 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Sarah, Sarah followed by 

 7 Jennifer McCabe, and Juan Reynosa.  

 8 MS. NIMAS DAYE:  Good afternoon, Chairman and 

 9 Commissioners.  My name is Sarah Nimas Daye.  I work in the 

10 South Valley at 2047 Tapia, Southwest.  I'm here today 

11 because I'm urging you not to approve the Santolina Level B 

12 Master Plan.  I really think it's going to impact the people 

13 I work with, which are small-scale farmers in the South 

14 Valley.  We've been growing food in Bernalillo County for the 

15 community and for the Albuquerque Public School, and we 

16 really concerned about the issue of water.  

17 I'm also concerned as someone that's been attending 

18 these hearings both at this level and the Bernalillo   

19 County Commission level in the process.  I know Commissioner 

20 Kelly asked about if the public had seen the documents, that 

21 she only received them yet yesterday at 4:00.  We haven't.  I 

22 thought that the hearing had been moved from July to today, 

23 so you would get the information that you needed to be able 

24 to discuss this.  It sounds like you haven't and that there 

25 was new information presented again by the applicant.  It's 
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 1 something I've witnessed over the last few years is this new 

 2 information, last minute information and sort of rushing you 

 3 without having accurate information.  So I really hope that 

 4 you will not rush, that you will take the time to do 

 5 diligence on this, and I hope that you will not recommend 

 6 moving forward to the BCC.  Seems like there's a lot of 

 7 questions that you had, and I appreciate listening to the 

 8 questions, a lot of, now, things that aren't clear even with 

 9 the attorneys and in your own role and what you can do on 

10 this master plan Level B, and we heard inconsistencies from 

11 John Barney from Parks and Rec.  So lots and lots of 

12 questions from the public and from your Staff about what's  

13 happening.  So I hope that you will -- you will not move 

14 forward with this. 

15 I also want to share that I was supposed to be at work 

16 at 9:00 today, but I was here, and I know a lot of people 

17 can't do that, but I'm able to do that and work with my 

18 co-workers to spend the day here, but I know a lot of people 

19 have left that wanted to give public comment, and one of 

20 those folks left a statement with me to read.  So if it's 

21 possible when you get to her name, she asked if I would read  

22 her statement in her place because she had to go to work.  

23 Thank you.  

24 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Jennifer McCabe followed by -- 

25 okay.  Jennifer.  There you go.  
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 1 MS. McCABE:  Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman Chavez 

 2 and Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission.  I 

 3 represent Jan and David Esparza.  I am going to just make a 

 4 comment on item no. 12 -- on the condition no. 12, and it 

 5 does deal specifically with the Level A and the condition 

 6 that the Commission, the Bernalillo Commission put on it 

 7 about the Development Agreement.  

 8 The letter that was sent by Mr. Salazar in 2015 

 9 authorizing -- saying that they had the capacity to serve -- 

10 to take care of this proposed development was conditioned on 

11 two things.  Number one, that the developer either bring wet 

12 water rights to the table for their application or that they 

13 put up a bond so that the Water Utility Authority could 

14 acquire the requisite amount of rights to service this new 

15 proposed development, and neither one of those actions have 

16 been done yet.  So it seems on behalf of my clients from our 

17 perspective that to go forward on a Level B action is too 

18 early, because if, in fact, the developer brings water rights 

19 to the table and they're not appurtenant to the land in 

20 question, which Jan just referred to, then they're just going 

21 to have to go through another jurisdictional process, and 

22 that's the Office of the State Engineer and approving a 

23 transfer of water rights for a different purpose, place of 

24 use, point of diversion.  

25 And so it's not just the Water Utility Authority that 
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 1 has jurisdiction.  The State engineer actually has 

 2 superintending jurisdiction over rights on this.  So if we 

 3 were to go ahead with any Level B sort of action but we don't 

 4 know whether or not the Utility has requisite water rights, 

 5 we don't know -- as far as I'm aware of, there's been no bond 

 6 put forward as action number B from Mr. Salazar's letter, and 

 7 we certainly have not seen any water right application 

 8 provided by the -- to the State Engineer.  I'll stand for 

 9 questions.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I have a question for the 

11 attorney.  You know, she's saying something about conditions 

12 that the County Commission put?  

13 MS. McCABE:  The condition is if you've been going 

14 back and forth about the Level A condition about the 

15 Development Agreement -- 

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  No, no, no.  But you said that the 

17 -- somebody from the County Commission required that they 

18 have water rights and.

19 MS. McCABE:  Oh, I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman.  Let me 

20 clarify.  The letter that was written by Mr. Salazar, and I 

21 think it was in March of 2015, that said the Water Utility 

22 Authority has the capability to -- to service Santolina but 

23 that was based on two conditions.  They needed to either, A, 

24 bring water rights and actual wet water in with the 

25 application, or they needed to provide a bond.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Who wrote those conditions?  

 2 MS. McCABE:  Those are part of the ordinances of 

 3 the Water Utility Authority for new uses.  So if you want to 

 4 have a new development, then you either have to bring -- 

 5 because there's two factors that play here.  We're already 

 6 over -- 

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Where do they need to bring them, 

 8 to the Water Utility Authority or to --

 9  MS. McCABE:  To the Water Authority, sir, so --

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Not us.

11 MS. McCABE:  No, but until they do that, anything 

12 subsequent -- if, in fact, it goes before the State Engineer, 

13 they want to transfer rights in, then everybody has an 

14 opportunity to protest a transfer, and typically 

15 administrative protests take anywhere between a year and 

16 three years at the State Engineer's level.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  But those protests aren't brought 

18 to us.  

19 MS. McCABE:  No, they're not brought to you, but my 

20 point being that -- that until the water is secure and 

21 assured, to do anything down the line seems to be preemptive 

22 because there's a second opportunity for an aggrieved party 

23 at the State Engineer's level to appeal to district court.  

24 So we're not talking about a quick solution unless the 

25 applicant has brought water rights, available water rights, 

TR-149
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 or put up the bond for the Water Utility Authority to acquire 

 2 the water rights.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  That's all right.

 4 MS. HERTEL:  Were those conditions in the letter 

 5 that was written?  

 6 MS. McCABE:  It said subject -- I can't get a copy 

 7 of the letter for you, Mr. Chairman, Commissioner.  

 8 MS. HERTEL:  I've seen the letter or -- in the 

 9 past.  Okay?  But I'm just trying to go back.  The  

10 conditions were not explicitly stated in the letter to --

11 MS. McCABE:  No.  You had to go to the Water 

12 Utility Authority ordinance to find out what those are.  

13 MS. HERTEL:  Better reference those ordinances?  

14 MS. McCABE:  Correct.

15 MS. HERTEL:  The letter references those 

16 specifically.  It said, in accordance with all the conditions 

17 listed in some -- 

18 MS. McCABE:  Per our ordinances, and I'm sorry.  I 

19 don't have a copy of it right in front of me, but it 

20 referenced the specific requirements that are already in the 

21 Water Utility Authority's ordinance for new hookups.

22 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Thank you.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  Thank you.

24 MS. McCABE:  Thank you.

25 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Juan Reynosa, Travis 
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 1 McKenzie, Ramon Rivera.

 2 MR. McKENZIE:  I don't believe Juan Reynosa's here.  

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Name and address for the record.

 4 MR. McKENZIE:  My name is Travis McKenzie, 4015 

 5 Thaxton Avenue, Southeast, 87108.  Yeah, I guess I'll just 

 6 take my minute-and-a-half or two minutes, whatever it is, to 

 7 I guess express my frustration of also -- been in numerous 

 8 these meetings with this Board and as well as with the BCC, 

 9 and just a little disheartened on the democratic process and 

10 hearing public comment and really listening to the 

11 constituents and the community.  So I, kind of like some of 

12 predecessors, it's hard to think of what else to say.  I do 

13 farm in Atrisco at a 300-year-old family farm named Cornelio 

14 Candelaria Organics.  We use water every day to grow those 

15 crops, and water is one of my major concerns with this whole 

16 development plan, but specifically to the Level B, I just 

17 think with the way this whole process has happened this 

18 morning that I want to recommend a continuance, and that I 

19 don't know if I feel comfortable everybody having the right 

20 information to be able to approve something like this, and 

21 it's a little scary, because these big decisions effect our 

22 future generations, effect our children, effects farmers 

23 effects a lot of people that aren't able to be here on a 

24 weekday from 9:00 a.m. to now, almost 2:00.  So I just want 

25 to also honor all the people that can't be here during that 
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 1 time.  I've said that in numerous testimonies in these spaces 

 2 that it's very inconvenient for community to come testify 

 3 during the work week, and thank you to everybody who has 

 4 come, and I would just encourage you guys to be as diligent 

 5 as you can to see if you really feel comfortable approving 

 6 something like this, or if, in my perspective, you might not 

 7 have all the information.  And, again, when documents are 

 8 being submitted the day before or even today, that we don't 

 9 have time to go over those documents, and it's very 

10 disconcerting for us as the community.  And just to end that, 

11 you know, I feel the community's been very outspoken against 

12 this development plan, and we're just, you know, here to 

13 continue that struggle against resisting this development 

14 plan and trying to do smarter development for our city and 

15 for our future generations.  So thank you for the time today.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

17 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  Thank you.

19 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Ramon Rivera followed by E.  

20 Ward.

21 MR. RIVERA:  Thank you, Chairman Chavez and 

22 Commissioners.  My name's Ramon Rivera.  I live at 1314 Calle 

23 de las Lomas, Bernalillo, New Mexico, 87004.  

24 I'm here today to articulate my position to approving 

25 any other plans regarding Santolina development.  I'm a 

TR-152
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 native born New Mexican, a father and currently a student of 

 2 behavior in the Bacherlors Environmental Design department at 

 3 University of New Mexico, minoring in sustainability.  And 

 4 the reason I was concerned, and I've been getting more 

 5 involved in the community engagement on many levels, 

 6 including working at Candelario Organics farm, and why I'm 

 7 attending this meeting is Santolina development has is 

 8 currently been discussed in the school of planning as 

 9 speculative development, and that's lands on -- I agree, from 

10 what I've seen today, that's the development that's being 

11 pushed forth.  It's a development that's serving the 

12 interests of a few at the expense of the community.  It's 

13 serving the interests of a few being able to make a profit, 

14 and it's not considered any -- the full impacts on the 

15 community, and it's not considering big entities trying to 

16 reach out and grab cheap land in the whole process fronting 

17 it as efforts to increase community services.  It's going to 

18 create a big strain on the community, and I just wanted to 

19 articulate my opposition to approving anymore plans regarding 

20 Santolina.  Thank you for your time.

21 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  E. Ward, after 

22 Virginia Necochea.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.  Name and address for 

24 the record.

25 MS. WARD:  Em Ward, 3201 Coors Boulevard, 
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 1 Northwest, R191, and I think I need to be sworn in, 'cause I 

 2 had to move my car when you did the group swearing in.  

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead and raise your right 

 4 hand.  

 5 (Note:  Witness sworn.)  

 6 MR. WARD:  I'm just -- I'm going to open briefly as 

 7 someone who recently presided over community meeting that 

 8 completely bolted out of control, I can appreciate this 

 9 desire and need for orderliness.  I know for only that 

10 sometimes the wiser course of action is to simply let it go 

11 and acknowledge that it is a judgment call, so I hope we're 

12 good.  

13 We have heard today a variety of issues regarding the 

14 Santolina Level B Master Plan including land use and water 

15 service, school funding, historical and natural preservation, 

16 the County's financial commitment, and the changing of 

17 unenforce -- of enforceable "shalls" to unenforceable 

18 "shoulds."   These remain unresolved.  

19 More troubling is that this plan is being presented with 

20 a request for approval with no public notice.  New material 

21 was only available this morning just before the hearing.  It 

22 would be wholly unwise to move forward at this time.  

23 I am a West Side resident.  We have overcrowded schools, 

24 poor jobs-housing ratio, and inadequate public transportation 

25 service.  These issues likely will worsen without a 
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 1 well-considered and defensible approach to further 

 2 development in the western County.  I oppose an incomplete 

 3 plan that fails to protect the plan, fails to protect the 

 4 water, fails to protect the skies, and the futures of our 

 5 children and fails to protect and wisely use our tax dollars.  

 6 Thank you very much for your time and for your public 

 7 service.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

 9 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Dr. Virginia?  Is she here?  Is 

10 she gone?  

11 SPECTATOR:  She had to leave.

12 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Christine Suazo, Suaz, 

13 Jaime Chavez, followed by Barbara and I'm not sure if it's 

14 Brother, Susan Sherman and Elaine Hebard.  

15 MR. CHAVEZ  I'd say good morning, but it's good 

16 afternoon.  My name is Jaime Chavez.  I'm not here to 

17 represent Jaime Chavez.  You have been getting my name wrong.  

18 It's J-a-i-m-e, every time you send it to me, please.  

19 I'm here to represent the Atrisco Grant today.  I have 

20 before you -- I have already passed out a number of items 

21 that are for your -- not for your consideration, just for 

22 your information.  And basically the most critical one here 

23 is a letter dated October 21st from -- to Mr. Dewey E. Cave, 

24 the executive director of the Mid Rio Grande Council of 

25 Governments, and in this letter to Mr. Cave -- and this is in 
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 1 your --

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  For the record, your address.  

 3 MR. CHAVEZ:  I'm going to give the land grant 

 4 address of our offices of the Atrisco Grant, and we're on 

 5 Rosendo Garcia in the South Valley, and we're located at 2708 

 6 Rosendo Garcia.  It's been on the records --

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Restart the clock again.  you have 

 8 two minutes.  

 9 MR. CHAVEZ:  No.  I don't have two minutes.  I have 

10 agency status.  It's here before you if you read this letter 

11 right now it'll tell you that, in fact, we are organized as a 

12 political public body.  Atrisco is fairly young entity, but 

13 we have acquired political subdivision status in 2012.  

14 I've also brought you -- this is regarding the state, 

15 and this is a book of -- on land grant law just for your 

16 understanding.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Give it to the Staff there for the 

18 record if you want to.  

19 MR. CHAVEZ:  So that way you can --

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  You've got two minutes.

21 MR. CHAVEZ:  -- update yourself and begin to 

22 understand the land grant law.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  You've got two minutes.

24 MR. CHAVEZ:  No.  I don't have two minutes.  I have 

25 agency status as it said in this letter from the New Mexico 
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 1 State Legislature.  I'd appreciate it, okay, if you would --

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  It doesn't matter, the status.

 3 MR. CHAVEZ:  You don't care?  

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  No.  It's what we decide up here.   

 5 Staff doesn't --

 6 MR. CHAVEZ:  Well, you're making the wrong 

 7 decision.  Okay?  

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Uh?  

 9 MR. CHAVEZ:  You're making a very wrong decision by 

10 not approving the agency -- you don't have to approve the 

11 agency status.  

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  You can call it whatever you want.  

13 MR. CHAVEZ:  We have the same type of organization 

14 as the County, okay, and also as the City.  The letter 

15 that -- 

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  But you're not going to sit up 

17 here and speak as long as you want.

18 MR. CHAVEZ:  What?  

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  You can -- you're not --

20 MR. CHAVEZ:  No.  I just want the agency status of 

21 the Atrisco Grant.  Thank you.  

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I mean, Staff don't have status 

23 here.   

24 MR. CHAVEZ:  You gave that gentleman back here 15 

25 minutes.  Okay.  This is our land that we're talking about 
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 1 here, Atrisco land, common lands of Atrisco Grant.  Okay?  

 2 Let's get that straight as well.  This is under Treaty, and 

 3 if you violate the treaty, okay, you're going to have to 

 4 watch out for that as well.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Oh, yeah.  Are you threatening me 

 6 or what?  Are you threatening me?  

 7 MR. CHAVEZ:  Article II, Section 5 is a public --

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Are you threatening me?  

 9 MR. CHAVEZ:  I'm not threatening you.  I said the 

10 Body.  Okay?  

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So do your two minutes, and you're 

12 done.  

13 MR. CHAVEZ:  Really.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.

15 MR. CHAVEZ:  What are you going to do?  

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  We'll call security.  

17 MR. CHAVEZ:  Okay.  I have agency status.  I have 

18 it here in my hand.  I won't tell you again.  

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  That's fine.  I mean, it doesn't 

20 matter.

21 MR. CHAVEZ:  So what -- what is agency status?  Why 

22 don't you clarify.  

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Nothing here.  I mean -- I decide 

24 how many minutes or who's going to speak and for how long.  

25 MR. CHAVEZ:  The Town of Atrisco Grant is talking 
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 1 with you right now.  

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Uh?  

 3 MR. CHAVEZ:  The Town of Atrisco Grant is talking 

 4 with you right now.   Anyhow, I'm not going to say anything.  

 5 Happy day of the dead to you.  Okay?  I am doing this for my 

 6 ancestors here and for our additional lands.  Okay?  

 7 Just for your information, everything is in here in this 

 8 package.  This comes from Mr. Jerome Padilla, the president 

 9 of the Atrisco Grant, a letter to Mr. Mark Sanchez, executive 

10 director, Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority, also, to 

11 Tom Blain of New Mexico State Engineer's Office, because I 

12 was going to read these into the record, and Mr. Jess Ward, I 

13 guess, who is retired now.  I don't know if he is or not, but 

14 New Mexico Office of the State Engineer.  That's in your 

15 packet right there.  You've done it again.  Thank you very 

16 much.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

18 MS. CONNIE  CHAVEZ:  Barbara, and I think is it 

19 Bonham?  Susan Schuurman.  Elaine Hebard.   

20 MS. HEBARD:  Good afternoon.  My name is Elaine  

21 Hebard.  I live at 1513 Escalante, Southwest, 87104.  I'd 

22 like to address two points today.  Obviously the BCC -- 

23 sorry, the CPC has a lot of responsibility in terms of 

24 reviewing all of this material and making a recommendation to 

25 the BCC, and with that responsibility there are some things 

TR-159
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 that you have as tools.  One of them is the PCC, the planned 

 2 community criteria.  

 3 In Level A for the planned community criteria it is true 

 4 that the BCC is the approval body for going forward.  

 5 However, in the planned community criteria, if you'll notice 

 6 for Level B, the B -- you are the approval body.  So when we 

 7 talk about the fact that you need to approve or the BCC needs 

 8 to approve the documents with the ABCWUA, you need -- you 

 9 guys are the approval body.  The locus of approval is clear, 

10 and it was clear in the PCC and in the Development Agreement 

11 that the County signed with the applicant.  

12 So I would suggest that -- respectfully that 

13 Mr. McGregor and Mr. Stomp need to work together to bring 

14 forward at least some documents showing the necessary 

15 criteria for you to make the recommendations for the BCC to 

16 act.

17 The second point that I want to make is that the TIDs, I 

18 know, are not before you, but the request is for 45 percent 

19 gross receipts taxes and 45 percent of the property taxes be 

20 kept within the TIDs for Santolina.  That will make a 

21 difference for the rest of the County and the City, and it 

22 hasn't been evaluated, and I don't see how you can recommend 

23 that this go forward without looking at those -- those 

24 values.  

25 We all know that there is about $710 million in the 
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 1 County that is not being covered with any type of funding for 

 2 infrastructure needs, unmet infrastructure needs.  The $36 

 3 million bond on the -- on the ballot for next week is 

 4 one-twentieth of that unmet need.  Those needs are going to 

 5 continue to grow, and if we don't have everybody contributing 

 6 their fair share but keeping it for green field development 

 7 will make us have bigger needs as we go into the future.  So 

 8 I would respectfully request that you do not recommend 

 9 approval of this proposal at this time but get the documents 

10 that you need to do your duty.  Thank you.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Any questions?  That's 

12 it.

13 SPECTATOR:  You had said earlier that you would 

14 allow a statement to be read from people that had to --

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Do we have a letter from somebody 

16 that -- 

17 SPECTATOR:  Yeah, she sent it to me.  You read her 

18 name, but she had to go to work, so she sent it and she gave 

19 her address.  

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Do you feel a letter that we 

21 can -- 

22 SPECTATOR:  It's on my phone.  She texted it to me.  

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Go ahead and read it.  

24 SPECTATOR:  Okay.  Her name is Sue Schuurman.  You 

25 said her name and her address is 2112 Charlevoix, Northwest, 
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 1 and she had to go to work.  This was her statement she wanted 

 2 to share with you:  

 3 "My name is Susan Schuurman, and I'm the coordinator of 

 4 the Albuquerque Center for Peace and Justice.  Commissioners 

 5 derive their power, authority, and legitimacy from the 

 6 consent of the people.  They promise to represent the 

 7 interests of their Chair constituents.  There has been 

 8 consistent and widespread opposition to the Santolina 

 9 development proposal.  If this Commission approves the 

10 project, it will be abrogating it's solemn and sacred 

11 responsibility to represent the interests of the community, 

12 and if it is approved, it will have represented the interest 

13 of a corporate entity financed by a foreign bank, Barclays of 

14 London.  I urge you to vote against this proposal based on 

15 the overwhelming opposition of your constituents who are 

16 trying to protect our limited water resources much like the 

17 water protectors trying to stop the Dakota access pipeline.  

18 Thank you."

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Is that it?  The 

20 applicant, do you have any closing comments?  Keep them 

21 short.  Okay?  

22 MR. STROZIER:  I will.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

23 Just -- I just wanted to reiterate that I do have copies of 

24 the changes that I had kind of gone through with you all to 

25 the draft findings and conditions.  I'm happy to provide 
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 1 those to you all if you -- if you think it would be helpful, 

 2 and otherwise we are -- we are here to answer any additional 

 3 questions that you might have.  

 4 I -- I guess I should clarify the -- in terms of the -- 

 5 what came up in one the last commenter's about the authority, 

 6 and I think it is correct that the planned communities 

 7 criteria says that Level B plans are approved by the County 

 8 Planning Commission or by the City Planning Commission.  In 

 9 this case, the County also adopted the PC zone, which is very 

10 clear that the authority rests with the County Commission for 

11 this approval.  So I believe that's the -- that overrides the 

12 planned communities criteria and that's why this is a 

13 recommendation.  So I just thought I would clarify that and 

14 any other questions you have at this time, and I do have 

15 copies.  Thank you very much.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Give those to Enrico.

17 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair.  

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.  

19 MS. KELLY:  I know everyone's tired, but we haven't 

20 talked at all about sequencing and --

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  About what?  

22 MS. KELLY:  The sequencing plan that they presented 

23 in this draft, which I think is an important thing, and we've 

24 all been asking to see it.  So could I ask Jim a couple of 

25 questions about it?  
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Sure.  Jim, one of the 

 2 Commissioners has some questions.

 3 MS. KELLY:  So just, first of all, I appreciate 

 4 your reinsertion of the trails and bikeways plan in this 

 5 version and also that you presented the phasing plan.  

 6 MR. STROZIER: Yes.

 7 MS. KELLY:  I think that's a welcomed addition.

 8 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you.  

 9 MS. KELLY:  I just -- is the plan consistent with 

10 the text where the text talks about the phase -- first phase 

11 residential area is located in an area with existing urban 

12 development and services capacity, and I don't have the page 

13 number.

14 MR. STROZIER:  So, yes.  So let me see if I can get 

15 to the phasing map myself, sequencing.

16 MS. KELLY:  It's like a page 113.  

17 MR. STROZIER:  One thirteen?  

18 MS. KELLY:  Something like that.  

19 MR. STROZIER:  So there are existing services and 

20 development just to the north of -- of that area, which is 

21 the existing Tierra West Mobile Home Park.  There are 

22 utilities and infrastructure along Atrisco Terrace, and so 

23 that's -- that's kind of the core.  We did talk at length 

24 with Staff about the first -- where the first phase should 

25 be; wanted to make sure it was in an area that was 
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 1 developable, had -- that we had parks and schools and those 

 2 trail and open space corridors through there in terms of the 

 3 first residential phase, and it was large enough to 

 4 accommodate that, and then between that area and the mobile 

 5 home park and the Interstate and the development along 

 6 Central Avenue is primarily the town center and 

 7 non-residential at that point.  So I believe we are 

 8 consistent with that in the sequencing plan.

 9 MS. KELLY:  Do the phases relate to the zoning 

10 districts that are in a different exhibit?  

11 MR. STROZIER:  Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Kelly, 

12 they do, and what we -- so we tried to look at, number one, 

13 the residential sequences and looked at the residential 

14 village areas and the portions of those.  We also looked at 

15 them separately, the non-residential sequences, and those 

16 were looked at distinctly, and then within those residential 

17 villages we looked at the -- those are obviously in our Level 

18 B land-use plan.  They're broken down into more precise 

19 different types of residential.  So we also tried to make 

20 sure that we had low density, medium density, high density 

21 and some of those services.  

22 So you'll notice in the table that goes along with that, 

23 there are some jobs associated with the residential 

24 sequencing, and that's primary related to schools and other 

25 types of facilities that would be within the residential 
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 1 village but aren't necessarily 100 percent residential.  So 

 2 we did tie those -- so we looked at the -- at the sequence 

 3 related to infrastructure and those types of issues.  We also 

 4 looked at it in terms of the zoning and then also the 

 5 land-use characteristics.  So we tried to put all three of 

 6 those together.

 7 MS. KELLY:  So that phasing plan becomes the basis 

 8 of your agreements that are being reached with the DOT and 

 9 APS?  

10 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

11 MS. KELLY:  And do they relate to the TIDs?  

12 MR. STROZIER:  So they -- we have also made sure 

13 that they don't contradict that they are -- so the PID 

14 districts that were just -- that are approved by the County, 

15 these are consistent with those districts, and they're also 

16 consistent with the proposed TID districts as well.  Those 

17 aren't approved yet, and so we will need to look at if -- if 

18 and what gets actually approved by the -- by the Commission 

19 on that, but so far we've tried to make sure that there isn't 

20 any contradiction between those various district boundaries, 

21 and we are -- and this is very much -- and actually, when you 

22 talk about schools -- so when we initially laid this out, the 

23 school that we had shown was just to the west of that 

24 sequence.  We actually -- based on our conversation with 

25 Albuquerque Public Schools planning group, we actually 
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 1 shifted that.  That was one of the changes.  One of the few 

 2 changes that we made to the land-use plan is to make sure 

 3 that that school was in the first phase of the residential 

 4 village.  So we did adjust -- we did try to make adjustments 

 5 to make sure that that phase was a complete -- a complete 

 6 phase, if you will.

 7 MS. KELLY:  So is there a mechanism that the phases 

 8 will be complete and not incomplete?  That's been one of the 

 9 continuing concerns is that we have portions of subdivisions 

10 that don't have all the services that they need, like police 

11 and fire.  Is there a mechanism to be sure that each 

12 community is complete before the next one is initiated?  

13 MR. STROZIER:  I don't believe that there is a 

14 mechanism that -- it might -- that might be something that 

15 the Development Agreement addresses.  The plan does not.  

16 Although I will say that the -- there is a logic behind the 

17 sequencing of the different phases, and they are adjoining, 

18 adjacent to each other, and there is a logic behind those, 

19 and then there's a practical side of that, which is obviously 

20 that if we're extending infrastructure, building roads and 

21 waterlines and storm drainage systems, that we don't want -- 

22 we don't want to be doing that for one little group of houses 

23 over here and then spend a whole bunch of more money on the 

24 other side of the road and jump into phase two before we have 

25 a substantial amount of completion on -- on that first phase.  
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 1 So there's a practical side of that, but that's something 

 2 that could be addressed in the Development Agreement.  We 

 3 haven't really talked about that, per se, other than the 

 4 logic behind how those sequencing areas work and how they 

 5 make sense from a first, second, third.

 6 MS. KELLY:  I think that would go a long way 

 7 towards addressing the planned communities criteria.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  Thank you.

 9 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you very much.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Staff, closing comments.

11 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, just a couple of comments 

12 and just depending upon the direction that the Commission 

13 decides to take on this, there could be more discussion about 

14 findings and conditions that were drafted by Staff, and then 

15 the agent has responded, but I did want to respond to one 

16 comment, and it was something that came up.  I believe it was 

17 in a possible finding and then possible condition related to 

18 archeological study, and again, this is something that it may 

19 not be that critical to this plan moving forward, but I did 

20 read the language that was added in the plan, and it really 

21 didn't say anything about the content or the substance or 

22 anything that was revealed through the archeological study, 

23 and it just -- it said that, "Due to the sensitive nature, 

24 that it can't be discussed," and I don't agree with that.  I 

25 think there are some things that can be discussed that at 
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 1 least give some indication about what the study revealed and 

 2 is specific to Santolina.  

 3 And then, likewise, for the mitigation study, the 

 4 language that was provided was very generic, but it didn't 

 5 relate to the -- the findings of the archeological study.  So 

 6 that's where I was -- I was suggesting that more information 

 7 be added in the plan, not the sensitive information, but at 

 8 least something that gives a nature of what type of remains 

 9 exist in the Level B plan area, and we have talked about some 

10 of those in previous hearings, and there's no reason why 

11 there can't be a mention that, well, there is an aviation 

12 arrow.  There are so many prehistoric sites or historic 

13 sites, and then the mitigation strategy would tie into how 

14 those -- specifically those might be addressed.  So that's 

15 where that came from.  I just felt the language was 

16 insufficient that wouldn't provide any guidance as we proceed 

17 through the development of this -- of this community.  

18 On the other hand, the condition does request that there 

19 be -- and I guess there's a request to remove all the 

20 language, that there will need to be additional surveys as 

21 Level C plans or subdivision plans come in.  So -- but it's 

22 just -- you know, you read something, and it's not any 

23 substance to it.  I thought it really didn't do justice to 

24 the survey that was done.  

25 So that is my only comment except to say that, again, we 
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 1 -- the recommendation at the time the Staff Report was done 

 2 was -- and earlier today was for a continuance to allow the 

 3 documentation that has come in to be adequately compiled and 

 4 circulated and reviewed and in addition to the outstanding 

 5 conditions related to water and archeology -- I'm sorry.  

 6 It's been a long day, and the platting of the property, and 

 7 then some of the language that has been brought up today, but 

 8 again, that's -- that's up to you, and with that, I stand for 

 9 questions.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Questions?  

11 MS. HERTEL:  I have a question.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

13 MS. HERTEL:  So I'm going to go back to how all the 

14 data was collected and whatnot and put into the matrix, and 

15 can I -- can I assume that what is in the findings and 

16 conditions reflects the un -- the items left open in the 

17 matrix right now so that there's no other loose ends in the 

18 matrix that haven't been captured by the findings and 

19 conditions?  

20 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, it 

21 does reflect some of some of the -- a majority of the items 

22 in the matrix, but also, as we've been discussing that 

23 particular language, in Section 1.1 that we've gone back and 

24 forth about, and based on that, some additional language was 

25 added in the findings and conditions from -- particularly 
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 1 from John, and so that hasn't been decided on, but it -- it 

 2 sounds like the applicant still wants to keep that language 

 3 and then, to remove the conditions that John Barney had 

 4 proposed that were related to that language.  I think he felt 

 5 that there needed to be some clarification about the process 

 6 for Parks and Open Space.

 7 MS. HERTEL:  No.  I'm not suggesting that we remove 

 8 any of the language.  I just wanted to make sure that all the 

 9 loose ends were gathered up and were reflected someway that 

10 there's not something that's missing from here, that all your 

11 agency comments and -- your agency comments are included in 

12 your findings and conditions.  We're not missing anything?   

13 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, I 

14 did go through the matrix and tried to pull out all the 

15 information that was outstanding whether it was for findings 

16 or conditions.

17 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Great.  So essentially this 

18 captures -- that last sentence we were talking about earlier, 

19 this captures the last 15 percent, approximately 15 percent 

20 of loose ends that had -- that were left in the matrix.  

21 That's great, and you've done a great job.  Thanks.

22 MS. VEREECKE:  Thank you.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  If not, 

24 close the floor.  

25 What's the pleasure of the Commission?  
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 1 MS. KELLY:  Well, in my opinion it should be 

 2 continued.  It just seems like there's a lot of outstanding 

 3 issues.  The public only saw the draft findings and 

 4 conditions -- I don't even know if they saw them today other 

 5 than probably were discussed by this group.  

 6 I still have continuing concerns about the water 

 7 agreement condition.  I'd like to see this have as a 

 8 condition that they reach an agreement with APS and the DOT, 

 9 and I really think we should take the finding out that 

10 they're able to develop with no net expense.  I just 

11 absolutely don't have any knowledge about that based on the 

12 materials we've been given.

13 MS. HERTEL:  What number is that?  

14 MS. KELLY:  Pardon me?

15 MS. HERTEL:  What number finding are you referring 

16 to?  

17 MS. KELLY:  Oh, it's 6, that it's, "Consistent with 

18 reserve area policies that call for substantial 

19 self-sufficiency."  So I'm just saying, I think that progress 

20 is being made.  I think that the phasing plan is good.  I 

21 mean, personally, and I've expressed this before, I think 

22 really if the size was more in keeping with what was expected 

23 of Level B, which is a much smaller area, I think a lot of 

24 this would be so much more manageable, but I don't think it's 

25 ready for approval today in my opinion.
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 1 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  I would agree.  I don't think 

 2 it's ready for approval today either, and I would like to see 

 3 a continuance, but I'd like to see some really clean 

 4 documents so that we can really know what we're looking at 

 5 ahead of time, findings and conditions that are presented, 

 6 and if the applicant has changes to those findings and 

 7 conditions, that we get those ahead of time as well.  Doing 

 8 it at the last minute with insertion, you know, it's 

 9 complicated.  This is a complicated thing, and in order for 

10 me to make a reasonable decision about moving this plan 

11 forward or not, I need to have the information that is -- 

12 that I can digest in a way that I can understand in order to 

13 make a good decision.  So I would make a recommendation for a 

14 60-day continuance, 60 days because of the holidays coming 

15 up.  You know, everybody has stuff to do.

16 MS. HERTEL:  I agree generally that we are not 

17 ready to act to this today.  I don't have a problem with the 

18 way the findings and conditions were written by Staff, but I 

19 am bothered by the fact that they weren't available to the 

20 public in a timely manner so the public could address and 

21 make comments on that.  So given that's my only concern that 

22 the public have ample time, I would -- I would suggest a 

23 30-days continuance, because I think -- you know, so much 

24 information is -- they have accomplished a great deal in the 

25 last 60 days or whatever it was since we last heard this, but 
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 1 I'm bothered that the -- once again, that the public didn't 

 2 have time to see the findings and conditions.  So 30-day 

 3 continuance would be my recommendation.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is that a motion?  

 5 MS. HERTEL:  In the matter of SPR2016-0001, I make 

 6 a motion for a continuance for 30 days.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Do we have a second to that?  All 

 8 right.  As the Chairman, I don't make motions, but I can make 

 9 a second.  So I'll second that for the purpose of having a 

10 vote on it.  Okay.  Motion's been made.  It's been second.  

11 All those in favor signify by saying aye.

12 MS. HERTEL:  Aye.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Aye.  Opposed?  

14 MR. COLLIE:  No.

15 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  No.

16 MS. SERNA:  No.

17 MS. KELLY:  No.

18 MS. HERTEL:  All right.  So if we don't pass that, 

19 what are we --

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, you know, we just wait for 

21 another motion, because any action that we take here, the 

22 applicant can appeal.  So it doesn't matter what we do.

23 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  So I'll make a motion.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

25 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Agenda Item No. 9, SPR2016-0001 
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 1 for a 60-day continuance.

 2 MS. SERNA:  Second.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Moved and second.  All those in 

 4 favor signify by saying aye.

 5 COMMISSION:  Aye.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Opposed?  Okay.  Sixty days is 

 7 what November -- January, the January meeting.

 8 MR. COLLIE:  Mr. Chairman, can I make a request?  

 9 Since we have 60 days, it would help me -- and this, I guess, 

10 is a request to Staff.  It would help me if -- if someone 

11 spent a little time maybe the classic matrix and picked out 

12 those areas where there's continuing to be substantive 

13 difference between Staff comments and what the applicant 

14 wants, so that it's very clear to this Commission what it is 

15 we need to decide and give direction on.  It seems to me we 

16 just kind of wander from one topic to another and wait until 

17 somebody brings it up, and it would be very helpful to know 

18 what are the critical issues the Commission really needs to 

19 put its foot on and to work through.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I agree with that.  And any 

21 Commissioner feels free to call Staff at any time and, you 

22 know, discuss that.  So -- but I agree with you.  Thank you.  

23 Any other business, Enrico?  

24 MR. GRADI:  Chairman Chavez, Members of the 

25 Planning Commission, no further business.  Stand for any 
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 1 questions.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Questions of Staff?  No?  We're 

 3 ready for a motion to adjourn.

 4 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  So moved.  

 5 MS. SERNA:  So moved.  Second.  

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Second.  All those in favor, 

 7 signify by saying aye.

 8 COMMISSION:  Aye.  

 9 (Note:  Hearing adjourned at 2:22 p.m.)  
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 1 (Note:  Hearing in session at 9:06 a.m.)

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Let's get this meeting started.  

 3 Planning Staff.

 4 MR. GRADI:  Good morning.  Can you hear me?  Good 

 5 morning, Chairman Chavez, Members of The county Planning 

 6 Commission.  This is a one of several special hearings to 

 7 hear the Level B Santolina Master Plan request.  We have 

 8 case number SPR2016-0001.  

 9 As you all know, this case is being divided up into 

10 various sections pertaining to the different elements of the 

11 Level B Planned Communities criteria.  Today's hearing will 

12 involve primarily around the issue of transportation, and we 

13 have a number of speakers here today.  We will begin the 

14 hearing this morning with Catherine VerEecke, who will give 

15 an introduction.  Staff has provided the Planning Commission 

16 and any else that's interested with a format for the hearing 

17 today.  We will begin with the Staff introduction, County 

18 Public Works Staff taking approximately 30 minutes.  We have 

19 time for agencies such as Mid-Region Council of Governments 

20 and New Mexico Department of Transportation.  Then we'll 

21 move into the applicant's and agent's presentation, and no. 

22 5, we have half an hour allocated for public comment.

23 If there's any questions regarding the format or any 

24 other items, I stand for questions.  With that -- 

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  No.  That's fine.  
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 1 MS. VEREECKE:  Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members 

 2 of the Commission.  My name is Catherine VerEecke, and I'm 

 3 with the Planning Department, and I have been coordinating 

 4 the Santolina case since it first began in 2013.  

 5 And just as a review, the CPC considered this case in 

 6 2000 -- the Level A plan, 2014, recommended approval to the 

 7 County Commission of the Level A plan, and the County 

 8 Commission approved the Level A plan in June of 2015.

 9 So what is transpiring now is the review of a Level B 

10 plan, which is for a portion of the entire 13,700 acre site, 

11 and this request is for about 4,200 acres.  So it is for a 

12 specific portion of the site and, then, for more specific 

13 details of this specific portion of the Santolina area.  So 

14 just to keep in mind that the general concept of Santolina 

15 has been approved, and now, we're focusing on how Santolina 

16 will build out.

17 So as Enrico said and as you recall, the Commission has 

18 elected to have a series of four hearings for Santolina 

19 Level B plan.  So this is the second -- this is the first in 

20 the series of hearings.  The focus is on transportation.  

21 The next hearing will be in May will be on land use and 

22 zoning, and what has happened with this -- this Level B 

23 request is the general plan has been submitted back in 

24 January.  That's been under review.  There is a section 

25 within the plan on transportation, which is one of the key 
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 1 elements that really determines the network and the 

 2 functioning of the Santolina development as it builds out.

 3 It also relates to land use, and they -- land use and 

 4 transportation go together.  The transportation needs to be 

 5 adequate to service the proposed land uses.  

 6 So since the last hearing in March where the Commission 

 7 decided to have the series of hearings, there have been 

 8 discussions between Staff and agencies and the applicant 

 9 focusing on transportation.  At the end of March, there was 

10 a matrix that was submitted focusing on transportation and 

11 how the transportation plan addresses any of the issues that 

12 have been raised by Staff about transportation and how the 

13 applicant and the agents will be addressing those, whether 

14 it is within this process, like by revising their plan or by 

15 some other action such as submitting additional plans.  So 

16 this has been available since March.  

17 There has also been another document that has been 

18 submitted about the mitigation of impacts of the development 

19 on different areas near by Santolina.  So those have all 

20 been under review to for the last few weeks.  They've also 

21 been available on the website, bernco.gov/santolina, and my 

22 understanding is there has been a number of discussions 

23 between our Staff and of the applicant in trying to work 

24 through the issues.  So, again, the focus of the discussion 

25 today is on transportation, and with that, I will hand over 
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 1 to my associate, Richard Meadows from Public Works, and he's 

 2 going to go into greater detail about where we are with the 

 3 review of the transportation element.  Thank you.

 4 MR. MEADOWS:  Thank you, Catherine.  

 5 My name's Richard Meadows, and I'm the technical 

 6 planning manager with the infrastructure planning department 

 7 within Public Works, and good morning to Mr. Chair and 

 8 Commission.

 9 So I want to start out with just going over the Planned 

10 Communities Criteria for a Level B master plan such as 

11 Santolina for transportation.  So -- so there's seven items 

12 that are listed in the criteria, and I'm going to be going 

13 through each one, and I have the various comments that have 

14 been brought up from -- from Public Works and from various 

15 agencies for -- listed under each of the criteria.

16 So there's the -- there's the overall build-out of 

17 Santolina estimated to build out by 2065.  This is the Level 

18 A that was approved last year.  So everything that we're 

19 presenting at Level B must tie back to Level -- Level A.  

20 So -- so the first thing is back when Level A was 

21 approved, there was a number of conditions that were 

22 approved with it by the BCC, and so I've listed those here, 

23 and so I wanted to report today that all of the conditions 

24 have been met; that the consultant did submit a revised 

25 Level A transportation plan, and the main thing in that plan 
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 1 was that it used the new 2040 forecast.  So the Mid-Region 

 2 Council of Governments adopted a Metropolitan Transportation 

 3 Plan last year, and it has new population forecasts through 

 4 2040, and so one of the conditions of approval was to redo 

 5 the transportation plan based on that new forecast as well 

 6 as there were a number of things that we asked be modified 

 7 in the road networks, such things as that there be more of a 

 8 grid pattern to the road network, that in the proposed urban 

 9 center that the arterials go around the arterial of the 

10 urban center rather than through the middle of the arterial 

11 center, that there be a new parallel road to I-40, that 

12 there be better connectivity to the south and the north from 

13 the development.  

14 And one of the new things in the -- in the plan is that 

15 Paseo Del Norte is actually shown as a freeway with the 

16 right-of-way for a freeway like is being proposed north of 

17 I-40.  So the -- so the transportation analysis takes all of 

18 that into account.  

19 Okay.  So then we get Level B, which we're going to 

20 discuss today, and so we have to evaluate it according to 

21 the criteria, and there's a number of things that we ask 

22 that the consultant look at, and down halfway on the page, 

23 one the main things is the Planned Communities Criteria asks 

24 that there be an air quality study prepared, and so one of 

25 the things that's happening this year is that Bernalillo 
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 1 County, as of June, will no longer be a non-attainment with 

 2 the EPA for carbon monoxide.  So previously the Air Quality 

 3 Board for the City and the County would model a large master 

 4 plan like Santolina, like they also did with the 

 5 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, to see if there were air 

 6 quality impacts.  Well, because this non-attainment status 

 7 will be in effect, they will no longer do that, but we're 

 8 still -- because it is a criteria, a required criteria in 

 9 our Planned Communities Criteria, we have asked that the 

10 consultant still prepare an air quality study.  They will be 

11 hiring a subconsultant to do that, and we ask that it be 

12 presented to this Body at the June environmental meeting on 

13 the master plan.

14 Okay.  So one thing we're very pleased about in Level B 

15 is that it's -- we have more phasing to it.  So we have a 

16 2025 phase as well as a 2040 phase, and that just gives us 

17 more information that we can look at and consider.

18 So this is what the 2025 layout of the road network 

19 will look like.  So you can see from north to south Atrisco 

20 Vista is a main -- it's an existing roadway, but it will 

21 became a main spine and as well as Dennis Chavez serving on 

22 the southern end of the development.  

23 So I've kind of circled or highlighted some information 

24 that's presented with the 25 -- 2025 plan.  For instance, in 

25 terms of development, we have 6,200 new housing units being 
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 1 proposed, and we have 8,677 jobs being proposed.  So a 

 2 jobs-to-housing ratio of 1.47.  And that's a really key 

 3 number for this discussion today.  Everything revolves 

 4 around that jobs-to-housing ratio.

 5 And then I've also circled some other information about 

 6 the road network.  For instance, some of the -- some of the 

 7 roads reach capacity, and we're going to talk about the 

 8 impacts of traffic from those roads exceeding capacity, and 

 9 you can kind of just see that -- you know, that there are 

10 some roads that we really need to focus on.

11 I sort of wish I had a pointer.  Okay.  So here's the 

12 2040 network, and you can see it's much more built out.  

13 Again, you've got Atrisco Vista.  You've got -- now, you've 

14 got Paseo Del Volcan on the -- sort of the west end of the 

15 development.  

16 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair.  

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Hold on just a minute.  

18 MS. KELLY:  I'm sorry.  

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.  

20 MS. KELLY:  So, Richard, can you just point us to 

21 what you're looking at so we can see it on this graphic?  

22 MR. MEADOWS:  Okay.  I would need to be able to 

23 point to the screen, so --

24 MS. KELLY:  Is there an attachment that's -- 

25 MR. MEADOWS:  Let's see.  Let me get my mouse.  
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 1 Let's see.  Okay.  Do you see it now?  

 2 MS. SERNA:  Is it -- what we wanted is on our 

 3 screen.

 4 MR. MEADOWS:  Yes.

 5 MS. SERNA:  You're not getting it?  Okay.  

 6 MR. MEADOWS:  See anything?  Okay.  All right.  

 7 That helps.  Okay.  So 20 -- thank you for that, 

 8 Commissioner.

 9 So okay.  Now, this is Paseo Del Volcan.  In 2040 that 

10 becomes a major arterial north and south.  This is Atrisco 

11 Vista.  This is the beginning of the loop road that will 

12 circle the development, and now, you've got -- the Gibson 

13 west extension comes up the escarpment, and that's serving 

14 kind of the middle part of the development, and this is, of 

15 course, Dennis Chavez, but you've also got this -- this is 

16 the industrial park over here off of Shelly Road as part of 

17 Level B as well, and you can see this is the parallel road 

18 that we asked to be added to the network so that the traffic 

19 is not all on the I-40 frontage road.  So that's a real 

20 important piece of the network.

21 So now you can see in 2040, total units, 10,500 

22 approximately housing units and then the jobs, about 12,800, 

23 and you can also see the breakdown by the types of jobs.  

24 You've got basic retail and service.  So you can see -- you 

25 know it's assumed that there'll be a lot of basic industrial 
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 1 kinds of jobs created as well as service-type jobs that are 

 2 being proposed.

 3 Over here on this chart you can begin to see that 

 4 there's -- well, here, you can see that the network, again, 

 5 in some places is exceeding capacity.  So those are -- those 

 6 are the roadways that we need to be concerned about.  Okay.  

 7 So --

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Can I ask you a question before 

 9 you move on?  

10 MR. MEADOWS:  Yes, sir, Mr. Chair.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  When you're doing the roads, do 

12 you have communications or -- like, with Albuquerque Public 

13 Schools or the Albuquerque bus network, where bus stops 

14 should be in here and where school buses should have 

15 parking?  You know, one of the things that I see everywhere, 

16 especially with the schools, is the children are out there 

17 on the street waiting for the bus, and if we're planning for 

18 roads and streets around here, we have a high school up 

19 there that I assume a lot of the kids go on the bus.  Are 

20 those things considered into your plan when you're figuring 

21 these roads out, where bus stops are and where school bus 

22 stops are?  

23 MR. MEADOWS:  Mr. Chair and Commission, that's a 

24 great question, and I didn't -- I didn't see that 

25 considered.  The consultant can talk about that when they 
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 1 present, because I didn't see that in the report.

 2 Now, I do know that they're looking at school sites, 

 3 and they are considering enrollment in terms of the traffic 

 4 that's generated.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I understand that -- 

 6 MR. MEADOWS:  Right.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- but I think your department 

 8 should be looking at these kids when they're getting picked 

 9 up, that they're being picked up in a safe place, and if 

10 we're designing almost a city -- 

11 MR. MEADOWS:  Right.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- you know, it just doesn't make 

13 sense to me that we're not taking this into consideration as 

14 to where, you know, putting -- you know, if we're putting -- 

15 we're requiring bus stops and requiring school bus stops.  I 

16 think that's very important, because right now, in our 

17 transportation in the City and the County, I don't think 

18 there's such a thing, and the school buses are parking in 

19 the middle of the street to pick up kids, which, you know, 

20 they have their signs and everything else, but it's still 

21 dangerous for our kids, and I think that's something that we 

22 should start considering into our road systems.

23 MR. MEADOWS:  Okay.  Yeah.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  

24 That's -- that's a great suggestion, and we'll take another 

25 look at it.  I know at this level, Level B, we're looking at 
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 1 kind of the major roads, the arterials, and the collectors, 

 2 and generally those bus stops are on more of the residential 

 3 roads, but we will certainly make sure that that is part of 

 4 the report.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Go ahead.

 6 MR. MEADOWS:  Thank you.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Oh, wait.  My other question is, 

 8 does the department communicate or get together with the 

 9 school system, APS, or somebody about those roads when 

10 you're -- is it MRCOG involved to -- who is -- would get 

11 these people involved, you know, in here as far as you know?  

12 MR. MEADOWS:  Right.  In fact, Christie just -- 

13 Mr. Chair, just came up and reminded that we do -- the 

14 County does sit on the blues team, and that's a committee 

15 that APS has to look at traffic issues related to school 

16 locations.  So we are pretty involved with APS.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So we do have comments in here 

18 somewhere about -- from APS about comments of road 

19 department or whatever's being done?  

20 MR. MEADOWS:  I'll let Catherine answer that.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  We'll get to that later.  

22 I just kind of wanted to bring that into the discussion.

23 MR. MEADOWS:  Okay.  Thank you.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Uh-huh.  

25 MR. MEADOWS:  So some of the comments we received 
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 1 about the traffic circulation system have to do with 

 2 functional classification, that there be consistent language 

 3 in how those -- those roadways are being referred to.  We 

 4 asked that some design techniques be added related to green 

 5 infrastructure and things like adaptive signals that the 

 6 County is using on some of our major arterials.

 7 And then both the City and MRCOG and DOT had a number 

 8 of comments related to the circulation system.  They 

 9 reminded us, for instance, that Gibson Boulevard is a city 

10 roadway, and it needs to be built to their standards, that 

11 as it goes through the escarp- -- up the escarpment, enough 

12 right-of-way needs to be considered for that.  MRCOG brought 

13 up the point that we really need to look at how roadways 

14 will be built out and widened as the build-out and the 

15 phasing of the development occurs.

16 They asked us to look at something called "last mile 

17 connections."  So that, for instance, is if somebody rides 

18 the bus -- and there is some information in here about a 

19 public transportation system -- that there be trail and 

20 bikeway and sidewalk connections for those people to get 

21 from the bus stop to their homes, and that would apply as 

22 well to school buses, to look at the Route 54 transit 

23 corridor as it ties into the development, things like that, 

24 better -- more clarity as far as how the document refers to 

25 the Metropolitan Transportation Plan scenarios.  
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 1 And then DOT wanted to remind us that we need to be 

 2 acquiring right-of-way early and up front of the 

 3 development, especially for quarters like PDV, that we look 

 4 at the cost-sharing for how we're going to build those 

 5 facilities, especially those new interchanges that are being 

 6 proposed with the development.  

 7 So overall, based on the jobs-to-housing ratio 

 8 assumptions, the network performs pretty well.  So, again, 

 9 if they reach that 1.7 jobs-per-housing unit, the network 

10 performs pretty well, and so we look at things like are 

11 there acceptable level of services.  There's some exceptions 

12 where it doesn't quite do as well as we'd like, and I'm 

13 going to talk about that.  Does it reduce the VMT or vehicle 

14 miles traveled?  It does do that by 2025, but by 2040, 

15 there's a slight increase in vehicle miles traveled, and 

16 that usually -- that portends that people are having to 

17 drive farther, and maybe it's causing some air-quality 

18 issues when we see an increase in VMT.  So that's one of the 

19 reasons why we're asking for that air-quality study.  

20 And then they do in the report talk about something 

21 called "transportation demand management," and that's very 

22 important to us at the County, that we work with the major 

23 employers that locate in these industrial parks and business 

24 centers, that they do provide things like flex time, that 

25 they do provide incentives for their employees to carpool or 
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 1 take the bus, so forth.  So there's a number of things that 

 2 can be done in the -- in the private sector with the 

 3 County's encouragement to -- to bring down the number of 

 4 single-occupancy vehicles.

 5 So, again, I kind of summarized some of the findings in 

 6 the 2025 phase and the 2040 phase, and I will, if this works 

 7 -- so, for instance, you'll see by 2025, vehicle miles 

 8 traveled, that goes down a bit.  Vehicle hours traveled, so 

 9 the amount of time you're spending in your vehicle, that 

10 goes down significantly, and then vehicle hours of delay, 

11 that goes down significantly, and so those are all good 

12 things, and this is compared to the trend scenario that's in 

13 the Metropolitan Transportation Plan.  So with Santolina, 

14 with creating jobs in this area, fewer people will have to 

15 cross the river.  More people can stay on the West Side, and 

16 so that would generally improve the transportation 

17 experience or the motorist's or the commuter's experience on 

18 the -- on the network.  Vehicle hours of delay, that's 

19 generally talking about congestion, so the congestion would 

20 come down.

21 So by 2040 though, again, some of the indicators look 

22 better.  The one we were concerned about is vehicle miles 

23 traveled goes up by 2 percent approximately over what's 

24 being projected in the trend scenario of the Metropolitan 

25 Transportation Plan.  And this -- for everybody's 
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 1 information, this -- this is the Mid-Region Council of 

 2 Government's Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2040.  It 

 3 was adopted last year by Bernalillo County as well as all 

 4 the other jurisdictions in the region.  

 5 And just like for land-use planning, the County Staff 

 6 uses the Comprehensive Plan.  Transportation Planning Staff, 

 7 this is our Bible.  This is what we -- we follow.  So 

 8 everything in Santolina is being compared to how it performs 

 9 against what's in the Long-Range Transportation Plan.  

10 So a little bit more about the MTP.  So there's two 

11 scenarios in it.  There's a trend scenario, which this is 

12 basically if things build out like they have in the past, it 

13 will continue, and that's what the population forecast is 

14 based on.  

15 But then there was also what they called a preferred 

16 scenario, and the preferred scenario tries to encourage more 

17 in-fill, more development around employment centers and 

18 activity centers and along the major transit corridors, and 

19 so I wanted you to see while Santolina does very well 

20 against the trend scenario, it doesn't do quite as well 

21 against this preferred scenario of the MTP.  

22 So other things that are in the Metropolitan 

23 Transportation Plan is that we try to improve our existing 

24 network over building a lot of new roads, and we try to have 

25 more transit projects to deal with -- with the traffic 
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 1 conditions in the region, and then the preferred scenario, 

 2 like I said, encourages more development to happen around 

 3 these activity centers, and I do have to say, Santolina does 

 4 provide a number of activity centers, employments centers, 

 5 and so they are using this kind of centers and corridors 

 6 type of strategy as well.

 7 But you can kind of see that -- if I can get my mouse 

 8 to work -- in the Long-Range Transportation Plan, a number 

 9 of the proposed new roadways to be built that are publicly 

10 funded are shown in blue, and then the purple roadways are 

11 proposed to be privately funded.  So -- so the Long-Range 

12 Transportation Plan really encourages us to use our public 

13 transportation dollars to build more of our infrastructure 

14 where it already exists, and it encourages private funding 

15 for the -- for infrastructure that's located farther out in 

16 new developments.

17 So in terms of how it confers -- compares to the 

18 preferred scenario, you can -- you can see it still does 

19 very well in terms of creating jobs for Santolina, and .73 

20 is a number for the whole West Side that you would see with 

21 Santolina.  It still does better than the trend, and it does 

22 better than the preferred on other things.  However, the 

23 preferred scenario of the MTP does much better.  Vehicle 

24 miles traveled decreases by 5 percent.  Vehicle hours 

25 traveled, 17 percent.  Twenty-eight percent for delay, and 
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 1 for river crossings, with Santolina it kind of breaks even.  

 2 It's -- doesn't increase, doesn't decrease.  With the 

 3 preferred scenario you get a decrease in the river 

 4 crossings.

 5 In the MTP they also have emissions.  So we'll see when 

 6 we get the air-quality study how it kind of stacks up, but 

 7 with the preferred scenario, there would be an 8 percent 

 8 decrease in the greenhouse gasses, like CO2.  

 9 So other -- other comments had to do with roadway 

10 cross-sections, and we like the roadway cross-sections in 

11 general.  They conform to the design guidelines that are in 

12 the MTP.  There's one that County Development Review Staff 

13 is a little concerned about that would have very narrow 

14 roadways for residential areas.  So we're recommending if 

15 that's used, that it either be for private streets or there 

16 be a variance request.  

17 We also ask that there be an addition of a -- of 

18 another category of roadway, a major local that would have a 

19 60-foot right-of-way.

20 Okay.  So this -- this criteria on this page refers 

21 back to what I mentioned earlier, transportation demand 

22 management.  It's a way to reduce the number of people that 

23 are driving in single-occupancy vehicles, so -- and 

24 Santolina will do a lot of these things.  It provides 

25 pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  It provides dedicated 
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 1 transit lanes and future roadways.  There's good 

 2 connectivity to employment centers and commercial centers, 

 3 and they're located along these transit routes, and then it 

 4 recommends, like I mentioned earlier, that there be 

 5 coordination between the County, Rio Metro, MRCOG, ABQ Ride, 

 6 with employers to encourage more people to carpool or use 

 7 transit.  

 8 And I have some comments that I added in terms of 

 9 transit -- adding more transit information to the plan and 

10 adding more connectivity to the trail network that's in the 

11 plan.  So I'll show you on these slides.

12 This shows the proposed -- and this probably wouldn't 

13 happened until 2040, but it shows the proposed transit 

14 network on the north part of the development would connect 

15 to Central, and Central's where the new rapid transit 

16 project is being proposed.  So there would be a connection 

17 to the transit center that's at Unser and Central, and then 

18 on the south, there would be a major transit line along 

19 Dennis Chavez, and that would connect to the Rail Runner 

20 station, and then I just asked that they add some of the 

21 other transit networks that exist in the area around 

22 Santolina.  And then on this map, I've identified some areas 

23 where we're asking for better connectivity of the trail 

24 network that's being proposed in Santolina to better connect 

25 these -- where people live and where they work.
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 1 Okay.  So this criteria talks about maintaining level 

 2 of service.  So we evaluate all transportation projects in 

 3 terms of how well do they perform for level of service, and 

 4 so for the most part, the roadways do well, again because 

 5 there's going to be lots of jobs on the West Side.

 6 So I'm just going to go straight to the list.  So this 

 7 is a list of about 22 intersections where the level of 

 8 service doesn't perform as well as we'd like, and we usually 

 9 refer to that level of service D, and these would be inter 

10 -- interchanges or intersections where the capacity would be 

11 exceeded, and there would need to be some improvements made 

12 to those facilities.

13 So, for instance, if it's an interchange, it might 

14 require that you add some lanes to the ramps, or it may 

15 require that you install traffic signals there.  Some of the 

16 interchanges, it may require that you have more through 

17 lanes, or you have more -- add more turn lanes to them to 

18 move traffic better.

19 So those are -- those are all the intersections that 

20 were identified, and so the consultant did provide us a 

21 report, a mitigation report that in detail looks at all 

22 those intersections, tells us what do we need to do to bring 

23 them up to acceptable performance and how much will it cost.  

24 So, again, on a map, you can kind of see where -- where 

25 these intersections and interchanges are located, and you 
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 1 know -- for instance, this would be Paseo Del Volcan 

 2 interchange, which it doesn't exist yet, needs to -- needs 

 3 to be constructed.  This is Atrisco Vista, future 118th 

 4 Street interchange, 98th Street interchange and the 

 5 approaches to it on the Interstate.  This would be Gun Club 

 6 and 100 -- I'm sorry.  This would be Gibson and 118th 

 7 Street.  This is Dennis Chavez.  So you've got Unser and 

 8 Coors and Isleta.  All of those links are going to be 

 9 effected.

10 Over here you can see sections of the Dennis Chavez 

11 across the river are effected.  There's some sections of 

12 Central Avenue that are effected.

13 So we asked the consultant, "Well, how -- how would we 

14 mitigate the impacts from -- from Santolina on these 

15 intersections?"  And they did provide that report.  So I've 

16 kind of listed some of the things that are proposed to 

17 improve them.  The cost, about $65 million to make the 

18 improvements of these locations by 2040.

19 So we also asked what are the costs for building all of 

20 these new roads and the interchanges, improvements, 

21 transportation improvements to the area, and this is 

22 provided in that mitigation report for your information.

23 Now, in this -- in this transportation section, we 

24 don't deal with how that's going to be paid for.  The 

25 consultant had said -- has said that's going to be in the 
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 1 Development Agreement, but those are -- those are things to 

 2 consider.  How -- how will it be paid for, private 

 3 financing, TIDs, impact fees, federal local bonds?  So, you 

 4 know, how much public funding?  How much private funding?  

 5 Is it a mix of the two?  Those things need to be worked out, 

 6 but here's the cost.  So by 2025, about $100 million in 

 7 improvements.  2040, almost another $100 million.  So those 

 8 are things to consider.

 9 So finally, we asked for some conditions of approval, 

10 and so we asked by -- within 30 days of the BCC's approval 

11 of Level B that we receive a revised Level B transportation 

12 master plan with all the technical documents that addresses 

13 all the comments that have been brought up by the agencies 

14 and by us, and that those things be added to the text or to 

15 the maps, and we asked that by -- also by that time that the 

16 Development Agreement also addresses how are these things 

17 going to be paid for?  How will that be a no net cost to the 

18 County.  We'd like to see that.  

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Hold on just a -- 

20 MR. MEADOWS:  Yes, sir.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  You know, we get into the no net 

22 cost.  As far as we're concerned we have to follow that.  

23 Now, that's not something that we're going to decide here.  

24 That's something that the County Commission has to -- 

25 MR. MEADOWS:  Right.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- decide.

 2 MR. MEADOWS:  Right.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So, you know -- I mean, when it 

 4 comes to approving something with those agreements in it, 

 5 it's not what we're going to approve.

 6 MR. MEADOWS:  Right.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  It's something that the County 

 8 Commission only has the authority to approve.

 9 MR. MEADOWS:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  And that's 

10 why I have it after the BCC approval that that be spelled 

11 out.

12 And then -- so then the second part is what are the 

13 things that we would like approved by the time this -- this 

14 Body approves Level B, and so we'd like to receive an 

15 addendum to -- to the Level B document that has all the 

16 comments addressed, and they -- and the consultant has 

17 provided us with a spreadsheet, as Catherine mentions, that 

18 tells how they're going to address the comments.  So we'd 

19 like that to be an addendum to Level B, and then we'd like 

20 that air-quality study to be completed and presented to this 

21 Body by June 2015.  

22 So that basically concludes my presentation, and I'll 

23 stand for any comments and/or questions.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I have a comment.  You know, 

25 getting back to the transportation and the -- and I saw it 
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 1 where you addressed transportation with the -- with the City 

 2 and the buses and all these things.  I'm kind of amazed that 

 3 we're not doing the same thing with the public schools.  

 4 Public schools probably have, I don't know, probably more 

 5 buses than the City of Albuquerque has, because I think the 

 6 Albuquerque Public School is handling their own bus system 

 7 now, and you know, you drive -- you drive down a road, like 

 8 in the South Valley, and school buses stop in the middle of 

 9 the street with no intersection.  When the kids get off, 

10 they have to cross right there in the middle, and here we 

11 are actually building like a new city out there, and we're 

12 not even taking those into consideration.

13 One of the things -- and you were talking about 

14 right-of-ways, and that's why this is important.  I think 

15 those right-of-ways and everything else should be negotiated 

16 with the developer as to where those school buses and every 

17 -- and I'm sure the -- I don't know how APS handles their 

18 routes or whatever, but I'm sure they do have a system, and 

19 I know one thing right now is they don't have nowhere to 

20 park their buses when they're picking up kids.  So they have 

21 to park in the middle of the street, and I think if we're 

22 planning a new area or new city or whatever this is going to 

23 be here, that we should be taking in -- transportation 

24 should be taking that into consideration, because the 

25 schools are there.  The kids are going to be there.  It's 
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 1 not something that's going to come.  If -- if this thing is 

 2 built, those things are going to happen immediately, and 

 3 probably before the jobs come the kids are going to be going 

 4 to school.  

 5 So, you know, I'm really -- I'm really concerned about 

 6 that, because like I said, I can see it where we're doing 

 7 something in the Valley or somewhere where the roads are 

 8 already in there, but here we have an opportunity that the 

 9 roads are going to be built, and I think that we should 

10 think of everything that we can to make this thing work 

11 better, not only for jobs and everything else, but the 

12 schools, too, because I've noticed that that's one of the 

13 things.  There's overcrowding, transportation of schools, 

14 and everything is coming into play every time we build 

15 something, and we usually take the schools after it's built, 

16 and then we start figuring what we're going to do there.  

17 And I think we, as planners, need to start thinking of 

18 those things before.  I know we're not going to get 

19 everything right, but we should at least be planning for it 

20 in the future, and I think this is an opportunity for us to 

21 include -- and I'm talking about bus -- bus stops for -- for 

22 the school system and where they can park on the side of the 

23 road and load the kids and get them off. 

24 The other thing is to have them close to an 

25 intersection where they can across the street.  Right now, 
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 1 they stop in the middle of the block, and kids are running 

 2 across the street there, and it's -- that's very dangerous.  

 3 So I think that's just planning that we need to do, and I 

 4 haven't heard anything in that area -- 

 5 MR. MEADOWS:  Right.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- as far as planning, and I 

 7 don't know if the County is talking or the developer is 

 8 talking to the schools about this, because I know the 

 9 schools have their system for transportation, and this 

10 should be included in this plan.

11 MR. MALRY:  Mr. Chairman.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

13 MR. MALRY:  Mr. Chairman, maybe I can shed a 

14 little bit of light on this question since I worked for APS 

15 for a number of years.  What we normally try to do is locate 

16 the school site first.  Then we consider the roads, et 

17 cetera, et cetera.  So it's a matter of what come first, the 

18 chicken or the egg here.  So that's what we used to do is 

19 locate the school site.  Then we worry about the roads and 

20 so forth and so on, Mr. Chairman.  That's what we used to 

21 do.  I don't know whether that's changed now or not.  Thank 

22 you, Mr. Chairman.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I don't know if any new 

24 schools are going to be added on the West Side, or if it's 

25 going to take some more added schools.  Maybe we can ask.  I 
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 1 think I saw a school board member in here.  

 2 MR. QUEZADA:  Yeah, I'm here.  

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I think -- is that your 

 4 district -- 

 5 MR. QUEZADA:  Yes.  It is my district.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- up here?  I wasn't sure, but 

 7 maybe we can ask him that question, but I think it's 

 8 something that we need to discuss before anything is 

 9 approved here.  Thank you.

10 MR. MEADOWS:  Thank you.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions of Staff?  

12 Commissioner.

13 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman.

14 Richard, so were there changes made -- or how was the 

15 forecasting model modified in order to meet the vehicle 

16 miles traveled, et cetera, that you articulated?  

17 MR. MEADOWS:  Thank you, Mr. Chair and 

18 Commissioner Kelly.  And I'll let the consultant explain it 

19 in more detail, but basically they used the forecast 

20 prepared for -- by MRCOG and those totals, so -- and I have 

21 a sheet here.  So for Bernalillo County, the projection is 

22 another 300,000 people in Bernalillo County by 2040 and 

23 another 130,000 jobs.  So they keep -- they have to keep 

24 those numbers, those control numbers constant, and whereas 

25 in the trends scenario and the preferred scenario of the 
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 1 Long-Range Plan, that -- those people and those jobs are 

 2 spread out throughout the County or in different locations, 

 3 and they're more concentrated in Santolina.  So more of 

 4 those people would, you know, live in Santolina rather than 

 5 elsewhere in the County, and more of those jobs would be 

 6 concentrated in Santolina rather than elsewhere in the 

 7 County.  So -- so they stayed within those totals, but they 

 8 just moved people around, and then they divided Santolina up 

 9 into what they call data analysis zones, and with that, they 

10 were able to analyze where those future people would live 

11 within Santolina and how they would -- how they would 

12 interface with the transportation system and possibly impact 

13 the transportation system.

14 MS. KELLY:  The information that you presented 

15 today wasn't available to us before, right?  Is that -- is 

16 that right?  Because I don't remember seeing the circles, 

17 and can we get a copy of that from you at some point?  

18 MR. MEADOWS:  Sure.  Mr. Chair and Commissioner, 

19 so it should all be in the Level B report that's online, but 

20 I just -- I arranged it a little bit differently in my 

21 presentation and circled it and all that.  So I can -- I can 

22 certainly share that with you.

23 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.  The -- how did the -- how 

24 does the location of this proposed street network relate to 

25 terrain management?  And I know that that's a future 
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 1 discussion, but it seems to me that the locations of the 

 2 major arterials, et cetera, that there needs to be some 

 3 definition of how they're going to respect terrain in order 

 4 to have the terrain management component work.  How do you 

 5 see those relating to each other?  

 6 MR. MEADOWS:  Mr. Chair and Commissioner, 

 7 fortunately a lot of where Santolina is going to develop is 

 8 flat land, but there's exceptions to that.  There's an 

 9 escarpment, the ceja on the west mesa, and a lot of that is 

10 being proposed as open space, not -- not developed, and 

11 there's examples of where roads would need to cut through 

12 that escarpment such as Gibson Boulevard.  Of course, Dennis 

13 Chavez already goes up the escarpment, but for the most part 

14 I would say that the network is in areas that's fairly flat 

15 terrain, and that's where the development is going to be.

16 MS. KELLY:  But they're talking about adding a 

17 green infrastructure component to the roadway network, and 

18 so is that going to effect right-of-way widths?  How are -- 

19 you know -- 

20 MR. MEADOWS:  Right, Mr. Chair and Commissioner -- 

21 MS. KELLY:  I guess what I'm concerned about is 

22 there enough information at the Level B transportation 

23 network that can allow a plat to be reviewed?  Because 

24 essentially that would be the next stage of this process.

25 MR. MEADOWS:  Commissioner, Chair, my 
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 1 understanding is that we won't see that until Level C when 

 2 actual subdivision plats start to come in.  So this is still 

 3 a pretty general master plan level, but I believe that there 

 4 could be some additions to the Level B text, the report that 

 5 would show how -- how the rights-of-way would be able to 

 6 provide for green infrastructure, other kinds of amenities, 

 7 or improvements that we might look past.  

 8 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is that it?  Any other questions 

10 before we get into the other Staff?  Thank you very much.

11 MR. MEADOWS:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  I --

12 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I just wanted to respond 

13 to one of the questions that you were asking about the 

14 involvement of APS in this process.  So they have reviewed 

15 all the documents that have been submitted by the applicant 

16 so far, and they have provided general comments related to 

17 the development of schools, and those are in the Staff 

18 Report.  They did receive the transportation section that 

19 we're looking at this time, but they did not provide any 

20 comments, but I do know that they are very involved in this.  

21 They did provide lengthy comments about what their 

22 requirements will be for siting of schools and for 

23 development of schools, and my understanding is that they 

24 are working with the developer to come up with specific 

25 plans, but just to say that in the third public -- special 
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 1 public hearing that there will be -- part of the discussion 

 2 will be about schools and in terms of the plans for schools, 

 3 funding of schools, and infrastructure related to schools. 

 4 So that will be -- that will be part of the discussion in 

 5 June, and we'll make sure that the APS Staff is here at that 

 6 time to address those questions, but I think that's a good 

 7 issue that you're raising about provision of bus stops and 

 8 services along the roads.

 9 So we'll keep that in mind as we're proceeding through 

10 this process, and potentially that's something that --

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I understand that.  You know, 

12 my concern was not where the schools are going to go or 

13 whatever, but we're talking about transportation.  School 

14 buses are transportation, and I think it's appropriate that 

15 we discuss this when we're talking about roads and what -- 

16 you know, they talked about city buses, where they're going 

17 to go, where the connection's going to be, all these things, 

18 but we don't talk about school buses, where they're going to 

19 go.  We're talking about right-of-ways, about getting 

20 right-of-ways for a lot of these things from the developer, 

21 I guess, and I think that discussion should be when we're 

22 talking about transportation, and I agree with you.  We -- 

23 you know, the schools are very important.  We probably need 

24 to talk more about them, but right now, we're talking about 

25 transportation.  That's what I'd like to, you know, keep it 
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 1 at, and nobody was mentioning them now. 

 2 I don't -- I don't want to build this thing or tell 

 3 them what to do and then later on they come back with, 

 4 "Well, we didn't include this, or the kids -- where the 

 5 buses park."  And I think when we're talking transportation 

 6 -- because I know the Albuquerque Public Schools now -- and 

 7 I saw it on the news where they're handling their own bus 

 8 system now.  I think they -- they got their own facility for 

 9 buses right now and -- on Osuna or somewhere.  They bought a 

10 piece of property where they're going to handle all their 

11 transportation, just like the City does, and I think it's 

12 appropriate that now, before we get into -- or away from the 

13 transportation part, that we try to figure those things out, 

14 too.  And that's why I brought it up.  

15 And I understand about there's a lot of issues about 

16 schools and where they should be and population and what -- 

17 you know, those things, but I'd appreciate it if we can keep 

18 our comments to the transportation of the schools, and 

19 nothing was brought up with that as far as transportation 

20 goes so -- and people saying that they talked, but I'd like 

21 to see it on the -- in the plan, and that's what we're -- 

22 that's what we're going to approve is a plan, not something 

23 that they're going to say, "Well, later on we're going to 

24 talk to them."  

25 I'll ask those questions of the developer, and I'm glad 
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 1 we have a school board member from that district here, and 

 2 we can ask him, too, as to -- I don't know what the schools 

 3 are planning or what they do up there, but I'm glad that 

 4 somebody from the school system is here in our hearings and 

 5 hearing what we're doing, because usually education and 

 6 schools are the last thing we talk about once we build 

 7 something, and we have a lot of overcrowding on the West 

 8 Side.  So I think it's kind of important.  

 9 And when we bring up the Staff here -- and I'm going to 

10 ask the school board member if he wants to talk for the 

11 Albuquerque Public Schools.  He is a member from that 

12 district as to -- I don't -- what they're planning, I don't 

13 know what the schools are planning over there or if our 

14 agent has talked to them.  I don't know, you know.  So I'm 

15 just trying to find out information.  Okay?  

16 MS. VEREECKE:  Okay.  Thank you.

17 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.  

19 MS. KELLY:  I'm sorry, Mr. Chair.  I had another 

20 question I forgot to ask Richard before we -- 

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yeah.  Go ahead.  Richard.

22 MS. KELLY:  I was interested in what you said 

23 about the air quality being in non-attainment status in June 

24 of 2016 and that the air quality report won't be modeling.  

25 I didn't know that we were going to be out of attainment 

TR- 34
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 status.  What are the implications of that?  

 2 MR. MEADOWS:  Mr. Chair and Commissioner, my 

 3 understanding is, like, the last 30 years we were out of 

 4 attainment with the EPA, and there were a new number of 

 5 things we had to do as a region, and one of them was 

 6 whenever there was a large master plan, like Santolina, the 

 7 air quality would model it and tell us what those impacts 

 8 are.  And in this case, I contacted them and they were -- 

 9 they told me that because as of June we'll be in attainment 

10 again with the EPA, that they'll no longer be providing that 

11 service to us, but because it is a requirement of the 

12 Planned Communities Criteria, I still wanted to acquire 

13 that, and so instead the consultant is going to hire a 

14 specialist, specialist consultant to do that kind of a 

15 study, and we'll have that available in June to look at.

16 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

17 MR. MEADOWS:  Thank you.  

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Next, we're going to have 

19 the County -- the agencies, MRCOG and New Mexico DOT, and I 

20 don't know if the school board member from the school board, 

21 if you would like to say a few words as far as 

22 transportation goes, because that's all we're discussing 

23 today when we get to the schools, and I don't know if you 

24 have any information for transportation.  I know you're very 

25 involved with the schools in that district but -- 
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 1 MR. QUEZADA:  Mr. Chair, Members of the 

 2 Commission, I actually came here this morning -- 

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Name and address for the record, 

 4 please.  

 5 MR. QUEZADA:  This is -- I'm Steven Michael 

 6 Quezada, APS School Board Member for District 5.  

 7 I did come this morning, because my concern was 

 8 transportation and was transportation -- we're talking about 

 9 Santolina.  We have identified where we are going to put 

10 schools, but I -- but I wanted to come today to talk about 

11 how we're -- how I'm trying to convince the developers to do 

12 more school choice, and with school choice, means there's 

13 going to be more transportation issues.  I'm trying to go 

14 against fighting -- building the big giant high schools and 

15 get more magnet schools -- I guess you could call them 

16 charters schools, more school choice, more focused education 

17 for our children here in this community.  I believe it's the 

18 biggest issue that is facing not only our graduation rates 

19 but our success as educators.

20 So what our concern is, is that now you have an 

21 opportunity to put a type of transportation in a community 

22 that, you know, we were hoping that we could eliminate 

23 school buses, to be honest with you, and go into public 

24 transportation like a lot of communities throughout the 

25 country are focusing on.  It is really difficult for our 
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 1 school budget and to be adding transportation.  As you said, 

 2 Mr. Chair, that we have had to go into the school bus 

 3 system.  We're not really happy about that.  I don't think I 

 4 have to talk to the Commission on the insufficient funding 

 5 for education and Albuquerque Public Schools and throughout 

 6 the State of New Mexico, but we still have to start looking 

 7 at ways where we could start trying to get out of the busing 

 8 system and have proper transportation for our children to 

 9 get to all schools and not just public schools, but we're 

10 really fighting for an UNM campus and a CNM campus on the 

11 Southwest Mesa.  

12 So I'd like to really thank you for considering this 

13 and bringing this up.  It's a major issue that we are going 

14 to have to look at moving forward.  This project's going to 

15 be a huge strain on the Albuquerque Public School budget, 

16 and we need to start figuring out now.  We need to hold the 

17 feet to the fire of these developers that they do this 

18 properly and that you, as a Commission, make sure that that 

19 happens.  

20 And I think a lot of people here are only here to make 

21 sure that you are focusing on what's the most important 

22 thing in New Mexico, and the only real natural resource we 

23 have in New Mexico is our children and how we're going to 

24 provide -- moving into the future, how we make sure that we 

25 have ways to save on the budget, spend the money properly, 
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 1 so that we're using the money for the right things.

 2 So that's really what I wanted to come and say today, 

 3 and thank you for letting me sneak in and do it right now 

 4 that you're using this as, you know, a platform as you move 

 5 forward to holding the developers accountable and when it 

 6 comes to transportation.

 7 I'm open for questions if you have any questions for 

 8 me.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Anybody have any questions?  If 

10 not, thank you very much.  I appreciate it -- 

11 MR. QUEZADA:  Thank you.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- coming down, and I hope APS -- 

13 and that's the other issue that charters schools -- does 

14 charters schools have buses, too?  

15 MR. QUEZADA:  No.  And that's the problem.  So 

16 we're going to offer magnet schools and schools of choice.  

17 That becomes a transportation issue.  So with the 

18 development of this, you have an opportunity, again, like I 

19 say, to have really great public transportation so 

20 Albuquerque Public Schools doesn't have to continue in the 

21 transportation business, which we really don't want to be a 

22 part of.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.

24 MR. QUEZADA:  Thank you.

25 MS. HAINES:  Good morning, Mr. Chair, Members of 
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 1 the Commission.  My name is Margaret Haines.  I work with 

 2 NMDOT.  I'm the assistant traffic engineer.

 3 MS. PEREA:  Hello.  My name is Nancy Perea.  I'm 

 4 also with NMDOT District 3.  I'm a traffic engineer for this 

 5 area.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

 7 MS. HAINES:  At this time we wanted to reiterate 

 8 our comments to CPC and were also part of the Staff Report, 

 9 so I'll read through those comments, and then we have 

10 another comment.  The NMDOT has program funding in this step 

11 to begin acquiring right-of-way for Paseo Del Volcan.  The 

12 final alignment has not been identified, and spacing between 

13 the interchanges shall be determined by NMDOT and federal 

14 highways.  

15 NMDOT has not identified any funding for the 

16 construction of the proposed roadway extensions or proposed 

17 interchanges or underpasses shown in the 2040 MTP.  If any 

18 of these improvements do become funded, there's no guarantee 

19 that the design or construction would coincide with the 

20 timeframe of the planned phasing.  The developer shall 

21 commit cost-sharing or matching a portion of the 

22 construction costs associated with any future roadway 

23 extensions and infrastructure outside and in the vicinity of 

24 the Santolina area. 

25 If Santolina's phase development occurs prior to 
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 1 funding becoming available for the proposed MTP 

 2 improvements, then those improvements must be installed at 

 3 the cost of the developer.

 4 Based to the transportation analysis prepared in the 

 5 Level B report, increased congestion is projected as early 

 6 as 2025 at several existing interchanges, including but not 

 7 limited to Atrisco Vista Boulevard, 98th Street, and Unser 

 8 Boulevard.  The developer shall identify mitigation 

 9 alternatives for each of these -- of the impacted locations 

10 at each development phase for review by NMDOT and federal 

11 highways prior to finalization of these measures.

12 We also wanted to note that -- we wanted to revise a 

13 note from the Notice of Decision dated December 12th, 2014, 

14 to state this:  Where any approval from NMDOT will be 

15 obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of state 

16 roads identified in the Level A and Level B submittal.  

17 NMDOT and FHWA review and approval will be required for any 

18 Level C plan defining any required modifications and 

19 improvements to I-40 and other state facilities as a result 

20 of the development of Santolina and its roadway network.  

21 The approvals shall itemize financial obligations with 

22 participation and commitments spelled out.  The coordination 

23 of the timeframes for the off-site roadway improvements and 

24 the planned phasing will also need to be identified.  

25 And we understand that we -- we received another report 
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 1 that Catherine mentioned.  The off-site -- on-site and 

 2 off-site locations of interests traffic analysis, we just 

 3 received it few weeks ago.  So we're currently still 

 4 reviewing it. 

 5 MS. PEREA:  Thank you, Margaret.  

 6 So to sum up what Margaret has brought to the attention 

 7 of the Commission from the DOT is there is extreme concern 

 8 from the DOT on the funding for the infrastructure off site 

 9 of this development.  We feel that the analysis identifies 

10 some of the issues but still the tie to how the funding is 

11 going to be taken care of is a big concern to this state.  

12 It should be -- if it's identified as impacted from the 

13 development, we feel that the development should be part of 

14 the funding process.

15 The state has not seen the Development Agreement that 

16 has been put in place with the Commission.  We understand 

17 that is an agreement between the Commission and the 

18 development -- I mean, between the County and the developer.  

19 So the state will have to come up with -- maybe need some 

20 additional understanding and agreement between the developer 

21 on how the infra- -- the off-site infrastructure would need 

22 to be -- would be covered.  

23 One of the items -- oh, there's several items that we 

24 have comments on.  Like Margaret said, we're completing the 

25 analysis, so we'll have more comments in the future, but one 
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 1 of the items in the document of On-Site and Off-Site 

 2 Locations of Interest Traffic Analysis, it does have a page 

 3 at the beginning that talks about the purpose of the report, 

 4 and it does identify, and I'm going to quote, "Nothing 

 5 herein shall be construed to bind or require Western 

 6 Albuquerque Land Holding, LLC, to construct and/or pay for 

 7 infrastructure, nor shall be considered as a proposal for 

 8 funding mechanisms."  

 9 This is a big concern to the DOT.  We need for this to 

10 be identified.  We -- our fear is the infrastructure will 

11 not be able to accommodate any influx based on this 

12 development, and the phasing, as Margaret had spoken of 

13 earlier, the phasing -- I mean, the phasing of the 

14 development may not be in line with the improvements that 

15 the state has identified for the I-40 interchange system.  

16 So those are the comments that the state had at this 

17 time.  Right like we had mentioned, there will be more 

18 comments coming in in reference to this.  We still have 

19 Staff that's reviewing this document.  We are open for 

20 questions.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  You know, the 

22 Development Agreement is done between the state, I guess -- 

23 or I mean, the developer and the County Commission.  So you 

24 have your people involved when -- once it leaves here, 

25 because we don't -- we don't -- we don't get into the 
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 1 Development Agreement, because we don't have authority to -- 

 2 either way to approve it or disapprove it.  It's something 

 3 that the County Commission does.  The County Commission --

 4 MR. PEREZ:  Okay.  

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  You know, once we get past this 

 6 -- and I'm sure Staff has taken into consideration 

 7 everything that you brought up, and anything that we can act 

 8 on, we will, and I'm -- thank you for being here and being, 

 9 you know, involved in this thing.  It's a big project, and 

10 we understand that everybody's strapped for money.

11 MR. PEREZ:  Right.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  It's not that easy to get things 

13 done, and people want to know who's going to pay for what, 

14 and -- and I agree with that.  So I want to thank you for 

15 being here.  Do we have any other questions from Staff?  

16 Commissioner.  

17 MS. KELLY:  Yes.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  

18 The note that you referenced at the beginning, that is 

19 an addendum to a previous note -- 

20 MR. PEREZ:  It is -- it is right after the title 

21 page of the document.  

22 And I assume, Catherine, that that's been submitted.  

23 It's called Off-Site -- On-Site and Off-Site Locations 

24 of Interest Traffic Study.  So it was part of that document.

25 MS. KELLY:  I was asking about the other note that 
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 1 the other gal read.  Where can we get a copy of that?  

 2 MS. HAINES:  It was -- it was on the Notice of 

 3 Decision dated December 12th, 2014, and then our last 

 4 comment was -- we forwarded it to CPC for revision with our 

 5 Level B comments.

 6 MS. KELLY:  Okay.  Thank you.

 7 MS. VEREECKE:  So you didn't add anything here?  

 8 MS. PEREA:  To?  

 9 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I was 

10 just asking the DOT Staff, we do have the comments that you 

11 submitted, and I guess that would have been for the March 

12 hearing?  So you haven't submitted anything in addition to 

13 that?  Are you adding more comments now that would be 

14 submitted in the record?  

15 MS. HAINES:  No, not at this time.  I was just 

16 reiterating the note that we revised with this -- with that 

17 hearing with March, but we -- we do not have more comments 

18 now, because we haven't had time to review this document 

19 fully.

20 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, just to 

21 say to the DOT Staff that the Development Agreement is in 

22 the Staff Report, but we can make sure that you get a copy 

23 of it.

24 MR. PEREZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  I guess the -- that 

25 we'll have that discussion off line about how the impacts to 
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 1 the state's facility are brought into the picture or how 

 2 that will be addressed.  Thank you.  

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  

 4 MS. KELLY:  So I have one more question.  

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

 6 MS. KELLY:  So it sounds like there's a difference 

 7 of opinion in terms of off-site impacts at three 

 8 interchanges that you named; is that true?  

 9 MR. PEREZ:  Based on the quick review of this new 

10 document, it sounds like there will be more locations, 

11 intersections that we would have comments about, not just 

12 the three that were identified originally.  

13 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Any other questions?  If 

15 not, thank you very much.

16 MR. PEREZ:  Thank you.

17 MS. HAINES:  Thank you.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Next is MRCOG.  

19 MR. GINGRICH:  Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members 

20 of the Commission.  My name is Andy Gingrich.  I'm a planner 

21 at the Mid-Region Council of Governments.  I'm dressed like 

22 Richard, but I don't work for the County.  I work for the 

23 Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning Organization, which is 

24 within the Council of Governments.

25 On February 8th, before we had the hearing to make the 
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 1 schedule here, we submitted a pretty lengthy round of 

 2 comments regarding this Level B plan.  Also, the Level A 

 3 transportation plan was also revised.  And then there was 

 4 also the Level B transportation plan that was submitted.

 5 So we had comments for all three of those documents, 

 6 and so those comments were really the consolidation of what 

 7 I heard from my colleagues at the MPO.  So I'll do my best 

 8 to present those.  If there are questions that I can't 

 9 answer I'm happy to bring those back to my colleagues and 

10 get them, those more technical answers to you.

11 So today I'd like to do -- just do an overview of those 

12 comments that are kind of general that apply to all topics 

13 and then those specifically of transportation.  We also had 

14 several comments regarding land use, but we could probably 

15 save those for the next hearing.  

16 And before I get started, I think maybe it would be of 

17 benefit to, especially to Commissioners that are new, to 

18 just say a little bit about the MPO, who we are and what we 

19 do.  The Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning Organization is -- 

20 we're responsible for the Longe-Range Transportation Plan in 

21 the region.  This is a map here of the Council of 

22 Government's region, which is four counties and a little bit 

23 of Santa Fe County here, and then the red line here is the 

24 boundary for the Albuquerque metropolitan planning area, and 

25 that's the area that the MPO focuses on.  
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 1 There's a -- there's a little bit more detailed map 

 2 there that kind of shows that, you know, we coordinate lots 

 3 of cities, counties, villages, pueblos, and other agencies, 

 4 as well as the Department of Transportation to look out into 

 5 the long range and evaluate plans going forward for our 

 6 transportation system regionally.  So big picture is zoomed 

 7 out stuff.

 8 So we bring people together.  We put together regional 

 9 goals and policies.  We prioritize and program projects that 

10 -- especially those that have federal dollars associated 

11 with them, and then we also have a -- kind of a short-range 

12 plan of projects called the TIP.  That coordinates with the 

13 state's STIP, statewide program.

14 So some of those key documents that we produced which 

15 Richard mentioned are our Long-Range Plan.  This is it here.  

16 Our future is 2040.  I'm sure you've all read every word of 

17 it.  It's pretty large.  And then another really important 

18 document is the Long-Range Transportation System Guide and 

19 that was passed along with the Long-Range Plan, and both of 

20 these documents are important to Santolina, and the 

21 applicant has referenced them and used them.  So if you have 

22 any questions about generally what the MPO does, I'm happy 

23 to answer those.

24 So we've been -- obviously Santolina is a regionally 

25 significant project, and so we care very much about the 
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 1 character, the general concept, and then also the procedure 

 2 of the development and how it -- how it comes along, how 

 3 it's built.  So we participated in the Level A plans, and I 

 4 think I was at every hearing.  And the -- we had a lot of 

 5 good back and forth with the applicant, and they responded 

 6 to many of our concerns.  Richard mentioned some of them, 

 7 redoing the roadway system so it's much better grid system 

 8 with -- we're a big fan of grids at the COG.  They provide a 

 9 lot of redundancy, a lot of resiliency and options for 

10 changing environments.  They changed around some of their 

11 land-use areas, and so we appreciate that work on their part 

12 and that response on their part.

13 Oh, also, before I go further, I -- the February 8th 

14 comments, it didn't look to me that they were all loaded 

15 onto Accela, so I brought copies of those documents in case 

16 you didn't get the full length.  So I'm not sure.  Maybe 

17 that was --

18 MS. VEREECKE:  They were added as a separate 

19 attachment.

20 MR. GINGRICH:  Oh, you did?  Okay.  Well, just in 

21 case -- yeah, just so you have the full thing.  Okay.  I 

22 won't go over everything in these -- in those documents.  

23 Where was I?  All right.  So, yeah.  So we were happy 

24 to participate in Level A, and there were some concerns that 

25 we had even at the end of the CPC meetings, as some of you 
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 1 might remember, and also the County Commission hearings.

 2 And one of the larger concerns that we have was about 

 3 the phasing strategy that was a part -- put in as part of 

 4 the plan, and those concerns continue into the Level B 

 5 submittal.  We still have the same basic concern there.

 6 This Level B plan is very large.  It's -- 4,000 acres 

 7 is almost a third of the total Level A area, and in terms of 

 8 acreage, that's about the size of Taos, and the Planned 

 9 Communities Criteria, it's kind of unclear to us what an 

10 appropriate size is for a Level B submittal.  It says in 

11 there 650 to 1,200 acres, but that's also describing 

12 villages and urban centers, and so it's just kind of unclear 

13 to us what appropriate size is for Level B.  The closest 

14 comparison we have to proposed Santolina development is Mesa 

15 del Sol.  It's a comparable sized master plan, and their 

16 first phase, Level B phase was large.  It was about 3,000 

17 acres.  

18 However, and I think this is one of the attachments in 

19 the -- in the comments that I passed out.  This is -- it's 

20 kind of hard to see here.  They had four phases outlined in 

21 their Level B plan, in Mesa del Sol, and obviously they 

22 anticipated development sooner than what has occurred out 

23 there, but what has occurred is within that first phase, so 

24 we knew where that growth was going to be first before the 

25 next phase would start to build.  So everything that's kind 
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 1 of a color here is -- is the area for Mesa del Sol is Level 

 2 B.  The green is the first phase.  The blue is the second.  

 3 Yellow is the third.  Red is the fourth.

 4 There's a couple reasons why, not just for knowing the 

 5 locations of the phase, that we're concerned about phasing, 

 6 and that's -- I think that are unique to Santolina, and that 

 7 is that the way that the phases were described in the master 

 8 plan were really tied to the Level B submittals, and so 

 9 those -- those Level B submittals are supposed to be areas 

10 where opportunities to evaluate certain benchmarks for how 

11 the development is coming along, and so if you have a really 

12 large Level B phase, then you don't have these smaller 

13 opportunities to evaluate some of those -- those benchmarks.  

14 So currently all that exists is a 2025 and a 2040 phase.  So 

15 having a more detailed phasing strategy I think would 

16 alleviate a lot of our concerns at the -- at the MPO about 

17 evaluating this development as it comes along.  

18 And that's no net cost or jobs to housing, those kinds 

19 of things that are really critical for the health of the 

20 transportation system, and that phasing has lots to do with 

21 land use and schools and other issues, but I could talk a 

22 little bit about how that's really critical for 

23 transportation planning.

24 The Development Agreement for the Level A plan states 

25 that after the roadways are built, that they'll be conveyed 
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 1 to the public to take care of, and so if there are roads 

 2 built and the phasing is unclear or doesn't -- the 

 3 development doesn't occur, then you may end up with these 

 4 roadways out there that don't have the development to 

 5 sustain it that then the public is responsible for 

 6 maintaining.  

 7 And then there's also issues that we're concerned about 

 8 related to this, and that's kind of the interim stages of 

 9 the roadway development.  The Development Agreement, I 

10 believe, and the Transportation Plan, Santolina 

11 Transportation Plan say that the developer is responsible 

12 for the first two lanes and then is eligible for funding, 

13 public funding for the rest of the roadway to be built.  And 

14 so that's a concern to us because, you know, obviously 

15 you're not going to build a giant roadway at the initial 

16 phases of the development.  You're going to have to wait 

17 until there's appropriate level of development before you do 

18 the next stage of building the road, and so who pays for 

19 that expansion is a question I think we've heard from other 

20 Staff, too.

21 And also those -- in the interim, because the interim 

22 period could be, you know, decades long, will this -- the 

23 first stage of roadway development have the other -- the 

24 infrastructure support, other modes, like bike lanes and 

25 sidewalks and trees and stuff like that.  If you're going to 
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 1 eventually have a very large roadway, how are you going to 

 2 accommodate these other uses in the interim with a very long 

 3 interim period?  So we had questions about that.  

 4 Oh, I want to back up and say that in response to our 

 5 comments, there was a matrix that was put out that -- where 

 6 the applicant responded to comments from -- from other 

 7 agencies.  They did like almost a whole separate section for 

 8 ours, because ours were kind of long, and we really 

 9 appreciate the work that they've -- that they've put into 

10 responding to those.  On this note, they've said that they 

11 -- there's -- they'll -- there's -- the plan is to have a 

12 reasonable portion of these other alternative elements -- 

13 not alternative, the other non-auto elements in each stage 

14 of roadway development, and we appreciate that. 

15 Maybe we have questions about more specifically what 

16 that is, but we appreciate the attention -- the intention is 

17 to have not just an auto-oriented, two-lane road during the 

18 interim stages.

19 But, yeah, the following -- the concern that follows 

20 this is, again, who pays for the construction of these roads 

21 after the first two lanes, and in that matrix, the applicant 

22 has responded that -- that the -- that they're eligible to 

23 apply for other ways of funding those -- those -- that 

24 roadway expansion, and that's true that they're eligible, 

25 but there's not a guarantee of any of those things. 
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 1 And they had pointed to the Level A Development 

 2 Agreement that says that they -- you know, they'll pay -- 

 3 they'll pay their proportionate share of what's referred to 

 4 as "system infrastructure."  I'm not entirely clear on what 

 5 will be classified as "system infrastructure" or not, but in 

 6 terms of the Council of Governments and the MPO and what is 

 7 in our Long-Range Plan, we kind of keep track of both 

 8 private and public records that are proposed into the future 

 9 so we can model the performance of the transportation system 

10 in the future.  

11 There are only two roads right now that are listed for 

12 public funding in -- in the Santolina area, and that is the 

13 Dennis Chavez expansion, and then also the Paseo Del Volcan 

14 interchange on I-40.  There -- everything else is listed as 

15 a private -- privately funded roadway, and in the 

16 applicant's response during -- in their matrix, they said 

17 because there could be some public dollars going into the 

18 system infrastructure in Santolina, then we should start to 

19 consider those as a public, private kind of partnership 

20 funding for those system roadways within Santolina.

21 We're not sure if that's the County's understanding, 

22 but we need to say that if that is the County's 

23 understanding, that -- that those are County public dollars 

24 then or at least not federal dollars.  To get federal 

25 funding for roadways through our process takes -- takes the 
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 1 whole Metropolitan Planning Organization's coordination of 

 2 other agencies to determine how we're going to spend this 

 3 federal money, and that includes a prioritization process 

 4 with specific criteria whether or not you're eligible for 

 5 those funds or not.  

 6 So public -- I mean, if the County's willing to do -- 

 7 pay for part of that system infrastructure, then, yes.  That 

 8 could be technically a public investment on their part, and 

 9 we could list that as public infrastructure in an MTP 

10 listing, but it won't be the federal dollars going into 

11 that.  

12 And we would stress that federal dollars are getting 

13 smaller and smaller and more and more competitive, and as a 

14 region, we've prioritized trying to maintain existing 

15 infrastructure, existing roadway infrastructure, and also 

16 alternative modes of transportation.  So it's -- it will be 

17 hard to acquire those federal dollars for -- well, eligible 

18 to apply, but there will be other priorities in the region 

19 competing for those federal dollars.  I will let the state 

20 speak to their ability to fund these roads.  So that just 

21 needs to be clarified.

22 And the other part of this is the transportation 

23 analysis that was done for the Santolina area even for Level 

24 B did incorporate some of those roadways being widened, and 

25 that means, then, that this analysis kind of assumes going 
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 1 beyond those two lanes to the wider roadways, and so does 

 2 that mean that this analysis kind of assumes that public 

 3 funding kicking in is one of our questions, or is that 

 4 something that the developers plan on paying for.  

 5 But the performance of the network does seem to 

 6 incorporate some of these expansion projects, and we're not 

 7 sure.  Does that mean that the performance of the network is 

 8 dependent on the public funding based on the study?  

 9 Okay.  So moving on, there's -- we just want to say 

10 that here's kind of the -- this is actually the land-use 

11 plan for Level B, but it does kind of do a good job of 

12 showing the grid system.  Well, maybe you can see it very -- 

13 let me zoom in a little bit.  The roadways in these areas 

14 have this grid system, and we like that a lot.  We think 

15 that's really nice.  We think that that's a direct response 

16 from the applicant listening to our concerns about the 

17 roadway design or the system design, and that actually -- 

18 the small grids network in terms of transportation by public 

19 transportation and perhaps even, Chair Chavez, the schools 

20 drop-off situation, I mean, I think -- I think your concern 

21 is a good one, but a grid is a resilient and adaptable kind 

22 of system infrastructure.  So it allows you to kind of plan 

23 routes and plan alternative routes.  You don't -- you're not 

24 dependant on one giant street to deal with all of your 

25 problems and be everything to everybody.  You've got 
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 1 multiple streets that you can kind of choose better routes, 

 2 more appropriate routes, but so -- and that's true for 

 3 public transit, too.  One of the best things you can do for 

 4 transit planning in the future is to have a well-connected 

 5 roadway system that's grided, because then pedestrians can 

 6 find many different ways to get to where they need to go, 

 7 and you can put stops in different kinds of locations and 

 8 really adapt.  

 9 So that grid system is -- is good, and it's -- and it's 

10 something that is a benefit to the development going 

11 forward.  It allows it to be a lot more flexible to a future 

12 that is uncertain.  

13 Same thing with the bike roadway system.  We liked 

14 Richard comments where maybe some extra connections -- but 

15 generally, the applicant's done a really good job of 

16 referring to our Long-Range Transportation Systems Guide for 

17 -- for how we'd -- how we'd like to see the region develop 

18 in terms of especially our bike network and pedestrian 

19 network and trail system. 

20 In terms -- there are some -- some comments we have 

21 about the -- the roadway design, itself.  So these are -- so 

22 these are some of the sections for the largest roads that 

23 are within the transportation section of the Level B plan.  

24 These -- I mean, we appreciate that I think the intention 

25 was for the applicant to really incorporate everything that 
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 1 everybody wants into a roadway and to use -- you know, these 

 2 little graphics are actually kind of based on our own 

 3 long-range transportation systems guide, and we appreciate 

 4 that detail, and -- but these are very, very wide roadways, 

 5 and I don't know if they specifically need to be changed, 

 6 but to point out that a really wide roadway is a big barrier 

 7 for pedestrians to cross and move -- move through.  

 8 This is -- I think this is 186 feet, this roadway, and 

 9 that's -- if you would picture one of your City blocks here 

10 downtown, that's almost halfway.  That's about halfway down 

11 the street of one of those blocks.  That's a long distance 

12 for a pedestrian to cross.  Maybe you have a lot of 

13 possibilities with a median to provide a refuge, but it's -- 

14 generally, the more smaller arterials you have that are 

15 well-connected, the better it is for pedestrians, and you 

16 can still move quite a lot of traffic on more -- more and 

17 smaller roads than one giant large road. 

18 That's not to say this is entirely inappropriate, but 

19 we'll be engaged when the specific proposals of the roadway 

20 designs come through and where they are, but this next to 

21 anything that the pedestrian might want to get to is -- is 

22 -- could be a problem.  But we appreciate the intention to 

23 try and incorporate medians and bike lanes and sidewalks and 

24 that kind of thing.  

25 Let's see.  Oh, and also, the applicant responded -- we 
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 1 had suggested kind of giving a little bit more detailed 

 2 thought to how you would put these principal arterials that 

 3 are next to activity centers or urban centers, and they said 

 4 that they would take a look at that.  So we appreciate that 

 5 response, too.

 6 Okay.  One last thing, and I don't know if you can see 

 7 this.  This is from the -- this is page 22 in the Level A 

 8 transportation plan, which was redone, is that I want to 

 9 just mention -- I think it's for the benefit of everyone, 

10 because we get a lot of questions about this -- how exactly 

11 our socioeconomic forecasts were -- are included as a part 

12 of this planning process.  So maybe I should back up and 

13 just describe a little bit about our forecast in general, 

14 what it is.  

15 During our MTP, our Long-Range Transportation Plan, one 

16 of the biggest things we do there is we try to model the 

17 future roadway network and see how it performs, and a 

18 necessary step to doing that is to model where the people 

19 are and where their jobs are, and so how are they going to 

20 go from where they live to where they work or services they 

21 need.  So we have to do a land-use forecast to be able to 

22 figure that out, and that is a model that runs, and it's -- 

23 also incorporates interviews we do with -- with County Staff 

24 about developments that are happening in certain areas and 

25 what's building and maybe what's -- what could be build or 

TR- 58
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 where there's interest.

 2 So that is what we call in our Long-Range Plan the 

 3 "trend scenario."  That's based on at the time which -- that 

 4 we did the models.  So this was passed in April of last year 

 5 with a base year of 2012 based on the policies that 

 6 currently exist, what are -- what is the zone -- what would 

 7 the zoning currently allow?  What are the master plans that 

 8 are approved or which ones have started?  Based on current 

 9 plans and policies, where are we headed?  

10 Then there was mention also of the preferred scenario, 

11 which I could touch on.  We did an alternative scenario, 

12 which looked at what if we changed a little bit about where 

13 we are going.  What if we allowed some density in certain 

14 areas, for example, and have the model run and see what the 

15 benefits are, and we could then quantify that, you know, by 

16 investing, by doing more in-fill, by investing in existing 

17 infrastructure.  By changing around some of our zoning, we 

18 could have meaningful improvements, but that would entail, 

19 then, that changes would have to be made by our member 

20 agencies to implement some of the principles there, so that 

21 the trend is kind of where we're going.  A preferred 

22 scenario is kind of if we chose to take these actions, 

23 there's demonstrated benefits to that.

24 So what was done for Santolina was essentially a 

25 Santolina scenario.  So the -- Santolina is to be able to 
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 1 model it, you had -- you had to build the whole thing out to 

 2 see how it performs.  However, both the preferred scenario, 

 3 the trend scenario, and this scenario, to run our model, we 

 4 have to take the growth forecast that -- we call them 

 5 control totals, which is the total number of people in the 

 6 region and make sure that that's the number we end up with 

 7 in terms of people.  We can move them around different 

 8 places, but we have to end up with the same number.  Those 

 9 numbers come from the GO spatial population studies 

10 department at UNM.  So people say, "The COG says we're going 

11 to grow."  We don't say we're going to grow.  GPS says we're 

12 going to grow, and we try to figure out where those people 

13 are going to be.

14 So this transportation plan had to stick with those 

15 same control totals, which meant that you had to -- because 

16 there's a difference between the trend scenario and the -- 

17 and the -- what's expected development by the applicant, we 

18 had to take areas in the region that were developed that 

19 were kind of similar, like the other master plans on the 

20 West Side, Mesa del Sol, and reallocate that growth and put 

21 it in Santolina to be able to evaluate their full build-out, 

22 because we had to end up with the same number of people.

23 So the -- and the -- this is something that is really 

24 clear.  There's nothing that's not being said here.  It's 

25 clear in the Level A Transportation Plan.  Page 22 says 
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 1 that, "The 2040 trend forecast developed by MRCOG does not 

 2 include the level of development anticipated by WALH."  So 

 3 there's very -- there's just an expectation of development 

 4 by the applicant that is not the same as the trend scenario 

 5 for MRCOG.  

 6 But that is an appropriate way to perform, if that's 

 7 your underlying assumption, that this area is going to be 

 8 built by 2025 and 2040.  That's the appropriate method to 

 9 use for this kind of analysis, and they work closely with us 

10 to do that analysis, but I want to be clear about what those 

11 underlying assumptions are, because we get that question a 

12 lot.  So I guess that's it.  If -- if there are any 

13 questions I can answer -- 

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions of -- 

15 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  I have one.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.  

17 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Well, I have a couple of 

18 comments and then a question.  I'm sad that this feels like 

19 we're doing it all over again when we're talking about 

20 phasing and that that's a major issue for you all, and I 

21 also want to know, you mentioned that you had to reallocate 

22 in your trend analysis reallocation for Mesa del Sol.  Mesa 

23 del Sol is not built out the way it was anticipated.  Is 

24 that what you're saying?  

25 MR. GINGRICH:  Yes, Mr. Chair and Commissioner 
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 1 Chavez.  So Mesa del Sol does build out in our trend 

 2 scenario, so because we have in our -- we have anticipated 

 3 growth coming into the region, and so by 2040, our model 

 4 kind of takes this big growth and places it in areas that 

 5 can grow, and Mesa del Sol is one of those areas in our 

 6 model, but in order to kind of populate Santolina without -- 

 7 you know, we wouldn't want to depopulate existing areas to 

 8 put into Santolina.  That wouldn't be appropriate.  We 

 9 wanted to make sure that -- that we're putting growth into 

10 Santolina that -- that would be accommodated other places in 

11 our trend scenario.  So we wanted similar -- you know, I can 

12 only use the word "competition," but if Santolina is kind of 

13 competing for development with other areas in the region, we 

14 wanted to make sure that this scenario was using growth in 

15 those kinds of similar areas than just anywhere in the 

16 region.  We didn't want to take people randomly out of the 

17 region and move them to Santolina.  Does that make sense?  

18 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Yeah.  Thank you.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  

20 Commissioner.  

21 MS. KELLY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

22 I'm probably not going to phrase this very well, 

23 because I'm not sure exactly what I want to ask, but if 

24 you're reallocating growth in order to develop a Santolina 

25 scenario, is there a way to show what impact that has on the 
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 1 transportation system and other projects that are already in 

 2 the pipeline for funding for other areas of the region?  Do 

 3 you know what I'm asking?  Can you translate -- 

 4 MR. GINGRICH:  I think so.  I'm just wondering if 

 5 I know how to answer that with appropriate -- I mean, I 

 6 don't know if I have the technical capacity to answer that.  

 7 So I may have to get back to you on that.  I'm not sure -- 

 8 the Santolina scenario would include the building of roads 

 9 inside Santolina.  Richard might be able to answer this.  

10 I'm not sure about -- because we also, as a part of our 

11 trends scenario, model the future roadway networks.  So, 

12 like, if there was an expansion project elsewhere in the 

13 region in 2040, was that still built -- and that area 

14 doesn't grow as much, does that -- is that still built in 

15 the Santolina scenario?  I don't know.  

16 Richard, do you know if the entire trends -- trends 

17 network was built in the Santolina transportation model?  

18 I can get that answer to you for --

19 MR. MEADOWS:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, you 

20 know, I -- you know, I -- we talked about the areas, the 

21 roadways that are impacted by Santolina, but it also 

22 benefits a lot of roadways.  So there may be -- and we 

23 didn't make this kind of analysis, but it may be that 

24 there's some roadways that would have needed improvements, 

25 but because they benefit from more jobs on the West Side, 
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 1 they benefit from Santolina, they no longer need those 

 2 improvements.  So -- so there's also a plus side to what we 

 3 presented that, you know, there may be some roadways that 

 4 actually need fewer improvements, because there's more jobs 

 5 on the West Side.

 6 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.  I realize it's a 

 7 complicated question.  I just needed an answer.

 8 MR. MEADOWS:  Thank you.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  If not, 

10 thank you very much.

11 MR. GINGRICH:  Thank you.

12  Oh, Commissioner, I'm sorry.  I wanted to mention 

13 quick, it's not entirely Santolina specific, but the Council 

14 of Governments is currently undergoing a big study for 

15 trying to figure out how to improve planning for schools and 

16 transportation across the region and how to do better 

17 coordination with the school system and long-range 

18 transportation planning.  So if you're interested in that, I 

19 can forward you information about that study that's 

20 currently going on.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Appreciate that.  Thank you.

22   Is that it, Staff?  

23 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that is it for Staff and 

24 agencies.  So the next presenter would be the applicant and 

25 agent.

TR- 64
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER





 

 1 MR. STROZIER:  You know I love talking to you 

 2 guys.

 3 MS. NELSON:  Thank you.

 4 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Go -- go ahead.

 6 MR. STROZIER:  All right.  Thank you, 

 7 Mr. Chairman, Commissioners.  My name is Jim Strozier, 

 8 principal with Consensus Planning, and I'm here today 

 9 representing Western Albuquerque Land Holdings.  

10 Before I get started on my presentation, I wanted -- a 

11 number of issues came up in the discussion earlier in the 

12 hearing, and I wanted to just kind of hit on a couple of 

13 those things, because I think they were -- there were some 

14 important items that came up.  Do I need to swear in for 

15 this?  

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  No.  

17 MR. STROZIER:  We're not -- we're not -- 

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  This is just a hearing.  We're 

19 not going to decide anything.

20 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  Got it.  So in terms of -- 

21 Mr. Chairman, you brought up the school transportation 

22 issue, and -- and I think that -- it hadn't occurred to me.  

23 We have -- we have had meetings with -- with APS with the 

24 facilities planning group, but we have not talked -- we 

25 talked more about locations and where the schools should be 
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 1 and their -- their criteria in terms of what types of 

 2 streets.  I will also say that we've given a lot of thought 

 3 to making sure that all the way down to the neighborhood 

 4 level, local streets, all the way up to the bigger streets, 

 5 that there are opportunities for other modes of 

 6 transportation to be included in those streets, specifically 

 7 pedestrian and bicycle, and then we also have an off-street 

 8 open space network that will have trails, and I know that 

 9 there are a lot of different techniques that we're seeing 

10 being used with those neighborhood schools and walking, 

11 school buses, those types of things that are trying to get 

12 kids not to have to use -- not to have to use a school bus, 

13 and so -- so we have given thought to that.  

14 But I would -- I would make the offer that we will 

15 coordinate with County Staff and try and set up a meeting 

16 specifically with APS.  I'm not sure who the right person is 

17 at APS to talk about those issues, but I -- but I think it's 

18 important that we do have a follow-up conversation 

19 specifically about transportation and APS's needs relative 

20 to transportation, and I hadn't thought of that specifically 

21 in that context, and I appreciate you bringing that up, and 

22 we will try and follow up on that after this hearing.  And 

23 so I think that covers that.  

24 Similar to that is this concept of the "last mile" that 

25 was brought up relative -- and I think that is also 
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 1 addressed with the idea of that -- the term today is 

 2 "complete streets," and that's incorporating the different 

 3 modes of transportation into street design.  For a long time 

 4 street design was primarily about moving automobiles only, 

 5 and everything else was kind of secondary to that.  The idea 

 6 of "complete streets" is bringing all those other modes into 

 7 the equation at that -- at that level and same thing with 

 8 the trails.  We want to make sure that -- and I'm -- we are 

 9 looking at some of the suggestions relative to connectivity 

10 that we've gotten and trying to make some changes.  

11 And so the other comment I guess I would make, and this 

12 gets to some of MRCOG's comments, we focused our matrix and 

13 our responses primarily on the transportation aspects, but 

14 transportation and land use is very much intermingled in a 

15 plan like this, and certainly that's where MRCOG lives.  

16 They live in that junction between land use and 

17 transportation.  So there's going to be some cross-over 

18 between the comments and how we're addressing them today 

19 with this matrix versus our next hearing, which is going to 

20 focus on land use.  So hopefully at the next hearing we'll 

21 kind of close some of those connections -- connect some of 

22 those dots between those -- between those issues.

23 We are very cognizant of the centers and corridors.  We 

24 have been working with the Staff on the update to the 

25 Comprehensive Plan that's currently underway, primarily 
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 1 being led by the City, but we are working with that.  We're 

 2 coordinating with Catherine and Enrico on our comments and 

 3 concerns relative to that process.  And then we'll also look 

 4 at the residential street sections and the comments that 

 5 Richard Meadows made regarding that.

 6 Commissioner Kelly, you brought up the green 

 7 infrastructure and incorporating that.  We have tried to 

 8 make sure that that is just like -- I would say that that's 

 9 also part of my definition of "complete streets" that those 

10 -- that those streets not only include the mobility aspects 

11 but how you deal with storm water, drainage facilities, how 

12 you deal with landscaping and creating shade and minimizing 

13 the impact of those roadways on the natural side of the 

14 environment, and so that is also part of that -- of that 

15 equation, and if -- we'll look back at it and make sure -- 

16 if we haven't expressed that clearly enough, we will make 

17 sure that we -- that we do, because that is a part of our 

18 thinking relative to these streets.

19 I also appreciate the comments about TDM, 

20 transportation demand management, and transit.  We are 

21 working on those issues as well.  

22 Some of those things, especially on the transportation 

23 demand management side, are really -- I think we can set the 

24 stage for those with this level of planning, but really when 

25 we get a large employer, that's when you really get into the 

TR- 69
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 nuts and bolts about preferred parking spaces, for carpool, 

 2 ride-share programs, those kinds of things, and that's 

 3 really integrated directly with the operation and management 

 4 of the facility, itself.  Flex schedules, all those things 

 5 factor into that and making sure that we have -- are then 

 6 circling back to -- with transit to make sure if it's 

 7 appropriate even to have a special stop or rethink where we 

 8 thought a route might be in order to make sure that we're 

 9 providing that level of service.

10 So that's all part of that level of discussion that 

11 happens a little bit later in the process, but we do want to 

12 make sure and agree with setting the framework for that at 

13 this time.

14 It was brought up about the size, I guess, and we 

15 recognize that, and I think we've made some comments 

16 directly to that, but in terms of -- one thing I would point 

17 out with Mesa del Sol is that the Level B plan that we all 

18 think of as Mesa del Sol's Level B plan is actually the 

19 second Level B plan.  The initial Level B plan was focused 

20 100 percent on recreation and open space, and that was 

21 actually done by the County, and so that's where the 

22 amphitheater and the soccer fields -- and that's almost -- I 

23 think it's about 700 acres, maybe even 1,000 of -- of land 

24 that was focused.

25 So we have almost a thousand acres of open space in our 
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 1 initial Level B, because we wanted to commit to the 

 2 preservation and dealing with the ceja escarpment as part of 

 3 our initial phase of development.  So I just want to make 

 4 those comments before I get started, and I will try and go 

 5 through this quickly, because once again, I think a lot of 

 6 this was covered by the Staff.

 7   The project team, it hasn't changed.  Matt Looke is 

 8 here today from Garrett Development Company.  Eric Wrage is 

 9 here from Bohannon Huston.  Malika Keem (sic) is here from 

10 my office, and so we've got a great team that's working on 

11 this project, and I think you heard a number of times that 

12 the responsiveness and the level of attentiveness that we, 

13 as a team, have tried to pay to our responses in terms of 

14 when we've gotten comments, we've taken those comments 

15 seriously.  We've sat down.  We've had meetings.  We've 

16 tried to respond to every one of those, and that's really 

17 the purpose of that matrix, and we plan to do that style of 

18 matrix for each of the upcoming hearings as well, so we show 

19 you how we're addressing those comments.  

20 I don't need to spend any time on that.  I think that 

21 Mr. Meadows actually went through pretty good detail of the 

22 Level A conditions of approval.  So, once again, we -- we 

23 have the Level A plan that went through.  It had certain 

24 conditions.  Some of those conditions specifically related 

25 to transportation, and so we have dealt with those, and we 
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 1 have addressed those, and I think you heard that.

 2 This graphic really, I think, it gets to some of the 

 3 conversation and -- that we had earlier about responding to 

 4 comments, and one of the significant comments, and you heard 

 5 it from MRCOG today, was about the grid, and this just shows 

 6 you the Level B plan kind of superimposed into the overall 

 7 grid network for the entire Level A.  So it's always a 

 8 challenge.  We think about the first phase, but we have to 

 9 think of the first phase in the context of the whole.  So 

10 this just shows you how we -- how we're doing that relative 

11 to the transportation side of things, and you can see the 

12 different land uses associated with the project.

13 Then, of course, this is the Level B plan.  We are -- 

14 at the next hearing, we will have some refinements to this 

15 plan, because as I mentioned, we are meeting with APS.  We 

16 are meeting with CNM.  We are meeting with County Staff.  We 

17 have a meeting set up next -- next week or is it -- soon 

18 with -- 

19 MS. VEREECKE:  Tomorrow.

20 MR. STROZIER:  Tomorrow.  Too many meetings going 

21 on too many times -- tomorrow with MRCOG and the Planning 

22 Staff and trying to connect some of those dots.  So we 

23 aren't waiting around to finish the transportation 

24 conversation to move into the land-use conversation.

25 I'm not going to spend much time on this, but obviously 
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 1 the other aspects of this presentation and the analysis that 

 2 we do is to deal with how are we specifically responding to 

 3 the Planned Communities Criteria and its requirements that 

 4 it states we need to do A, B, and C related to a Level B 

 5 plan.  

 6 We have pulled out those things related to 

 7 transportation specifically, and I think Mr. Meadows also 

 8 went through these, so I'm not going to spend time, but just 

 9 so you know, the matrix that we -- that we've prepared is 

10 broken out into Accela comments where a specific agency, 

11 like MRCOG, had extensive comments.  We pulled those out 

12 separately so you can see exactly how we dealt with and 

13 responded to MRCOG.  We also have a specific section on the 

14 Level A conditions and then the Level B criteria from the 

15 Planned Communities Criteria.

16 So I think, Mr. Chairman, at the last hearing, you 

17 expressed very, very pointedly that we needed to make sure 

18 that when we came back for these hearings, that we had 

19 addressed those criteria and the requirements, and so we've 

20 done that specifically to help you all and Staff how we've 

21 done that.  And so that's an iterative -- iterative process 

22 between ourselves and Staff.  And so we've gone through 

23 those.  

24 I think this -- in terms of the roadway sections, once 

25 again, we've tried to address the roadway sections for a 

TR- 73
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 variety of types of streets, and what we want to do with 

 2 these is to make sure not only that we're addressing the 

 3 road, itself, once again, but the bike facilities, so bike 

 4 lanes, the sidewalks, and landscaping.  And so you see a lot 

 5 of attention to landscaping on -- on these and making sure 

 6 -- because one of the things we know, especially on the 

 7 bigger streets is, if you have -- you can have the nicest 

 8 sidewalk in the world, but if it's right on the curb and 

 9 people are driving by you at 45 miles an hour, and 

10 especially trucks and buses, it's not a very comfortable 

11 place to walk, and so it's important for us to set some of 

12 these things up up front early so that the expectation is 

13 clear when these streets get built how that landscaping and 

14 sidewalks work together.

15 Same thing with the bike lane.  As you get on the 

16 slower streets, on the narrower streets, a bike lane that 

17 just has a stripe between you and the cars is fine, but when 

18 you get to the larger streets, having some sort of buffer, 

19 and if you're familiar with -- and I can speak to a couple 

20 of these examples along Coors Boulevard north of I-40.  When 

21 you get I think it's about to Saint Pius, they have the 

22 buffer, that they've got a striped buffer between the travel 

23 lanes and the bicycle lanes, and it's really effective.  

24 When I first saw it, I thought, "I'm never going to 

25 ride my bike on that."  I actually went out on a tour with 
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 1 one of the members of GABAC, which is the Greater 

 2 Albuquerque Bicycle Advisory Committee, and we rode that 

 3 section.  We rode a number -- we did a number of things, but 

 4 we rode that section, and I can say that I was very 

 5 positively impressed with how -- how safe it felt, and 

 6 that's not a road that I would have thought I would have 

 7 felt safe on a bicycle on.  So it does work.  

 8 The other -- right down the way, when you get down to 

 9 Andalucia, you can see where the landscaping and the 

10 sidewalk is buffered from one another, and once again, it's 

11 a very pleasant place to walk as opposed to sections of the 

12 sidewalk that are closed.  So that's why we looked at these 

13 in this level of detail, and we've broken that down for a 

14 number of streets.  That -- so those facilities don't do you 

15 any good if they're not connected to one another and 

16 connected throughout the project.  

17 So I think Mr. Meadows also referred to this exhibit 

18 that talks about the pedestrian and bicycle network, and so 

19 that is also an important aspect of the thinking.  At Level 

20 A we talked about the systems and making sure that you think 

21 about each of those systems and how not only they work but 

22 the whole -- but also how they're integrated with each 

23 other.  This is one of those -- this is one of those 

24 systems.

25 Transit network, I would say that this is one of those 
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 1 -- those topics that as we move forward and as things start 

 2 to happen, this is one of those areas that I hope is going 

 3 to change.  I hope it's going to get more extensive.  I hope 

 4 that it's going to -- we're going to see it become a bigger 

 5 part sooner as things develop, but in terms of the thinking 

 6 and dealing with -- so where do we attach to the existing 

 7 trip transit system?  How do we bring that out?  How do we 

 8 serve those areas?  This -- this was an attempt to get at 

 9 kind of an initial phase of how that might work.

10 So we heard a lot about the model, and I am going to 

11 talk to you about -- I've got about a half an hour to talk 

12 to you about details of the model.  No.

13 So the model is -- and this gets back some of the 

14 questions I believe, Commissioner Kelly, in terms of the 

15 overall -- the -- how those -- that process for analyzing 

16 the impact of Santolina as it's compared to -- so you sort 

17 of have, you know, there's the trend scenario that was 

18 adopted, and then -- then there's this process that we went 

19 through, and it's very -- it's very detailed in terms of 

20 looking at the socioeconomics and building up that model, 

21 not only for what's going on around us, but then breaking it 

22 down and doing that level of detail in terms of the 

23 assumptions, land use, number of dwelling units, number of 

24 jobs in each of these sub-areas.  So it breaks that down, 

25 and it -- and we work with -- extensively with the COG and 

TR- 76
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 their -- their existing transportation model and their 

 2 existing socioeconomics to come up with how that's done.  it 

 3 is modeled as a multimodal system.  

 4 We analyzed 2025 and 2040, and the reason we did that 

 5 was because 2040, obviously that's the MTP.  So we know 

 6 every -- the model was set up to do that, but they -- MRCOG 

 7 had interim -- an interim time period that was 2025 that we 

 8 work with them on getting the socioeconomics and the model 

 9 input for that year as well.  So that was the year that 

10 worked within their framework as well.  

11 All right.  So, once again, work closely with COG.  The 

12 -- they're the keeper of the model.  So it's not our model.  

13 We have to work within their model, and we included the 

14 Santolina roadways into that.

15 So I won't go through -- spend a lot of time on this, 

16 but once again, so a long process to go through and make 

17 sure that the socioeconomics are all working within those 

18 control totals for this, and this is important.  So the 

19 Santolina scenario doesn't add additional population.  So 

20 you don't -- you don't take population and say, "Well, 

21 Santolina's going to have X number of people in it."  Those 

22 aren't -- those aren't new or different people than were 

23 already included in the model.  

24 So the question is, what happens if you take some of 

25 those people that might be going elsewhere and you put them 
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 1 here.  That's really the purpose of that model, and same 

 2 thing with those jobs.

 3 So let's see.  So -- so we include -- it includes the 

 4 metropolitan planning area, has Sandoval County, including 

 5 Rio Rancho, and it also has Valencia County.  So one of the 

 6 things when we talk about the region and where that growth 

 7 is going to go, we did tend to -- a lot of times we have 

 8 conversations about what happens in Albuquerque and what 

 9 happens in the outlying areas of Bernalillo County, but the 

10 region, actually what gets modeled, is much larger than 

11 that.  

12 So we start thinking about what happens if that growth 

13 that might be happening in -- at the north end of Rio Rancho 

14 actually happens in Santolina?  What happens to those 

15 roadway networks?  And what happens if some of the jobs that 

16 were anticipated to happen up in the northern part of Rio 

17 Rancho actually happened here on the west I-40 corridor?  

18 What does that do to the overall transportation system?  

19 So that's -- and I think you already heard these 

20 numbers.  So 311,000 is the population increase that's 

21 included in that model for up to 2040.  That's in Bernalillo 

22 County only.  The population increase for the region is up 

23 to 400 -- is 438,000.  So most of those are happening in 

24 Bernalillo County, but the trend scenario has a significant 

25 number of those folks going into those outlying areas.  And 
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 1 same things with job.  We look at what the jobs are related 

 2 to the overall -- the overall system.

 3 So the 2025, I think Richard went through a lot of 

 4 this.  Let me see if there's anything I just want to kind of 

 5 highlight on some of this.  I think as you heard from him, 

 6 there's a significant positive at the 2025 level to impacts 

 7 to the road, to the road network, river crossings, things 

 8 like that.  That -- that gets less as we get out to 2040.  

 9 It's still there.  It just -- just gets a little bit less.  

10 But so one of the things that -- and if you looked at 

11 the transportation analysis, these graphics, I think they're 

12 interesting because, for instance, this calls out -- so 

13 what's the difference between the existing trend scenario 

14 and the Santolina scenario as it relates to positives and 

15 negatives to the road network?  And this just focuses on -- 

16 this graphic looks at the a.m. peak, for instance, and you 

17 can see areas that were red.  Maybe they stay red or get -- 

18 they become yellow, or they become green in the scenario.

19 So this is a good way to see -- and we've got these -- 

20 these maps done for all the different scenarios for a.m.  

21 peak, p.m. peak, ADT.  So those comparisons are in there, 

22 and they do show you -- it's a pretty easy way to look at it 

23 and see what the difference is between the two.

24 So that was a.m.  This is p.m.  Once begin, the red are 

25 the areas that are over capacity, and these are the areas 
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 1 where there's change occurring in those, and so you can see 

 2 what happens between the trend scenario, the existing model, 

 3 and when we add Santolina.

 4 So this is just that information broken down into a 

 5 table, and we'll make this presentation available, and it 

 6 will -- to Catherine.  It will be posted on the website.  So 

 7 everybody will have access to this information, but what you 

 8 see here is relative to -- so vehicle miles traveled.  

 9 That's VMT.  This is at 2025.  We have a 1.6 percent 

10 reduction.  Vehicle hours traveled, so vehicle hours 

11 traveled is basically looking at how much time you have to 

12 spend in your car to get -- to make those trips, and that's 

13 a significant reduction, and some of that is -- and I think 

14 we talked about this at Level A where if we have a -- we 

15 have a roadway system.  We've built all these lanes of road.  

16 We have -- we have river crossings, and we have -- we're not 

17 using that system very efficiently right now because of the 

18 jobs-housing imbalance on the West Side.  So everybody is 

19 traveling one direction in the morning, and then they're all 

20 traveling in the same direction -- same direction back over.  

21 So you have a lot of capacity in the -- if you're -- if 

22 you're -- if you've ever done a reverse commute, you know 

23 how pleasant that is, and you're watching all the people 

24 stacked up on the other side of the roadway.  So the idea is 

25 to try and use that system more efficiently.  
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 1 So that's part of the reason why we see some of these 

 2 -- these positives in the numbers in terms of the time that 

 3 you are taking to make a trip.  If you're reverse commuting 

 4 or using the capacity in a different way, you can -- people 

 5 can travel faster, more efficiently on those systems.

 6 So average speed is another way to look at that.  

 7 Delay, that looks at congestion.  All these numbers are what 

 8 the model gives us related to the transportation system.  

 9 And when we get to 2040, as I mentioned, it's not as 

10 good, but it's still -- but it's still good.  It gets a 

11 little bit closer.  I'm not sure exactly why that is, but 

12 same -- same kind of analysis.  We look at a.m. and p.m. at 

13 the 2040 in terms of the difference in that roadway network 

14 and the impacts to that.  I think one thing that we see is 

15 at 2040 a lot of things start to get bottled up over all 

16 with or without Santolina.  So there's more congestion.  

17 There's more -- there's more vehicles out there on the 

18 roads.  We also looked at the p.m. peak.  That tends to be 

19 the worst one in terms of traffic congestion.  

20 So this is the -- and I think Richard also touched on 

21 this.  This is the area that we looked at where those -- 

22 specific impact areas that we looked at in our subsequent 

23 analysis.

24 So the model tells us, okay, here's what happens to the 

25 system overall, and then here are some areas where we have 
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 1 specific concerns about.  We'd like you to look at each of 

 2 these spots in detail, and this map basically shows you all 

 3 those spots that we looked at in detail.  And you could see, 

 4 a lot of them are not in Santolina.  So it's looking at what 

 5 impacts are happening and what mitigation might be needed in 

 6 those areas in order to make improvements.

 7 So I'm not going to spend a lot of time on this, but 

 8 obviously there's costs associated with all of this.  

 9 There's costs associated with improvements to existing 

10 intersections, the existing facilities, and then there's 

11 costs to build new facilities.  And so those costs are 

12 something that we have been looking at and coordinating with 

13 the Staff on in terms of the network within Santolina, once 

14 again, and so that -- we also broke that down 2025, 2040, 

15 the cost of those and then system infrastructure, which is 

16 outside of the project.  Oh, I've got a slide out of order 

17 here.  I apologize for that, but that should have been with 

18 the 2040 -- 2040 results.  

19 I won't spend a lot of time on these numbers, but once 

20 again, you can see that everything gets a little bit closer, 

21 jammed up in 2040.  I think that's indicative of what we see 

22 for 2040 with or without Santolina, but there's some of the 

23 places where we had a positive impact.  We might have a 

24 slight negative impact, and some of the areas where we had a 

25 big positive impact, we have less of a positive impact at 
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 1 2040.  We have a lot of time between now and then to work on 

 2 some of those things, so that's -- that's the good news.

 3 So, once again, we've -- in that matrix we've tried to 

 4 go through all of the comments and concerns and address 

 5 them.  And, once again, that's happened with written 

 6 responses.  That's happened in meetings.  We tried -- this 

 7 has been a very, very good process I would have to say in 

 8 terms of the level of communication and coordination that's 

 9 -- has been taking place and will continue to take place on 

10 this, and there's a lot of work that gets done in a short 

11 amount of time on both sides of this.  So we certainly 

12 appreciate and recognize the amount of work that Staff is 

13 doing on this as well.

14 So next steps, we'll be back to you to talk about land 

15 use, and -- and that's going to be critical, and I think 

16 it's good that we talked about transportation first, because 

17 you'll see when we start talking about the land uses, those 

18 relationships, and why it's important that we are -- we've 

19 given the thought that we have to that network and the grid 

20 and the "complete streets" aspects and how that relates to 

21 the different neighborhoods that we're trying to create and 

22 things that are important to make those neighbors work, like 

23 commercial activity nodes and schools and parks.  How do we 

24 get -- how do we make sure that those things are integrated?  

25 So that will be part of the next -- the next hearing.  
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 1 And I think that is it for my presentation.  We'd be 

 2 happy to answer any questions.  Eric Wrage is here if you 

 3 want to dig really deep into the model and the technical 

 4 aspects.  He can explain all those acronyms and the numbers 

 5 in detail, but we'd be happy to address any of your 

 6 questions at this time.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  

 8 MR. MALRY:  Mr. Chairman.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead, Commissioner.  

10 MR. MALRY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

11 Jim, I want to thank you for working with the schools 

12 and our Staff and other entities that's necessary to get 

13 this job done.

14 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you.  

15 MR. MALRY:  I really appreciate what you doing.  

16 This is a much better product than you had last year.

17 MR. STROZIER:  Oh, thank you.  We do try and learn 

18 as we go forward.

19 MR. MALRY:  I feel a lot better with this deal 

20 than I did last year, and I just want to thank you for the 

21 work you're doing, and keep up the good works.

22 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you.

23 MS. NELSON:  Mr. Chair.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.  Go ahead.

25 MS. NELSON:  I will let you know you're not 
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 1 required to give it today, but do you have a response to 

 2 MRCOG's comments about your big street being too big for 

 3 people to cross?  

 4 MR. STROZIER:  We have looked at that, and we're 

 5 continuing to look at that, and I imagine that will be part 

 6 of our conversation tomorrow.  We have also looked at the 

 7 interface where those big streets, and so -- so one thing I 

 8 will say is those big streets are pretty limited in terms of 

 9 the plan area.  So we have Dennis Chavez, and we have 

10 Atrisco Vista, and we have Paseo Del Volcan.  And we have 

11 anticipated -- and we've -- so just so you all are aware, so 

12 when we talk about Paseo Del Volcan out there in the world, 

13 most of the time we're talking about the interchange at I-40 

14 and Paseo Del Volcan north of I-40, and that's the area that 

15 has been designed and planned, and it's to be a freeway-type 

16 facility, has a very large right-of-way, and there was a 

17 full environmental document that was done in the planning 

18 and design for that, and that connects all the way to 550 on 

19 the north.  It goes through Sandoval County.  It goes 

20 through Rio Rancho, and it connects up there, and the north 

21 leg of that at Rio Rancho, if you've been out there and 

22 driven by Sue Cleveland High School and out to City Center 

23 and the Star -- the Rio Rancho City Hall and the Star 

24 Center, that -- that section of Paseo Del Volcan at the 

25 north end has been built.  Nothing's been built at the south 
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 1 end.  

 2 So for most -- most of the time when we talk about 

 3 Paseo Del Volcan out there, we talk about that segment, and 

 4 -- but we have anticipated and we have planned for a 

 5 continuation of that roadway to the south, and so that also 

 6 is being planned for as a freeway-type facility.  So it's a 

 7 big facility, and we -- so when we look at that, we look at 

 8 how do you get those interim, not -- not interchange streets 

 9 to cross over, under.  How do you -- how do you make sure 

10 that we keep that grid and the connectivity?  So that's been 

11 a little bit of a challenge related to that, and we'll -- 

12 I'm sure we'll coordinate with them on that as well.  

13 We also looked at where those big streets, so I believe 

14 it is both Dennis Chavez and Atrisco Vista, go past the town 

15 center, go past the urban center, those areas that are 

16 anticipated to have a different character.  We've actually 

17 prepared draft cross-sections that we will talk to them 

18 about that show kind of a frontage road parking.  If you've 

19 been -- a number of communities have this kind of situation 

20 where they kind of have a road next to the road, and that's 

21 where all the stuff happens, and you've got driveways, and 

22 you've got things, and you've got parking going on, and so 

23 on the side where we -- we border up against that urban 

24 center, we're looking at those kinds of strategies to make 

25 it more user friendly, and so you've got that activity 
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 1 happening on a smaller segment.  

 2 But the downside to that is if you want to get from the 

 3 east side of that roadway over to the urban center, you now 

 4 maybe have even furtherer to go to get to where the stuff 

 5 is, but it's a balance, and we're looking at that.  We 

 6 recognize the challenge of trying to fit all those things in 

 7 the right-of-way, and I'm not sure we've come to an answer 

 8 yet, but I think we're going to -- we'll get there, and we 

 9 certainly understand their concern about that.  

10 MS. NELSON:  But you're working on it?

11 MR. STROZIER:  We're working on it.  

12 MS. NELSON:  Okay.  Thanks, Jim.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other -- Commissioner.

14 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman.  

15 Jim -- 

16 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

17 MS. SERNA:  -- is there any consideration to 

18 having -- I'm not sure what the terminology is, but one of 

19 the things in the Northwest that I think could have been 

20 done better next to the escarpment is having homes and 

21 buildings not butt up against the open space but just 

22 development on one side of the street.

23 MR. STROZIER:  Single-loaded streets -- 

24 MS. KELLY:  Yeah.  

25 MR. STROZIER:  -- on those areas.  
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 1 MS. KELLY:  Is there any consideration in your 

 2 plan for that next to open space?  

 3 MR. STROZIER:  I don't think that we have gotten 

 4 into that level of detail, but I will -- I will look at 

 5 that, and I know that we've done that in a number of areas.  

 6 I'm thinking specifically of how the Del Webb project is 

 7 being developed adjacent to the monument with primarily -- 

 8 it has a couple of places where it's not single-loaded, but 

 9 those are areas where either you're making a turn, or we 

10 have a significant setback and a trail between those houses, 

11 and so we -- we're very much aware of that, and I can -- I 

12 can look into that, and we can try and add something 

13 relative to that.

14 MS. KELLY:  And then on the trail network, are the 

15 trails following arroyo corridors, or are they always next 

16 to streets?  

17 MR. STROZIER:  They are not necessarily -- trying 

18 to get to that exhibit here.  So you're talking -- speaking 

19 of the off-site trails and those open space corridors, and 

20 we have tried to refine those a little bit going from Level 

21 A to what we see in Level B.  Those are anticipated to 

22 hopefully be a part of the overall drainage solution.  This 

23 area, it's a little bit different that it's not -- it's very 

24 flat up there.  We have a number of natural depressions or 

25 playas up there.  There's not a lot of major arroyos, that 
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 1 kind of -- like on the north side of I-40, when you get up 

 2 into the Ventana Ranch area, you have much more of a system 

 3 of defined arroyos going through there.  That's not really 

 4 the case here, but we are anticipating making joint use of 

 5 those corridors, but really just trying to come up with a 

 6 logical east/west and north/south set of corridors that can 

 7 try and connect or connect -- and we want to use those to 

 8 connect directly to the schools, to the parks, so that you 

 9 have an off-road option in terms of getting to those places.  

10 And if there are specific -- you know, and I think we 

11 are looking at -- Richard had his areas of -- that he's 

12 provided us some input on the connectivity.  He's got some 

13 areas of concern, and we're looking at that, and we'll try 

14 and address that, but if anyone has specific concerns 

15 relative to that, we'll take a look at specifics on that.

16 MS. KELLY:  So at what point will information on 

17 the schools and the parks be included?  

18 MR. STROZIER:  So in Level B, the parks and the 

19 schools are identified on the land-use plan.  We will be -- 

20 we're making revisions to that based on our conversations 

21 with them, and so at the next meeting, we'll delve into 

22 that, more detail at that point.

23 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  Thank you 

25 very much.
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 1 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you.  

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Now, we'll go to the audience 

 3 portion.  

 4 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  First up is Vi Dirk 

 5 followed by Nettie Lopez and -- okay.  How about Steven 

 6 Quezada, Juan Reynosa followed by Zoe Economou.  

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Name and address for the 

 8 record.

 9 MR. REYNOSA:  No problem.  Good afternoon.  Juan 

10 Reynosa, 211 10th Street, Southwest, 87102.  

11 I'm going to read from some excerpts from a letter that 

12 we submitted to you all prior to this hearing, but first I 

13 just want to make a request in hopes of maybe moving up the 

14 public comment period in the next hearing.  

15 Obviously many people who aren't paid to be here can't 

16 wait around three hours to be able to speak in front of you 

17 guys, and I think they also add a very good piece to this 

18 conversation.  

19 It's unclear whether the Santolina developers have 

20 complied with the Bernalillo County Planned Communities 

21 Criteria requirements pertaining to the following of a 

22 Disclosure Statement regarding the strict conformance with 

23 the Level A transportation system plan or the filing of the 

24 substitute traffic analysis.  The public and most likely 

25 County Planning Commission needs more time to review 
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 1 transportation documents submitted by the Santolina 

 2 developers to ensure compliance with PCC requirements.

 3 The Bernalillo County Planned Communities Criteria 

 4 requires that a disclosure statement regarding strict 

 5 conformance with the Level A transportation system plan will 

 6 be required or a substitute traffic analysis with 

 7 consequential findings, recommendations, and proposed 

 8 amendments to the Level A transportation system plan and 

 9 Level A community master plan must be conducted prior to 

10 formal submittal of the Level B plan, which we're already at 

11 right now.

12 A Level B transportation system analysis including 

13 specific traffic studies for a particular plan submittal, 

14 plus all their other approved Level B plan elements in the 

15 community, existing and projected demand phase as 

16 appropriate, and consequential noise and air quality impacts 

17 must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B 

18 plan.

19 Santolina developers submitted this Level B Master Plan 

20 application on January 25th, 2016.  The Planning 

21 Commission's website also states in addition to a revised 

22 Level A Transportation Master Plan was submitted on January 

23 25th, 2016 -- can I continue?  

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  How much more do you have?  

25 MR. REYNOSA:  Like another page.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

 2 MR. REYNOSA:  All right.  It's unclear whether 

 3 this revised Level A Transportation Master Plan constitutes 

 4 a substitute transportation traffic analysis or otherwise 

 5 satisfies the PCC's requirements stated above.  This 

 6 document fails to provide consequential recommendations, 

 7 findings, and proposed amendments to the Level A 

 8 transportation system plan and Level A community master 

 9 plan.  

10 This document also fails to serve as the functional 

11 equivalent of a disclosure statement regarding strict 

12 conformance with the Level A transportation system plan, and 

13 lastly, I would just like to note that I appreciated MRCOG 

14 and NMDOT's comments.  At least from my perspective, there 

15 seems to be a lot of missing gaps here, a lot of extreme 

16 concerns as NMDOT noted, and so I just sort of ask, like, 

17 where we go from here?  It seems like there's a lot of 

18 unresolved issues on the table in regards to transportation.  

19 Is there opportunity for another public hearing around to 

20 transportation?  That way once they come back with these 

21 findings, the public can comment on it, or does it just go 

22 into a vacuum?  So I would love to hear more about that.  

23 Thank you.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes, for your information, if new 

25 comments are going to be coming up, we will bring them back 
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 1 up, if there's some revisions or whatever there.  So we 

 2 have, like, two or three other hearings and might have to, 

 3 you know, put a separate -- some separate time to address 

 4 those -- those issues that are being brought up, and we're 

 5 going to bring them up, but they will not be left in a 

 6 vacuum.

 7 MR. REYNOSA:  Okay.  Well, and maybe even another 

 8 opportunity for another hearing.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

10 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Zoe is gone, I guess.  Don 

11 Hyder followed by Sara Newton Juarez.  Virginia and then 

12 Travis.  I'm sorry, Travis.  I can't say your last name.

13 MS. NECOCHEA:  If I wanted to show something on 

14 the screen there, is it here?  Okay.  Can you zoom out?  

15 That way they can see the whole page.  Thank you.  

16 My name is Dr. Virginia Necochea.  I'm at 1212 Montrose 

17 Place, Southwest, 87105, and I, first of all, want to say 

18 that it baffles me everytime that I sit in this chamber that 

19 Santolina Master Plan is continuously talked about it as if 

20 it's this amazing project for our communities.  Yet, despite 

21 a continuous community apprising and resistance and people 

22 have voiced their concerns over the last, I think it's going 

23 to be three years, and so the empty chairs, to me, 

24 symbolizes people's disconnection with this process, because 

25 many people have been very disappointed that, in spite of 
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 1 community opposition, that the Santolina Master Plan moves 

 2 forward. 

 3 And so I have this handout here that I hope you look 

 4 at, and I actually have copies for every one of you.  Could 

 5 I give copies?  And so I don't know if you had heard, but 

 6 Paseo Del Volcan connected to Santolina Master Plan was 

 7 included in US PIRG's top 12 highway boondoggles of this 

 8 year.  Here is the report, and it mentions specifically 

 9 Western Albuquerque Land Holdings and the Santolina Master 

10 Plans, and this is very important information for the public 

11 and for you all to hear and read, and so that's the copy 

12 there, and the excerpt for New Mexico specifically is on the 

13 second and third page.  

14 And so what this report speaks to is the questionable 

15 highway projects nationwide that are costing taxpayers tens 

16 of billions of dollars, something that is not being 

17 discussed during this very important hearing, and so we do 

18 not have the luxury of wasting tens of billions of dollars 

19 on new highways of questionable value.  State and federal 

20 decision makers should reevaluate the need for projects 

21 profiled in this report and others that no longer make sense 

22 in an era of changing transportation needs.  And so I just 

23 really highly encourage all of you to read this report.  

24 There are reports that unfortunately do not get local media 

25 coverage or any coverage at all, but they are very 
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 1 important, top 12, top 12 highway boondoggles.  

 2 And can I just also remind people, one thing with APS, 

 3 because schools were on the topic today?  One last thing.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

 5 MS. NECOCHEA:  And so I just want to respectfully 

 6 remind to the Board, and especially because you have new 

 7 members, that back in March 2015, the APS School Board 

 8 unanimously passed a resolution that stated, "In this 

 9 resolution, the Albuquerque Public School District Board of 

10 Education requests that the Bernalillo County Commission 

11 deny this Level A master plan until the issues of school 

12 financing, transportation, water, and infrastructure have 

13 been adequately addressed."  That resolution to date has not 

14 been rescinded or revoked, and it still stands, and the 

15 major things that APS Board themselves brought to light was 

16 the amount of tax dollars that would be required, exactly 

17 $681 million that would be needed to build the schools in 

18 the Santolina Master Plan community, and that is not being 

19 addressed.  So I thank you for listening and for your work 

20 and dedication to this issue.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Any questions?  

22 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Travis.

23 MR. McKENZIE:  Hello.  Good afternoon.  My name is 

24 Travis McKenzie, 4015 Thaxton Avenue.  

25 I'd just like to reiterate some of the comments about 
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 1 the public comment and when it's heard.  I've been to 

 2 numerous of these hearings here and with the Bernalillo 

 3 County Commission, and it's very difficult.  We actually 

 4 marched here with over 350 people, and public comment was 

 5 moved to the end, so a lot of voices weren't heard.  So I'd 

 6 like to really just recommend that you take public comment 

 7 seriously and that make it easier for people to get here and 

 8 speak out.  It's also in the middle of a work week at 9:00 

 9 a.m.  A lot of our community members couldn't be here, me 

10 included.  I'm just running in here.  I'm running late to 

11 another work obligation because of this meeting, and I felt 

12 like it was really important to speak out.

13 Kind of similar sentiments, that I'm also disheartened 

14 by the way that this master plan keeps being talked about as 

15 already existing and already a great thing for our 

16 communities.  I think of the hundreds, if not thousands, of 

17 voices out there that are actively working against this 

18 master plan development and take the future of our land, 

19 water, and generations very seriously, and serious enough to 

20 come from all around New Mexico to testify against the 

21 master plan and this development.  

22 I'm a farmer.  I go down Bridge every day to go farm in 

23 Atrisco, and the traffic is unbelievably horrible, and if 

24 you think that this type of development won't have a 

25 negative effect on that, then I think we need to rethink 
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 1 that.  And as a taxpayer and as a member of this community, 

 2 I don't want to support this type of development.  I'd 

 3 rather see us take care of our already existing communities, 

 4 develop our already existing historic neighbors and 

 5 communities that greatly need our resources as taxpayers, as 

 6 citizens, as members of this County. 

 7 I just feel like there's a lot more work that needs to 

 8 be done in our already existing communities, and to waste 

 9 all this money with this new development isn't beneficial 

10 for our people, for our children, for our future 

11 generations.  And as a farmer, we take water very seriously, 

12 and this might sound great on paper, but when you think 

13 about real water and its future in our state, and -- we need 

14 to rethink this whole development plan and how it's going 

15 for effect our water use as farmers and people all up the 

16 Rio Grande.  Thank you.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Any questions?  Is 

18 that it?  

19 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  That's it.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  That's the end of the 

21 public comments.  Do we have anybody else?  Go ahead and 

22 come up, sir.  

23 MR. HYDE:  I'm Don Hyde.  I live at 4326 Pan 

24 American Freeway, Northeast, Number 300.  And, Chairman and 

25 Commissioners, I have very brief comments.  
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 1 I don't see how a large suburb on the West Side will 

 2 benefit our city.  What we need are jobs, locally generated 

 3 jobs through various parts of our city that lack those jobs.  

 4 We need locally generated jobs that meet our needs, 

 5 agriculture and other -- and other industries.

 6 One little -- oh, yeah, and I see that the projections 

 7 for County population growth and job growth due to the 

 8 Santolina development are very iffy.

 9 One little matter is there's -- I haven't seen anything 

10 in the plans regarding solid waste trucks.  The routes, are 

11 they all going to go down to the transfer station, or are 

12 they going to drop the trash at the ceja landfill?  I just 

13 didn't see anything about that.  I just want to -- my final 

14 comment is the City of Albuquerque does not need this 

15 development.  Thank you.  

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you very much.  Questions?  

17 Thank you.

18 Staff, closing comments.  Before Staff comes up, I just 

19 want to make sure that everybody understands that, 

20 especially the Commissioners here, that even though we're 

21 structured as to having different hearings for zoning and 

22 transportation, but if you, as a Commissioner, if you have 

23 any questions or you want anything brought up when we're 

24 going to have these other hearings, feel free to do it.  You 

25 know, we just trying to get through all the -- all the steps 
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 1 that we need to go through, and -- and, you know, the 

 2 public, too.  I know the public was asking if we could have 

 3 public comments before.  The only reason we have them after 

 4 the presentation is because they might want to comment on 

 5 what was said.  So, you know, that's something that's up to 

 6 the Commission, what we want to do, but our hearings are 

 7 always open.  We try to hear everybody's concerns.  

 8 And as far as bringing Santolina back up, it's not 

 9 something that we control.  People that have land have the 

10 right to apply for something, and we have to hear it here, 

11 and we have to make a decision or our recommendation to the 

12 County Commission.  So I want to thank everybody for 

13 participating, and I hope that we keep getting people in 

14 here, and especially the audience, giving us your concerns, 

15 so that we can make some good decisions up here.  So I 

16 appreciate you coming and let us know what you feel.

17 Staff, do you have anything else to say before we close 

18 this meeting?  

19 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Members of the 

20 Commission, I just wanted to say that there have been many 

21 good points raised today, comments, and suggestions, and 

22 that we are taking note of everything, and the issues that 

23 are being raised and there have always been some conditions 

24 of approval that were proposed, that we'll keep those in 

25 mind and suggestions that you've made, too, about involving 
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 1 APS more in this process.  We'll definitely work on that.  

 2 And this is the first of four special hearings.  The 

 3 next one will be on land use and zoning.  We will come back 

 4 to this issue under government and public service where 

 5 we'll talk more about services and -- and infrastructure, 

 6 including transportation.  So there will be an opportunity 

 7 to revisit this.  

 8 And then we also added an additional -- or we've 

 9 scheduled an additional hearing at the end that will allow 

10 for further discussion of any -- any outstanding issues and 

11 then for the Commission to decide how to proceed and where 

12 -- if there is a recommendation of approval, then some of 

13 the issues could be conditions -- conditions of approval.

14 So this is an involved process, and we're just taking 

15 it one step at a time.  This is the first step.  So we'll 

16 continue working through it, and I believe our Staff does 

17 not have any additional comments at this time, but we'll 

18 continue working on this.  So I stand for any questions.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  Commissioner.  

20 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.  Mr. Chair.  

21 Catherine, I have a question about public comment, and 

22 then I have -- I'm sorry, but I forgot to ask an important 

23 question of Mr. Meadows and maybe Mr. Strozier on the 

24 transportation system.

25 The question on public comment I had is when were the 
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 1 documents posted?  So there was only one written comment 

 2 that was in our file.  When did the public see everything 

 3 that we were presented?  Did they -- did they have time to 

 4 make written comment is my question?  

 5 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, in terms 

 6 of this process, since the initial submittal in January, 

 7 we've been adding documents onto the County website in terms 

 8 of the plans and the technical reports and the Staff 

 9 Reports.  In terms of for this particular hearing, the 

10 deadline for any written documents is eight days prior to 

11 the public hearings.  So that's when the documents would 

12 need to be submitted to us.

13 So the one document that came in, there was an attempt 

14 to send it to us, previous week.  Something happened, and 

15 that was the document that the gentleman read before that 

16 they contacted us a couple of days later and said that they 

17 were suspecting that the document hadn't been added, that we 

18 hadn't received it.  So based on what they sent us, and it 

19 showed they made an attempt, we did add it into -- into the 

20 -- into the record.  

21 We did post the documents for today's hearing last 

22 Tuesday, which is the general procedure right after the 

23 deadline that they're posted into Minitrack.  In this case 

24 we made an exception because the -- the agency, the 

25 organization that sent it was able to provide us with 
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 1 evidence for why we didn't get it.  So we did upload it, but 

 2 the normal procedure is the deadline is noon, eight days 

 3 before the hearing.  If the items are received after that, 

 4 then they would be carried forward into any subsequent 

 5 hearings.  

 6 MS. KELLY:  I just am thinking of one of the 

 7 concerns that the -- you know, has been raised about the 

 8 public's ability to attend these meetings could be 

 9 alleviated somewhat if we are sure that we were able to get 

10 written comments as part of our package.  So it just seems 

11 like the timing is tight, because if the documents were just 

12 posted last Tuesday and then they have to make their 

13 comments eight days before, they've got, you know -- am I -- 

14 am I right, that they only have like a day to review the 

15 materials and make comments?  I'm just asking the question, 

16 because I'm confused about -- 

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yeah.  Let me address that, 

18 because you know, our rule says that eight days on that, and 

19 the Commissioner does have a point here if they were done 

20 one day before the eight days, and as far as Santolina goes, 

21 because these are just hearings that we're having now, we're 

22 not making a final decision, I've been very lenient for 

23 people to bring documents and submit it to us for reading.  

24 On a regular meeting, when we're doing a regular case, 

25 normally that's not allowed, you know.  I mean, so -- but 
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 1 I've been able to -- but we need to address that, because I 

 2 mean, one day is not enough for people to send in documents.  

 3 So I think that the Staff needs to -- those recommendations 

 4 that are being put out -- or your documents, we should have 

 5 -- you know, people should have proper time to be able to 

 6 read it and to make comments, but what's the normal thing 

 7 that you do when you're -- when we have a case when you put 

 8 them on the website?  

 9 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that -- that has been 

10 the standard procedure, and I believe that also ties into 

11 our Ordinance.  But just to say, too, that when we send out 

12 Notice of Hearing letters, we do state that that's what the 

13 deadline is, but it also states that the Commission may also 

14 elect to accept additional documentation, so that if -- if 

15 people miss that deadline, then they can bring the documents 

16 to the hearing just like Dr. Necochea did today, that they 

17 were handed out at the hearing, but as far as making 

18 exceptions and adding them to Minitrack, we haven't -- you 

19 know, we have those declines that we usually follow, but 

20 just to say, too, that as soon as -- if there are submittals 

21 that are provided that we do -- especially for Santolina, 

22 because they take time, we have been trying to get them on 

23 the website as soon as they become -- as soon as they're 

24 submitted to us, so -- and even the Staff Report, also 

25 making sure that that gets posted.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I'll keep doing that, because 

 2 I know that -- you know, these are hearings, and some people 

 3 want -- but when they come up to the podium, I usually let 

 4 them submit for the record whatever they have if they want 

 5 to come to the meeting, you know, but that could be an issue 

 6 there, but that's the County Ordinance that we have our 

 7 goals to when people can submit for the record on our 

 8 presentations.

 9 Now, they can come to the meeting and speak on anything 

10 they want to, submit for the record anything, but normally 

11 on a case, a zoning case, we don't -- we don't want to get 

12 it up here, because we don't have time to read it before we 

13 make a decision, and those are -- this is kind of 

14 complicated because we're dealing with a different kind of 

15 procedure.  

16 MS. VEREECKE:  Right.  And I think there is a 

17 background to this, too, Mr. Chair, Commissioners, that 

18 where if things come in at the last minute, that it makes it 

19 difficult for us on Staff or any other individuals to -- to 

20 read them, so that -- and it works for us, too, that our 

21 Staff also needs to get additional documentation in by that 

22 time.  

23 If things are coming in the day before the hearing, 

24 then it's difficult for us to read them, but just to say, 

25 too, that if you wanted to make an exception for this 
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 1 particular case, given its complexity, that we -- if things 

 2 come in, we put -- and they're not posted on Minitrack, that 

 3 we -- if we had instructions to keep adding things up to the 

 4 time of the hearing, if that's going to be beneficial.  The 

 5 other side of things, too, is that it's not like there's 

 6 nothing available for review, because like I said, when 

 7 there is a submittal, we do try to, for this case, to make 

 8 sure that it's available on the website.  So things have 

 9 been on the website for a few weeks for this hearing today 

10 and even -- even before that.  Since January they have been 

11 available.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, and I don't think we -- you 

13 know, the rules that we have are the thing -- I mean, 

14 they're lenient.  What we're doing is -- and maybe Staff 

15 just needs to tell people that, hey, if you don't submit it 

16 within eight days, you have this other option.  Go to the 

17 meeting and submit it.  I mean, that's -- you know, and 

18 maybe we should just advise them of that, you know, because 

19 anybody that comes in here is going to be able to speak 

20 their two minutes, and if they have a document or something 

21 they want to -- they might not be able to read it all if 

22 it's a long document, but they can submit it for the record 

23 at the -- at the hearing so it will be in the record, but I 

24 think that it is kind of difficult, because everybody -- a 

25 project like this is -- everybody has different comments, 
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 1 you know, and we're just trying to accommodate everybody we 

 2 can.  

 3 Yes?  

 4 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, Members of the 

 5 Commission, this is not a big deal, but it's just something 

 6 that you may want to consider is, just for Roberts Rules of 

 7 Order purposes, is just taking a vote on how to do that 

 8 since it's the Commission acting as a body on receiving the 

 9 documents in a date -- in a way that's different than how we 

10 usually do it, and we can put it on the website, and that's 

11 how we'll receive documents that otherwise would be late.  

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, I think that -- I don't 

13 think we need a vote, because the rule's there, and 

14 everybody can read it.  What I'm saying is that at this 

15 public hearing anybody can speak, and they can submit 

16 anything for the record.  It doesn't mean that we're going 

17 to get it up here and read the whole thing.  So I don't want 

18 to change that rule, because then we're going to be changing 

19 rules everytime we have a meeting, but I think we can 

20 explain to the audience that they can -- there's another 

21 procedure if you want to get it into the record, and that's 

22 -- at that public hearing that they can do that.  They're 

23 entitled to speak, and if they have something in writing and 

24 want to submit it for the record, they can at that hearing.  

25 I'd rather leave it at that, because otherwise we'll be 
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 1 -- everytime we have a hearing, we'll be changing rules so 

 2 -- on there so -- okay.  There's a lady up here that's 

 3 raising her hand.  If you want to say something, would you 

 4 just come up to the microphone.  

 5 MS. HUBBARD:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I was late 

 6 for public comment.  I know it's hard to have a lot of 

 7 things, but I wanted to see if I could have my opportunity 

 8 to put in my two minutes.  

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  You have your two minutes.  

10 MS. HUBBARD:  Thank you.  My name is Elaine 

11 Hubbard.  I live on Escalante in the southwest part of the 

12 City, and what I wanted to say was after 2:00 p.m. 

13 on February 29th, WALH hand-delivered to the County Economic 

14 Development Office an application consisting of hundreds of 

15 pages seeking 40 tax increment development districts or 

16 TIDs.  Less than two days later at this, in front of you, on 

17 March 2nd, you guys set a schedule of various issues that 

18 would be dealt with, with the Santolina Master Plan Level B, 

19 which was also several hundred pages.  

20 Not included in that schedule was a discussion of the 

21 no net expense requirement at Level B.  Yet, section 7.2.2 

22 of the Development Agreement says that Level B analysis for 

23 subsequent development phases must also satisfy the no net 

24 expense.  That's included also in PCC requirements, section 

25 5.D, E, and F.  
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 1 Last year, Dr. Kelly O'Donnell analyzed the development 

 2 costs and benefits at Level A and found that the TIDs, if 

 3 added in, changed the equation so that the costs outweigh 

 4 the benefits, and it depended on whether it was for 75, 25, 

 5 or 50 percent of TIDs.  So rather than present the figures 

 6 to counter Dr. Kelly's testimony, those TIDs were moved off 

 7 the table.

 8 So as late as June 24th, WALH assured the County 

 9 Commission that TIDs were not being sought.  Given the 

10 preapplication meeting of December 11th referred to in the 

11 February 29th application, clearly TIDs were on the table 

12 less than six months later, and not one, but 40 TIDs.  

13 Actually they've always been seeking TIDs.  

14 The 2014 Development Agreement draft said the parties, 

15 "Understand that PIDs and TIDs will be required to complete 

16 the construction and development of the project."

17 Furthermore, TIDs are public consented.  The net 

18 positive impact projected by WALH is predicated on two 

19 highly erroneous presumptions:  One, the development of 

20 Santolina won't diminish development and economic growth 

21 elsewhere in the County, and two, TID development revenues 

22 are not public funds.  They are.  

23 So I would ask, please add another date or at least an 

24 agenda item to the schedule to evaluate the economic impacts 

25 in order -- with the requirements of the statutes, and two, 
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 1 finance the development of an independent economic model to 

 2 evaluate those impacts, and three, ensure that the provision 

 3 of infrastructure is not a net expense to the City, which is 

 4 required in your resolutions that were passed.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I appreciate, and I think 

 6 that those things don't come in front of us.  Those are 

 7 things that -- only people that can authorize those are the 

 8 County Commission.  So it's not -- it's not something that 

 9 we're going to hear at this level, and you're right on the 

10 Development Agreement.  The no net expense is in there as 

11 the agreement that they have between the County Commission 

12 and the developer at the Level A.  So those things are not 

13 -- that's not something that we're going to discuss at this 

14 hearing, ourselves, as a Planning Commission.  That's 

15 something that the County Commission, when it comes to 

16 Development Agreements and TIDs and those things, they are 

17 discussed over there.  They're not brought in front of us.  

18 MS. HUBBARD:  I respectfully disagree but -- 

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  So, Staff, you want to -- 

20 who -- I don't want to get into this too much, okay, but I 

21 just want to explain how this process works, and --

22 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I was just going to say 

23 that Commissioner Kelly had some additional questions, but 

24 Elaine, your point is well-taken, and certainly what will 

25 come out of this process if the Commission -- as we proceed 
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 1 further through this discussion is that there does need to 

 2 be some consideration of the no net expense requirement, and 

 3 for the Level A plan, the Commission did recommend a 

 4 condition of approval that the applicant shall demonstrate 

 5 that this development will be at no net expense to the 

 6 government, and I -- I know that that requirement will still 

 7 be there as this proceeds, but you're right, Commissioner 

 8 Chavez, that we would not be considering specific financial 

 9 elements of the Development Agreement.  That would take 

10 place at the time that the BCC would review this request.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  

12 And I hope that answers your question, and thank you 

13 for coming and -- 

14 MS. HUBBARD:  Thank you allowing me to speak.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- sending that to us, because we 

16 -- always wanting to learn this whole process, too, and it's 

17 kind of complicated.  So thank you.

18 MS. VEREECKE:  Commissioner Kelly, did you have a 

19 question for Richard?  

20 MS. KELLY:  I do, and it may not need to be 

21 answered today.  It's complicated, and I just did want to 

22 say something about the funding question that's just been 

23 brought up.  My question that I really didn't ask you or 

24 Mr. Strozier is there's this differentiation between the 

25 project infrastructure and system infrastructure.  How will 
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 1 proportionate share of those facilities be determined?  

 2 MR. MEADOWS:  Mr. Chair and Commissioner Kelly, we 

 3 don't know.  I think that's another item that would be in 

 4 the Development Agreement, but in what we presented today, 

 5 we did show you that some of the impacts of the development 

 6 are on -- within the development's side on site and some of 

 7 them are off site, and so that would correspond to those 

 8 project development costs as opposed to the system 

 9 development costs, and that would give you some idea as to, 

10 you know, how those would be handled, but as far as 

11 specifically how that kind of cost-sharing arrangement would 

12 happen, we don't -- we don't know.

13 MS. KELLY:  And I'm asking about usage.  I'm 

14 specifically saying usage instead of cost, because I know 

15 that that sets off different concerns.

16 MR. MEADOWS:  I see.

17 MS. KELLY:  But I think it's within our purview to 

18 think about the proportionate usage that's being described.

19 MR. MEADOWS:  Mr. Chair and Commissioner Kelly, I 

20 -- it may be possible to -- to break that down by what's the 

21 usage or the traffic that's generated that's on site as 

22 opposed to off site, and it may be possible to -- to come up 

23 with that kind of analysis.

24 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.  That could be important.

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Mr. Strozier.
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 1 MR. STROZIER:  Just I think to add onto that 

 2 Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Kelly, I think it's -- with that 

 3 map that we had that showed all the different points, many 

 4 of them that were outside of Santolina that have been 

 5 analyzed, I think part of that analysis is to look at the 

 6 usage as part of that.  What is Santolina's proportional 

 7 impact to those -- those facilities and what are the 

 8 mitigation requirements necessary to address those concerns?  

 9 And then what are the costs associated with that?  So that's 

10 part of that supplementary analysis that we've done, and 

11 that has then become, I think, the basis for some of those 

12 conversations relative to the Development Agreement where we 

13 start to assign responsibility.  It's -- you know, that's 

14 kind of where -- how that process works, but that is a part 

15 of the purpose of doing that additional level of analysis to 

16 those specific points, and then it's -- I believe it's also 

17 happening -- not just those points.  Those points tend to be 

18 the major intersections, but also then the links between 

19 some of those as well.  So those are -- those are part of 

20 the analysis that comes out of both the modeling and then 

21 that additional level of impact and study that's done.

22 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

23 MR. STROZIER:  Maybe we can bring -- one thing we 

24 might do is look at working with Richard and seeing if 

25 there's -- and Eric and see if there's a way to present that 
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 1 in a way that's not this thick that kind of summarizes what 

 2 the results of that analysis were.  I'm not sure how easy 

 3 that is to do, but we can look at whether or not that's 

 4 something that we could do and bring back to you all.

 5 MS. KELLY:  Okay.  Thanks.

 6 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So and the Development Agreement, 

 8 you know, it says nothing in this Development Agreement 

 9 shall commit the Commission or future commissions to public 

10 funding or financing mechanism.

11 MR. STROZIER:  Correct.  

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And that's what the Commission 

13 put out on their Development Agreement.  So as far as we're 

14 concerned here, that agreement is what we're looking at, and 

15 we have no authority to change that in any way, shape, or 

16 form, so I think -- but we can decide as to what is going 

17 into this place -- 

18 MS. KELLY:  Right.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- not -- and then who's going to 

20 pay to for it, that's beside -- it's either the developer or 

21 whatever agreement they make, but that shouldn't come into 

22 question to us as to what we want to see, this place or how 

23 we want to see it developed, so -- 

24 MS. KELLY:  Well, the Level A plan does state that 

25 the County, as part of the Level B review, can verify that 
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 1 the phases are consistent with the overall framework of 

 2 Level A, address housing and employment balance, provide a 

 3 funding strategy and outline the implementation of necessary 

 4 infrastructure and community facilities.  So even though we 

 5 might not be reviewing the details of the Development 

 6 Agreement, I think that we do have a role in discussing 

 7 funding strategies.  So I would agree with the last 

 8 speaker's point on part of what she said that --

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, and again, the Commission 

10 is the one that's going to decide, I mean, if they want to 

11 go into any kind of funding strategy.  I don't think that 

12 we, as Planning Commissioners, can recommend to the County 

13 Commission which way to go on the funding, because we're 

14 talking about monies, and -- you know, and we, as 

15 Commissioners here, I think we need to see what we want 

16 built out there, and -- you know, but when it comes to the 

17 financing, right now the County's saying the developer pays 

18 for everything unless they change their mind.  I guess 

19 that's between the developer and the Commission.  So I don't 

20 think that we need to get into the funding part of how 

21 they're going to look for funding or where they're going to 

22 get it or how it should be done, because we -- we have no 

23 authority to -- in any way -- in any way to recommend go get 

24 funding from the federal government, state government, or 

25 where it's going to come from.  I think it's -- so it might 
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 1 get into us looking at the project as to what we want to see 

 2 out there, and that part, we can.  We can recommend anything 

 3 that we -- the way we want it built, but I don't know if we 

 4 can get into the -- how they're going to pay for it.  So go 

 5 ahead.

 6 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  You know, I -- I would agree.  

 7 I don't think we get into the details of how those funding 

 8 streams work, but I think, my understanding, and please 

 9 correct me if I'm wrong, is that we do have to consider 

10 whether there's no net expense in the consideration of the 

11 recommendation up to the County Commission.  So is that the 

12 clarity necessary?  

13 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Chavez, 

14 that's correct.  That would need to be addressed.  

15 But just to address Commissioner Kelly's statement that 

16 there is Planned Communities Criteria that does say under 

17 government and public services, that there should be a 

18 discussion of strategy for funding and maintenance of public 

19 facilities and site including open space.  So the 

20 expectation is that when we get to -- to that hearing, that 

21 there would be a discussion of that.

22 MR. STROZIER:  Right.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And which hearing is that?  

24 MS. VEREECKE:  That would be -- Mr. Chair, 

25 Commissioners, that would be the third hearing.  So next we 
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 1 have land use and zoning, and then after that would be the 

 2 discussion of environment and open space and government and 

 3 public services.  So that would be on June 23rd.  

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So how -- what -- or what would 

 5 we be discussing on the funding?  

 6 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, there is a Planned 

 7 Communities Criterion that does request a discussion of 

 8 strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities at 

 9 the site, and then there's also one that refers specifically 

10 to the Development Agreement that probably would not -- 

11 would not be done or discussed by this Commission but 

12 instead would be -- would be considered by the County 

13 Commission if this Commission recommends approval and they, 

14 as part of their review, would be considering the Level B 

15 Development Agreement.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  In other words, this Commission 

17 could hear different areas on how to fund these projects, 

18 and we recommend to the County Commission?  Is that what 

19 you're saying or -- 

20 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, from what 

21 I'm reading here, at least the general strategy could be 

22 discussed, but then the specific agreement itself and 

23 assigning of particular responsibilities would be in the 

24 Development Agreement, but I mean, there is a fiscal study 

25 that has been provided with the application that I would 
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 1 expect would be discussed by this -- by this Commission 

 2 prior to approval, and then the strategy for funding, I 

 3 would think that the applicant would be willing to discuss 

 4 that strategy.

 5 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  So, and I -- 

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I just don't understand what that 

 7 strategy would be discussed with us when we have no 

 8 authority to fund anything, you know.

 9 MR. STROZIER:  I think -- I think from the no net 

10 expense standpoint, so the fiscal impact analysis really 

11 tries to address that question in -- in its macro state, and 

12 that is, what are the revenues associated with the project 

13 as it -- as it moves forward as compared to the cost 

14 associated with, and those are capital costs and operation 

15 maintenance costs, and the way they do that is they look at 

16 the County's budget and the different department budgets and 

17 how is that allocated on a per capita basis.  And so that's 

18 what the fiscal analysis does is attempt to address the no 

19 net expense.  There's specific probably strategies in terms 

20 of, you know, service area in terms of the impact fee, 

21 legislation, and how -- some of those -- it gets -- it 

22 starts to cross over into the Development Agreement.  I 

23 agree with you, Mr. Chair.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  To me no net expense means -- 

25 MR. STROZIER:  No net expense.  
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- no expense.  

 2 MR. STROZIER:  Right.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So that's -- when I read that, it 

 4 says, "No net expense."  So it means no expense.  So I -- 

 5 you know, I don't know what there is to -- to discuss in 

 6 that area.

 7 MR. STROZIER:  So it's a balance between the 

 8 revenues and the costs associated with -- with the project 

 9 and what I think that the current fiscal analysis shows is 

10 that there's a surplus.  So there's -- there's more revenues 

11 in the equation than there are costs, and so -- but the 

12 Development Agreement gets into the nitty-gritty of more for 

13 this type of project, how is that handled.  For another type 

14 of project, how is that -- how are all those things come 

15 together, and how are those relationships set up moving 

16 forward, and so there -- we will address it with you at the 

17 June hearing, and -- and I just want to remind everyone that 

18 that fiscal analysis was part of our application, and it is 

19 available as part of the technical reports that support the 

20 project.  So if you haven't had a chance to look at that, 

21 it's probably worth taking a look at.  Thank you.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And again, Commissioners, we have 

23 agendas, but you, as a Commissioner, can bring anything up 

24 in these hearings, so that's a right that every Commissioner 

25 has.  So appreciate it, for bringing that up, and you know, 
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 1 a lot of these things that we need to clear up, because the 

 2 audience wants to know.  We want to know, and I'm sure the 

 3 developer wants to know, too, and when this thing goes up to 

 4 the County Commission, we want to send them a clean 

 5 document, whatever we're recommending.  Thank you very much.  

 6 Is there anything else, Staff?  That's it?  

 7 MS. VEREECKE:  That's it.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Our next meeting is on May the 

 9 26th in this chamber here, no?  

10 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that's correct, and we 

11 will get the word out, too.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  And then our next -- our 

13 meeting after that is June the 23rd, and then our final 

14 meeting, when we're going to decide a recommendation is July 

15 the 21st, so this meeting -- do I have a motion to adjourn?  

16 MS. SERNA:  So moved.

17 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Second.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Second.  All those in favor 

19 signify by saying aye.

20 COMMISSION:  Aye.

21 (Note:  Hearing adjourned at 12:30 p.m.) 

22
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 1 (Note:  Hearing in session at 9:07 a.m.)

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Call this meeting to order.

 3 MR. GRADI:  Good morning, Chairman Chavez, Members 

 4 of the Planning Commission.  Today's hearing is a -- one of 

 5 a series of special hearings dedicated to the Sanatoria 

 6 Level A Master Plan.  Today's hearing will concentrate 

 7 primarily with land-use issues, and our staff is here to 

 8 present and also to answer any questions regarding the 

 9 land-use portion, the land-use criteria in the planned 

10 communities criteria as it relates to the Level B plan.  

11 The next hearing for this case will be June 23rd, 

12 moving along with the adopted agenda for the Level B plan.  

13 Staff is here prepared to present, and I stand for any 

14 questions.  There are no proposed changes to the Agenda.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions of Staff?  If not, 

16 we'll move on to approval of the Minutes for April the 27th.

17 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman, I had one correction.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

19 MS. KELLY:  I gave it to Julian already.  He had 

20 one of the speakers labeled "Hubbard," and it's "Hebard."  I 

21 gave him the spelling.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

23 MS. KELLY:  And with that I would move approval.

24 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Second.  

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Second.  All those in favor 
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 1 signify by saying aye.  

 2 COMMISSION:  Aye.  

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Opposed?  Motion carries.  

 4 Staff.

 5 MS. VEREECKE:  Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members 

 6 of the Commission.  My name is Catherine VerEecke, and I 

 7 have been the case planner for Santolina for the last few 

 8 years, and as you are aware, this is the second in a series 

 9 of hearings for the Level B Master Plan that was submitted 

10 back in January, and just to preface this by saying, too, 

11 that this is a work in progress, and we're in the process of 

12 reviewing the document piece by piece and getting some 

13 comments at each stage and then continuing to work through 

14 the revisions to the plan.  So we still have two more 

15 sessions after this.

16 So today we're going to focus on land use.  I did hand 

17 out an order of speakers.  So everyone seems to have agreed 

18 to that and, again, to -- to emphasize the complexity of 

19 this plan.  That's why we're breaking it out into sections 

20 and to say, too, that we are going to try to cover as much 

21 as we can today but, you know, without really getting bogged 

22 down in all of the details, and that's where staff has been 

23 working with the agent to try to work through the plan.

24 So this hearing is focused on land use and zoning.  As 

25 I said, the second of four hearings.  The first one was on 
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 1 transportation.  So that took place a month ago.  And the 

 2 land-use and zoning component was included in the initial 

 3 Level B plan.  So we did mention that in the first general 

 4 hearing that we had and that it is to be developed in 

 5 accordance with the Level A plan that was approved by the 

 6 County Commission last year.  So this is really building out 

 7 or getting into more of the details that were approved last 

 8 year as opposed to actually approving the plan.

 9 So what I have here is the Level A plan that was 

10 approved.  I think you're all familiar with it.  In this 

11 presentation, I'll go over what was first presented in the 

12 plan in January and then to talk about the changes that have 

13 been made, again, focusing on land use and then what appear 

14 to be the outstanding issues that need to be addressed 

15 between now and when this process wraps up in July.

16 And, as I said, this is -- this is obviously -- and 

17 it's becoming clear to us as we're reviewing it, that this 

18 is obviously complex plan, and particularly when you get to 

19 land use and zoning, there are a lot of details that have to 

20 be worked through so just to preface that.  

21 So for Level B, and that is the Level B plan, this is 

22 4,243 acre site that is being developed or worked on in 

23 conjunction with two elements that we've considered before.  

24 One of them is that the development has a maximum overall 

25 gross density of three dwelling units per acre and a goal 
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 1 over time of achieving a two-to-one jobs-to-housing ratio, 

 2 and that was part of the Level A approval.  These 

 3 requirements relate to or come from the Planned Communities 

 4 Criteria and also the Comprehensive Plan Reserve Area 

 5 policies and also the conditions of approval for the Level A 

 6 plan. 

 7 So for this plan, the goal is to have an approximate 

 8 population of 23,178 residents in about 9,400 dwelling units 

 9 and with a forecast of about 31,000 jobs.  So that's the 

10 goal that's being carried through in this plan and really 

11 drives a lot of what is in the land-use plan.  

12 So as you may have seen as you're reviewing this plan, 

13 the Level B plan includes the town center, which is here, 

14 and actually -- this is actually the revised -- the revised 

15 plan -- includes a town center, residential -- residential 

16 and commercial areas, a portion of the urban center here, 

17 and then an employment center and an industrial and a 

18 business park here.  So, like I said, this is done to be 

19 consistent with what was approved for the Level A plan.  

20 And then you can look at it, calculate the acres 

21 related to this.  The road network has been added and -- and 

22 some additional details.

23 So there is zoning proposed for this Level B -- in the 

24 Level B plan that would correspond with the general land 

25 uses, but then there are also some variations proposed 
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 1 within the zones associated with particular site 

 2 characteristics such as high density being allowed along 

 3 major roads, along with commercial developments that may 

 4 vary in terms of their scale or their intensity.

 5 So in the January version of the plan, the applicant 

 6 began to develop specific features of the zones to include 

 7 land use -- specific land uses and then also requirements 

 8 such as setbacks, density, parking, landscaping, and other 

 9 features that are normally included in zoning, zoning codes.

10 So in some ways the zones resemble the County 

11 non-residential zones such as industrial, commercial, high 

12 intensity commercial, lower intensity commercial, but then 

13 they also differed in terms of having three residential 

14 zones that allow for different density.  So that would be 

15 high, medium, and low density, which we don't have in County 

16 zoning.

17 So the initial comments for the January plan were 

18 provided, and there were a number of comments such as 

19 whether or not enough detail had been provided for land use 

20 and for density, for phasing, for the open space network, 

21 ensuring that the three dwelling unit per acre maximum 

22 density is maintained, how the jobs-to-housing ratio will be 

23 achieved.  There were also comments related to zoning, and 

24 all of those were included in the Staff Report.

25 So on May 6th, the applicant's agent submitted 
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 1 additional documents in response to Staff and agency 

 2 comments, and -- and there have been several discussions 

 3 between the applicant's agents and Staff, and also MRCOG has 

 4 been involved in the discussion and particularly concerned 

 5 with zoning where there has been a lot of progress with the 

 6 land-use component, but where there have been a number of 

 7 questions about the zoning.

 8 So -- and this was included in the Staff Report.  It 

 9 was part of an attachment.  This is what we all received on 

10 Staff.  So it includes -- the resubmittal that we got 

11 earlier this month includes some changes to the language in 

12 the land-use chapter.  There also is a discussion related to 

13 density, revision to the maximum density allowed but 

14 assurances that the density will not exceed the three 

15 dwelling units per acre.  That was one of the concerns that 

16 we had.  

17 There's additional text related to phasing and also to 

18 address the comment about is this the only Level B plan or 

19 if there will be a series of Level B plans.  So there is a 

20 statement that, yes, there will be other Level B plans to 

21 fill in the other areas that are not shown here.  So there 

22 -- there has been an attempt to address Staff comments in 

23 this resubmittal, and there are -- there's also a revised 

24 chapter for zoning.  So the whole chapter has been 

25 resubmitted with substantial changes to the zoning.
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 1 So this is the revised land-use map.  Some of the 

 2 changes -- and, again, there has been a lot that has been 

 3 done with this, so I'm just giving you an overview.  Some of 

 4 the changes that have been made is there -- is an additional 

 5 variation in land use in the town center.  So rather than 

 6 just being town center commercial, there is also a mixed-use 

 7 area that has been added.  That's -- that's in pink here.  

 8 Additional changes have been made to the urban center 

 9 in terms of the land uses allowing the potential for office 

10 and institutional uses.  There is also location of potential 

11 schools identified on the land-use map.  They're shown as 

12 asterisks.  And then additional roads have been added that 

13 kind of define some of the neighborhoods or the areas, and 

14 that -- that was one of the concerns that we all have had 

15 is, like, can there be more definition to these areas that 

16 are being created, more definition, more character, more 

17 details on density, land use.  So there has been an attempt 

18 to do that.  

19 And another element related to the land use is that 

20 there's more information provided on zoning.  So where the 

21 land-use map may not cover everything, that more of the 

22 details are provided in the zoning chapter, which in effect 

23 is becoming like a Santolina zoning ordinance.  Like we have 

24 the County Zoning Ordinance, Santolina will have its own 

25 zoning ordinance that in some ways will tie into the 
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 1 County's ordinance.  Then, in other ways, it will have its 

 2 own elements related to the specific characteristics of the 

 3 community.

 4 So there is a new land-use map.  There's also a zoning 

 5 map that has been provided.  This is a new element, and it 

 6 shows where the specific zones in the Santolina zoning will 

 7 be, including town center, urban center, low density, medium 

 8 density residential, neighborhood commercial in the light 

 9 pink, and then business park, business park, and industrial, 

10 and business park.

11 So these are the main zones that are provided, and this 

12 potentially is what we would be mapping in the County's Zone 

13 Atlas.  And where then somebody comes in with property 

14 they're interested in, they would look at this map, and then 

15 they would refer to the specific zone in the code and what 

16 the land uses are, what the area requirements are, the 

17 design requirements, would all -- would all be provided.  

18 So there are revisions to the zoning chapter including 

19 a new introduction about how to use this additional 

20 requirements for design, a mixed use -- mixed-use type of 

21 use that has been added in some of the zones.  Many changes 

22 have been made to the zoning chapter in terms of the 

23 language, additional uses, clarification that Staff had 

24 requested before, more -- more details have been added to 

25 the specific zones, particularly in terms of the town center 
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 1 and the urban center, which are designed to be areas of 

 2 mixed use.  So there's more information on that.  

 3 And then there's also a section with general design 

 4 standards and a section for signage, which hadn't been 

 5 provided with the January submittal.  Now, we have it.  Now, 

 6 we are reviewing it.  There's also a matrix in the packet 

 7 that provides the applicant's response to Staff's comments 

 8 and how they have been justified.

 9 So Staff has reviewed this as best we could given the 

10 limited timeframe, and there are some comments that have 

11 been provided.  They are in the Staff Report.  MRCOG, the 

12 Water Utility Authority, Public Works have provided 

13 comments.  These are in Accela, the Accela comments, and 

14 also in the report, and they do indicate that there is 

15 progress being made for the land use and zoning chapter and 

16 that work is ongoing between Staff, agency, and the agents, 

17 but there are still some questions related to this section, 

18 such as the level of detail.  We still feel that more 

19 details need to be provided for land use and also for 

20 phasing, density allocation.  Jobs-to-housing may need some 

21 additional work between now and the time that this is 

22 finally considered, and we're certainly willing to continue 

23 the work with the agent.  

24 But one response that we have suggested is that there 

25 may need to be more work related to the Planned Communities 
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 1 Criteria in terms of identification of land use by parcel, 

 2 the acreage of the individual areas, more of the village 

 3 characteristics, the neighborhood characteristics, also, a 

 4 more specific discussion related to the open space system 

 5 and how it's going to be conveyed and maintained.  

 6 There is a lot of information on design.  We're still 

 7 in the process of reviewing that to see if what they've 

 8 provided is appropriate, and Juanita is going to talk more 

 9 specifically about some of the areas of the zoning that we 

10 feel still need to have some work.

11 So just to summarize this discussion, it would appear 

12 that more specific details are -- should be required both on 

13 the maps and in the narrative following the Planned 

14 Communities Criteria.  More work needs to be done in terms 

15 of mapping so that this is at the level where we can, after 

16 this Level B plan is approved, that we can go and map it, 

17 that these will become the actual zones, and there's a 

18 question if this is detailed enough to be mapped, if -- and 

19 if this is what the applicant wants, they may need to come 

20 back again as they become more specific in terms of their 

21 plans.  

22 For instance, if they want to have office and 

23 institutional or neighborhood commercial or industrial uses 

24 more -- more specific than what is on this map, then it may 

25 require an additional amendment. So that this is time that 
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 1 may be they can consider and work with Staff to see if this 

 2 is at the right level or if more work needs to be done on 

 3 it, and we're certainly willing to continue that discussion, 

 4 but just to say, there's definitely a lot of progress that 

 5 has been made.  

 6 And I think I've listed the various comments related to 

 7 Planned Communities Criteria, density, land use, zoning, 

 8 open space.  More work should be done related to those, and 

 9 hopefully by July, that will be to the point where we've 

10 worked further along with this, particularly in terms of the 

11 zoning, that it's a zoning ordinance or part of the County 

12 Zoning Ordinance that we all feel comfortable working with 

13 it and that the public and developers, if they buy property 

14 within this, that -- and our Staff, that we all feel 

15 comfortable working with this.

16 We would also welcome the comments and questions of the 

17 CPC.  I know you've all been working on this, and this is 

18 kind of a work in progress.  So this is where we're taking 

19 in all the comments, and we'll go back and continue working 

20 on it.  So with that, Mr. Chair, I stand for questions, but 

21 next up will be Juanita Garcia, the Zoning Administrator and 

22 she's going to talk more specifically about comments for the 

23 zoning.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Do we have any questions of Staff 

25 at this point?  Thank you.
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 1 Okay.  Go ahead.

 2 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair.  

 3 Catherine, what did -- how do you interpret 

 4 "identification by parcel"?  What does that -- what is a 

 5 parcel?  

 6 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, my 

 7 interpretation of that would be that the specific zoning 

 8 districts need to be ready to map in -- in the Zoning -- you 

 9 know, the County Zone Atlas, and that would be require the 

10 -- that would require platting of those -- of those parcels 

11 or of those zoning districts.  That would be my 

12 interpretation.  

13 You could say at this stage they need to have the whole 

14 thing platted into individual residential lots, and I think 

15 that -- that would be very difficult.  That's really a 

16 little bit beyond what we're doing, but at least to the 

17 level of zoning districts, perhaps like this or -- and 

18 that's actually a good question.  We also thought that roads 

19 need to be shown on the zoning map and that those -- perhaps 

20 those individual areas that it seems like they're being 

21 created in potential neighborhoods or commercial areas, that 

22 those would probably be the next type of tracts that would 

23 be mapped in this process, but in order to map the zoning, 

24 we do need to have parcels at some level, but that's a good 

25 question, too, because we should also have the acreage of 
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 1 those tracts, and -- and the tracts should be identified at 

 2 this stage and how big they are, and then are there any 

 3 specific characteristics of the districts that are being 

 4 created, and I'm thinking that's -- that's what the Planned 

 5 Communities Criteria is saying.

 6 Now, they -- these are policies.  They're not rules.  

 7 They're not, you know, scientific, quantitative, measurable 

 8 elements, and that's where we all interpret them, but I 

 9 think they're good guidelines that we're trying to follow in 

10 this process and where, you know, we all can look at this 

11 and make sure that this is coming in at the appropriate 

12 level.  I'm sure that the agent will also have something to 

13 say about it.  

14 MS. KELLY:  Do you have the acreages of the town 

15 center and the urban center?  I'm just -- for scale?  

16 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, so 

17 for the information that I have and some of this may be 

18 changing a little bit as they're making slight modifications 

19 to the plan, but it will need to be finalized eventually.  

20 The data that I have shows that the -- the town center is 

21 approximately 570 acres.  The urban center is approximately 

22 238 acres.  That would be this area here.  So the 

23 residential would be approximately 1,600 acres.  And that 

24 would include some neighborhood commercial within it.  This 

25 business park is 195 acres.  This industrial business park 

TR- 15
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 is 671 acres, and then the open space is about 760 acres, 

 2 and I think I also had a chart in the -- in the Staff 

 3 Report, but just for your information so you can figure out 

 4 roughly how that -- how that calculates.  

 5 So one of the -- one of the justifications for both the 

 6 Level A and the Level B plan is that there is a substantial 

 7 amount of land allocated to non-residential uses and also to 

 8 open space, so -- 

 9 MS. KELLY:  My -- my concern is just with the size 

10 of the various zoning categories, and you know, I -- it's a 

11 tremendous amount of material that we've just received and 

12 you've just received regarding changes to the plan, changes 

13 to the proposed zoning and the zone map, but from this 

14 point, if the zoning is approved, it goes straight to 

15 platting, which becomes very technical.  I mean, they have 

16 to know exactly what streets, the widths, terrain 

17 management, densities.  So these are very large areas to -- 

18 I'm just struggling with that, so -- 

19 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, 

20 that's correct, and for this plan it is getting to the point 

21 now where the details do need to be worked out, and we see 

22 the complexity of it, too.  We are working through it bit by 

23 bit.

24 MS. KELLY:  Well, when -- when we started into 

25 these meetings, our understanding was that the 
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 1 transportation component was pretty much ready to be 

 2 discussed, and it's -- there's a lot of outstanding issues 

 3 there based on the transportation meeting.  I guess I'm just 

 4 worried that we're looking at it piecemeal, because it's 

 5 changing every meeting quite a bit.  Did you -- did the 

 6 applicant work with you guys and the other agencies a lot 

 7 before submittal?  

 8 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, there 

 9 were a few meetings, but we recognize that this is -- it's 

10 an ongoing process, and that's why he have spread it out 

11 over a period of time, but just to go back to say that what 

12 we're working with is what was approved under the Level A 

13 plan, and we're coming back and working out the details of 

14 the more specific Level B plan, and it's still generally 

15 consistent with what was submitted in January, but we are -- 

16 we're working out the details, recognizing how important it 

17 is to have everything correct, that it can be used when 

18 specific developments come in, which would be the level -- 

19 the Level C, but we -- you know, given the limited time, we 

20 haven't had -- and where we're going from section to section 

21 where we recognize we'll still need to have a number of 

22 discussions with -- with the applicant's agents to make sure 

23 that specific details are worked out.

24 MS. KELLY:  Thank you, Catherine.

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is that it?  Anybody else?  Thank 
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 1 you very much.

 2 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, next we have Juanita 

 3 Garcia.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

 5 MS. JUANITA GARCIA:  Good morning, Mr. Chair, 

 6 Commissioners.  My name is Juanita Garcia, and I'm the 

 7 Zoning Administrator for Bernalillo County.  

 8 And I just wanted to discuss what I found in the 

 9 chapter that or the -- the chapter that's been submitted for 

10 zoning, and just to state that we have been working with the 

11 applicant.  The applicant did approach us early on to have 

12 us review, have me review the specific chapter that deals 

13 with the specific language pertaining to zoning, and so I 

14 did review the chapter before it was actually submitted and 

15 gave comments, my concerns.  At that point, it seemed like a 

16 really, really raw rough draft or a draft of it, and so it 

17 was conveyed by the applicant that there were some elements 

18 that were still missing and that they were still working on.  

19 And so I understood that, and so I gave them some direction 

20 as to what I thought should be in the second draft.

21 So the second draft that was submitted for the May -- 

22 on May, or beginning of May was reviewed against, and what I 

23 noticed is that some of the issues or some of the comments 

24 or concerns that I had in regards to the original draft were 

25 addressed, but I also found that there was additional 
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 1 language that was submitted by the applicant that needed 

 2 another review, and so that then creates another round of, 

 3 you know, questions, concerns.  So -- so we're going to 

 4 continue to work with the applicant.

 5 We were strategizing yesterday on how to do this, and 

 6 so we're just going to have to go page by page, section by 

 7 section and identify what -- what the issues are, what the 

 8 questions are, and then work with the applicants to try to 

 9 tighten up the language a little.

10 So what I have found in this particular chapter is that 

11 the -- you know, the mini zoning code is structured in that 

12 it has definitions, and what I found in that, some of the 

13 definitions are unnecessary, because the Zoning Code does -- 

14 or this Level B plan does refer you to the Zoning Code.  If 

15 it's silent, it does refer to the Bernalillo County Zoning 

16 Code, so we do know if it's not mentioned in this plan, then 

17 we do -- we do fall back to the Zoning Code, and so but I 

18 did find some definitions in there that were already in the 

19 Zoning Code, so we don't need to list it here.  We could 

20 fall back on them, and so I'm just thinking that anything 

21 that's listed in -- under definition should be new uses or 

22 new definitions above and beyond what's in the Zoning Code.

23 I also found the structure to be a little bit confusing 

24 to me.  There are -- usually when you see a sector plan or a 

25 Zoning Code, the way it's usually structured is you find the 
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 1 individual zone categories, and then within those zone 

 2 categories, you'll find permissive uses, conditional uses, 

 3 or prohibited uses, and then at the bottom of each those 

 4 zone categories, you'll find what the lot-size requirements 

 5 are, what the setback requirements, height requirements, 

 6 parking, open space requirements, the general development 

 7 standards that are required for that specific zone.

 8 So what I found a little bit of was that they were 

 9 proposing to put like all of the general requirements in one 

10 section that apply to several zones, but then later on when 

11 you went into the commercial zones, you found some of the 

12 standards still underneath each of the -- each of the zones, 

13 so there was inconsistency in terms of how it was 

14 structured, which I think can be confusing to some, and so I 

15 think it should be one way or -- one way and one way all the 

16 way.

17 And what I also found was that, you know, because this 

18 is a unique area, I understand that the applicant is wanting 

19 to do something a little bit beyond what we have in the 

20 County.  Makes sense to me, and so what's being incorporated 

21 into this plan are uses that you'd find in the City, which 

22 may work out here in this area as well, and so -- so there's 

23 a little bit, you know, mending that's needing to happen to 

24 incorporate some of the language that's in the City's 

25 ordinance into this -- this sector plan.  I mean, you still 
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 1 have sections that are referencing city policies or policies 

 2 agencies, and so, I mean, I can't blame anybody for that.  

 3 I've done that myself, too.  So, you know, we borrow 

 4 language, and so you got to make sure that it's consistent 

 5 with our section, our folks.  So I found a little bit of 

 6 that, too.

 7 I also found that there were some generally standards 

 8 in regards to building and site design, and then signage, I 

 9 found the signage section to be a little bit different.  I 

10 see what they're trying to do, because they're trying to 

11 apply a whole set of signage regulations, but they're not 

12 specifying which zone category that applies to.  So, for 

13 example, the town center zone or the commercial zone or 

14 urban center, they seem to have a whole set -- a set of sign 

15 regulations that pertain to, I would assume, to all the 

16 commercial zones, and it just seems to me that signage 

17 should probably be a little bit more unique for each of the 

18 zones.  There's usually a level of zones, you know, 

19 residential zones, as Catherine mentioned.  You have 

20 low-density zones.  Then you have the medium, and the high 

21 density.  Well, the same is true for the commercial uses in 

22 that you've got low-intense zones, such as the office zone, 

23 which then leads into, you know, a heavier industrial-type 

24 zone.  

25 And so everything in between that is going to be, you 
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 1 know, varied, and so you should have the expectation that 

 2 you'd have different sign requirements for each of the those 

 3 zones.  You know, the office zones or the commercial zones, 

 4 which would be expected to be next to residential zones 

 5 would be less intense in terms of size and height, you know, 

 6 shouldn't be the same as something you would allow in a 

 7 heavy commercial zone or -- or a community commercial zone 

 8 where it's in a town center where there's expected to be 

 9 more industrial uses or more -- more non-residential uses.

10 So I think that could be worked on a little bit more.

11 I think what else needs to be worked on and needs to be 

12 clarified a little bit more is a process in terms of, you 

13 know, what -- what is a process.  So we -- if we adopt this, 

14 does that mean that they can go straight to building permit?  

15 Are there certain uses that require a site development plan 

16 approval by the CPC?  We normally -- we don't have the 

17 systems set up here in the County where we can just have a 

18 site development plan approved by -- by the CPC.  It has to 

19 actually go to the BCC, and that's only under a special use 

20 permit.

21 In the City they do have the process where you can have 

22 a site development plan approved only by the CPC and not by 

23 the EPC and not by City Council, and so we don't -- but we 

24 don't have that structure here.  Not to say that we 

25 couldn't.  You know, we'd have to entertain that, look at 
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 1 that, make sure that that is still, you know, within our -- 

 2 your authority to do, but it just seems like there would be 

 3 some development that probably should still go through some 

 4 sort of site development plan review and approval, and so 

 5 we've got to try to figure that out as well.

 6 And then there's also still the need for some special 

 7 use permits.  If you look at Section 18 the Zoning Code, 

 8 you'll find that there are some uses in there that could be 

 9 placed within this area that should still be reviewed by the 

10 special use permit process.  And so the applicant has 

11 identified those types of -- specific types of special use 

12 permits that are not appropriate for the area, and we are in 

13 agreement with those, with that list, but we also need to 

14 identify where that would -- where those special use permits 

15 would be appropriate.  And so we need to finalize that as 

16 well.  

17 So I did have some concerns regarding the land-use map, 

18 and I know that Ms. VerEecke was saying that we need more 

19 and more specificity, and I'm thinking the opposite.  My 

20 concern is that if we list all of these uses that are -- 

21 that are identified here and then something happens where 

22 the applicant or the developer actually determines that, 

23 "Well, it's not going to be appropriate to have a school 

24 here after all," which is what's identified with this blue 

25 little star, somebody could argue, well, then that requires 
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 1 an amendment to the Level B plan.  

 2 I just believe that the zone category should identify 

 3 what uses are allowed in that area, and so there should be 

 4 an expectation as to what use could -- could occur in that 

 5 area, and so I'm not in favor of having too many specific 

 6 uses identified under the land-use map, because I can see 

 7 that since this is a really new development and the 

 8 developer is not sure of what is going to develop in these 

 9 areas, that we should -- we should still be pretty general 

10 in terms of what land uses could occur in some of these 

11 areas.

12 And so I think with that, I -- I don't have anything 

13 else to add, unless you have any specific questions.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Questions of Staff?  

15 MS. JUANITA GARCIA:  Thank you.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

17   Do we have MRCOG here?  And who else do you have, 

18 Staff?  

19 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, we do 

20 have other Staff here if anyone has questions.  Otherwise, 

21 we have MRCOG.  Andrew.

22 MR. GINGRICH:  Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members 

23 of the Commission.  My name, again, is Andy Gingrich.  I'm 

24 here on behalf of the Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning 

25 Organization.  
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 1 To -- maybe to start but what might be best is to just 

 2 kind of chronical kind of much what our initial concerns 

 3 were in that initial letter that we submitted and then 

 4 convey kind of the meetings that we've had and what's 

 5 changed since then and then maybe talk about some remaining 

 6 comments, concerns.

 7 There are kind of two basic areas I could talk about.  

 8 The first would be zoning.  I think Ms. VerEecke has done a 

 9 very good job of overviewing, the changes that have happened 

10 there.  And then later, I'll leave the phasing discussion to 

11 the -- to the end here.

12  In the MPOs major concern with the original phasing, 

13 it has to do the activity centers primarily enabling them or 

14 ensuring that they do become mixed use, walkable 

15 environments, and those are really critical for 

16 transportation issues, because they put services accessible 

17 to people by different, you know, walkable distances or in 

18 closer proximity to where people live.  They also provide 

19 potential gathering points for the future transit service 

20 there, and so we wanted to ensure that those environments 

21 were able to develop in the zoning, given the zoning, in a 

22 way that would foster that.  

23 And the Level A plan, it did kind of refer to 

24 transit-oriented development and mixed-use and form-based 

25 kinds of ways of regulating land-use development that could 
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 1 have a lot of bearing on pedestrian environment and these 

 2 kind of environments.  

 3 So we weren't sure that what was originally submitted 

 4 would be able to even necessarily achieve those or, more 

 5 important, wouldn't describe them to the level of detail 

 6 that we would have liked to see.  And then also there was 

 7 concerns about the size of the proposed education facilities 

 8 being in an urban environment.  

 9 Another concern was that the town center has kind of a 

10 lot of different uses, including, like, things that could be 

11 associated more with highway development or big box kinds of 

12 stores, and you know, it's -- have this many people, we're 

13 going to need some of those, but there also was descriptions 

14 about a town plaza and a pedestrian mixed-use environment, 

15 and we're not sure that those two mix that well.

16 We were part of the meeting, I think it was April 28th, 

17 if I remember correct, with the County Staff and the 

18 applicant, and we talked about some of these issues.  They 

19 made some changes before that, and they made some changes 

20 after that, and those were -- those did reflect a lot of our 

21 concerns.  They put a design guideline section in the -- in 

22 the chapter that did articulate better the kinds of 

23 environments that should exist in certain areas, 

24 relationship of building to the street and so forth.  So we 

25 really appreciate that.  We appreciate being part of that 
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 1 meeting, and in general things are moving in a good 

 2 direction.

 3 So some of our kind of remaining requests for some of 

 4 the zoning, for the zoning chapter, we're -- we would like a 

 5 minimum pedestrian connectivity standard, which is, you 

 6 know, almost achieved just by the nature of their grid 

 7 system and their trail system, but we think that a quarter 

 8 mile of pedestrian access standard would be -- would be 

 9 beneficial.  

10 In the activity centers themselves, there are a lot of 

11 allowable uses, and in order to kind of bolster those areas, 

12 they -- they would need a certain amount of density, and I 

13 know that this is maybe even in conflict with the overall 

14 density concerns of -- in Santolina for the PCC 

15 requirements, but ensuring that there aren't low density 

16 developments within those centers and making sure those 

17 centers do develop in a little bit more high density, urban 

18 kinds of characters -- characteristics.  We're interested in 

19 the possibility of maybe a minimum density standard in some 

20 of those zones, within the village centers and the urban 

21 center, the pedestrian part of the town center.  

22 And also in the commercial zones, there was some 

23 potential to develop high-density residential in the -- in 

24 the village centers, and our concern about that, even though 

25 we do prefer that there be high -- it would be density in 
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 1 and around the centers is that we do also want to preserve 

 2 some of those nonresidential uses in the centers also.  So 

 3 we want to make sure that those -- that the commercial areas 

 4 and the non-residential uses aren't -- don't fill up with 

 5 residential uses, because that's happened on the West Side 

 6 in other areas where the commercial hasn't come through, and 

 7 then little by little, it's kind of zoned -- zoning has been 

 8 changed to allow residential to move into those areas that 

 9 are kind of set aside for commercial, for other 

10 non-residential uses.

11 But the applicant's communicated well with us, that 

12 they're willing to continue to work on these issues with us 

13 in future drafts.  So I don't want to get too into the meat, 

14 because there should -- there -- as indicated, that there 

15 would be a future draft, and that also -- you know, that if 

16 there weren't diagrams and matrices that would kind of 

17 define the guideline section, I think that would help 

18 everyone understand the intention of the design guidelines 

19 section also.

20 So in terms of phasing, I think maybe it's best to go 

21 back again and talk about the original concerns and then 

22 talk about what's happened since then.

23 Originally, the concern of our MPO was -- had to do 

24 really with the size of the Level B area and the phasing 

25 strategy, because the Level B submittal comes with -- well, 
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 1 it's really twofold.  One was because there's a lot of room 

 2 here.  There's some concerns about the potential for 

 3 fragmented or incomplete or partially built developments to 

 4 happen, infrastructure to be put in and the development not 

 5 coming forward to support that infrastructure, and then that 

 6 infrastructure being conveyed to the public to take care of.  

 7 And also, this would leave the residents in the partially 

 8 built developments kind of without the services they need 

 9 and needing to travel further to get the services they need, 

10 which would be -- you know, the continuing the pattern of 

11 West Side development that's lead to a lot of transportation 

12 issues already.

13 So we want to -- wanted to ensure that small and 

14 complete developments are built, because those are really 

15 more resilient to changing circumstances.  You know, the 

16 applicant has their expected timeline for development, which 

17 is -- which is different than the trend forecast, and we 

18 don't know the future to 20 years.  Maybe there's another 

19 recession or something.  

20 So, and ultimately there's a lot of language in here 

21 that the market will determine what's able to be built and 

22 what's not.  So ensuring that communities are built in small 

23 complete phases, sections, would mean that if there was a 

24 change in circumstance or a slow down or something, that 

25 those communities are complete, and it's not partially built 
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 1 here and partially built there.  So that was our main 

 2 concern with phasing.  We'll want that -- the second aspect 

 3 of our concern around phasing has to do with the evaluation 

 4 of certain benchmarks in Level B.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Hold on just a minute.  

 6 MR. GINGRICH:  Yes, sir.  

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  We have a Commissioner wants to 

 8 ask you a question.  

 9 MS. NELSON:  Hi.  Sorry to interrupt, but I 

10 thought it was better to be timely.  What do you mean by 

11 "small"?  

12 MR. GINGRICH:  You mean, to the scale?  

13 MS. NELSON:  You're talking about the small -- of 

14 the small complete communities.

15 MR. GINGRICH:  Yeah.

16 MS. NELSON:  Will you talk -- what's your 

17 definition of "small"?  

18 MR. GINGRICH:  Well, thank you, Commissioner and 

19 Mr. Chair.  The -- so when -- the Planned Communities 

20 Criteria is not that -- well, it's not necessarily clear, 

21 but the typical size in the Planned Communities Criteria is 

22 somewhere between 650 to 1,000 acres for a Level B, and this 

23 is something like 4,000 and some acres, and you know, Mesa 

24 del Sol also had a large Level B plan that was kind of 

25 comparable in size here, but they had kind of identified 
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 1 smaller phases within their Level B plan.  

 2 So one of our remaining concerns about the phasing plan 

 3 is that phase isn't really that well-defined, and it's used 

 4 in different ways throughout the document.  So talking about 

 5 the size of phase and scale of phases is one of the 

 6 questions we have also.

 7 MS. NELSON:  So you didn't answer me.  No 

 8 seriously.

 9 MR. GINGRICH:  Yeah.

10 MS. NELSON:  I mean, if it seems to you that 4,000 

11 acres is not going to be a small, self-contained community 

12 that will, you know, develop out so that people -- you know, 

13 all the bad things you said, then what would be a better 

14 size approximately?  This is not, you know, going to hold 

15 you to the -- to the -- to the fence, you know, just --

16 MR. GINGRICH:  Right.

17 MS. NELSON:  Half that size, a quarter, a tenth, 

18 two blocks?  

19 MR. GINGRICH:  The Mesa del Sol plan for reference 

20 was divided into four phases, which would get you in that 

21 range to 650 to 1,000 acres.

22 MS. NELSON:  Okay.  So 800?  

23 MR. GINGRICH:  That would be a smaller community.

24 MS. NELSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

25 MR. GINGRICH:  Yeah.  Yeah, so -- so, sorry.  
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 1 Level B also comes with an evaluation of certain benchmarks, 

 2 and no net cost is one of them in the analysis of that.  

 3 Another one of the findings -- in part of the findings and 

 4 conditions in Level A is that Level B would come with a plan 

 5 to achieve the jobs-to-housing balance at each Level B, and 

 6 if you have very large Level Bs -- the more -- the larger 

 7 the Level B plans are for Santolina, the fewer Level B 

 8 submittals there will be, and so our concern was that by 

 9 having a large Level B plan, you would only undergo that 

10 analysis one time for a very large area.  So we were 

11 concerned that that -- in the interim, these evaluations 

12 wouldn't occur.

13 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman, can I ask a question?  

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.  Go ahead.

15 MS. KELLY:  I wasn't involved in the Level A 

16 process, so other people probably understand this better 

17 than I, but the jobs-to-housing balance is jobs quantified 

18 based on zoning, building permits, actual construction, or 

19 is it based on number of people employed?  

20 MR. GINGRICH:  For the Level B plan, it's -- it's 

21 described in the Development Agreement.  I don't know how to 

22 answer that.  Are you saying when you analyzed the -- 

23 MS. KELLY:  The balance.

24 MR. GINGRICH:  The balance of jobs-to-housing.  

25 It's by employment.  Yeah, employees, I think.
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 1 MS. KELLY:  Okay.

 2 MR. GINGRICH:  But this -- but I think for the 

 3 plan, they would have estimate that based on the build of 

 4 certain developments given the zoning that's there.  

 5 So to that -- to that point, the applicants responded 

 6 to our comments that we just -- the last round that was 

 7 submitted and indicated that that understanding was 

 8 incorrect, that -- oh, I'm sorry.  I should back up and say 

 9 that these were kind of our initial concerns, and that since 

10 that time, the applicant has put in a lot of language about 

11 phasing and about those smaller -- about some of the 

12 concerns around incomplete and fragmented development, and 

13 that's in the phasing section.  I think it's maybe chapter 8 

14 or something and -- or 8.2, and those -- the language in 

15 there is -- is very good.  It's welcomed.  It shows that the 

16 applicant understands our basic concerns about keeping 

17 development near infrastructure and not, you know, 

18 developing too far out in a -- in a way that's -- the 

19 infrastructure is extended too far.  

20 So there's just some remaining concerns about some of 

21 the nuts and bolts there about, for example, the definition 

22 of a phase, the size of a phase.  Some places refer to Level 

23 B as a whole phase.  There's mention of a phase from 2025 

24 transportation phase, and the 2040 phase, and then there's 

25 other points where they're talking about infrastructure 
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 1 phases that are, I think, smaller than those.  So it's just 

 2 clarifying what a phase is.  

 3 And then there's -- there's some question about -- that 

 4 we have about the beginning of that section 8.2 and then 

 5 what's written after that, and where it says, "Based on the 

 6 approval of Level A Development Agreement, the overall 

 7 Santolina project shall be developed in multiple phases.  

 8 Timing, location, and size will be determined by market 

 9 and/or the landowner."  And we're wondering if that 

10 conflicts with the language that they wrote below.  Maybe it 

11 doesn't, but we're just looking for clarification on that.

12 And that I think is about it.  So, yeah, clarification 

13 on how -- what a phase is and also how those benchmarks that 

14 were Level B benchmarks could be evaluated in the interim of 

15 this Level B, so those kind of concerns, remaining concerns 

16 around phasing.  So that's it.  If I hear any questions, I 

17 can answer those.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Any questions?  If not.  

19 Thank you very much.

20 MR. GINGRICH:  Thank you.  

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Staff, do we have anybody else?  

22 MS. KELLY:  I'm sorry, Mr. Chair.  

23 Andrew, did you didn't talk at all about street 

24 cross-sections, and I saw a lot of that discussion in your 

25 comments.  Where's -- where's that at?  
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 1 MR. GINGRICH:  Yes, Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, 

 2 the -- in our last round of comments, we talked about the -- 

 3 we requested looking at a multiway boulevard where the 

 4 bigger streets get near the urban center or activity 

 5 centers, and that's basically where there's kind of a side 

 6 street where there would be slower traffic and parking that 

 7 would kind of be separated from the through traffic.  So 

 8 that was added.  And there's also, you know, a lane for VRT 

 9 in there, and so I think that the intentions were good from 

10 the applicant, but since we just kept adding facilities to 

11 the road, it's gotten very wide to -- over 200 feet, which 

12 would take near a minute to cross, which -- that's just -- 

13 that's just a conflict that exists between planning for 

14 through traffic and planning for pedestrians and pedestrian 

15 crossings, and so we just wanted to put that concern out 

16 there that this is something that needs balancing.  So we 

17 don't want to get too much in the way of that, but we -- 

18 just naming this conflict.  

19 So perhaps maybe a multiway boulevard isn't necessary 

20 for the entire length of the urban center.  Kind of depends 

21 on what kind of development is right up against the street, 

22 but the -- but the applicant's been very willing to continue 

23 to talk about that.

24 MS. HERTEL:  Mr. Chair, I have a question.  

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.
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 1 MS. HERTEL:  Could you explain to me your 

 2 understanding how the phasing works with the installation of 

 3 the civil facilities such as a fire station or police 

 4 station or schools?  How does the phasing work with that?  

 5 MR. GINGRICH:  Mr. Chair and Commissioners, I'm 

 6 not sure about those aspects of the phasing process.  The 

 7 MPO's concern with this response for long-range 

 8 transportation planning and the -- so the integration of 

 9 land use and transportation is really our focus, but in 

10 terms of those other services, I'm not sure I would know how 

11 to speak to those kinds of -- 

12 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'll ask the 

13 applicant when his turn is up to speak.  

14 MR. GINGRICH:  Thank you.  

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  Thank you very 

16 much.  

17 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, just to 

18 answer Commissioner's Kelly's question about jobs, 

19 jobs-to-housing, this was a very important topic in the 

20 Level A discussion, and there is language built into the 

21 Development Agreement about how the jobs-to-housing ratio 

22 will gradually achieved over time, and then there also is a 

23 discussion about -- a definition of what constitutes a job.  

24 So you may want to look at that, and I assume that as this 

25 discussion continues and if this request is approved, then 
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 1 there would be a Development Agreement that will expand upon 

 2 the elements of the Level A Development Agreement.  

 3 But also to say, too, in answer to your question, the 

 4 next session that we'll have will be about infrastructure, 

 5 government, government services, services such as fire and 

 6 parks and recreation and public safety facilities.  So that 

 7 those do have a phasing element, and we'll be talking about 

 8 those in the next session, but we'll keep your question in 

 9 mind, too, about how that ties into phasing.  

10 I don't know if anybody else on Staff have anything to 

11 add?  If not, we'll -- Mike, would like to add something.  

12 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioner 

13 Kelly, just for ease of reference, since Section 4 will be 

14 before in the Development Agreement, and it looks like it's 

15 around page 287, 288 of the materials we have today in 

16 attachment -- 

17 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

18 MR. GARCIA:  -- 3.

19 MS. KELLY:  Just one comment.  I did look at the 

20 notes of our last meeting, and I thought schools and parks 

21 were going to be addressed as part of the land-use 

22 discussion.  So I'm just observing that they're being moved 

23 to next meeting.  Okay.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Applicant.

25 MR. STROZIER:  Moment, Mr. Chairman, to get myself 
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 1 connected here.  

 2 Mr. Chairman, I also have hard copies of the matrix and 

 3 some of the materials, the updated zoning section.  If some 

 4 of you are like me that I -- sometimes I like to have it in 

 5 hard copy and piece of paper that I can write notes on.  I 

 6 have those available for you if anybody would like them as 

 7 well.  

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead and pass them out.

 9 MR. STROZIER:  All right.  While those are being 

10 handed out -- 

11 MS. NELSON:  Thank you.  Thanks, Jim.  Some of us 

12 are old school.  

13 MR. STROZIER:  There you go.  I figured that might 

14 be the case.  I'm certainly that way, sort of bridge that 

15 between the technology and -- and the way I like to do 

16 things.

17 So, anyways, Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, my name's Jim 

18 Strozier, principal with Consensus Planning.  My address is 

19 the 302 8th, Northwest, 87102, and it's a pleasure to be 

20 here today talking about the land-use component of the Level 

21 B Master Plan, and listening to the discussion, I'll try and 

22 as I go through my presentation address some of those 

23 comments and concerns that have been expressed.  

24 But I think first, before I get started, I really want 

25 to thank both the Planning Staff and other agency staff.  We 
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 1 really spent a lot of time working with them, and it's -- 

 2 and it has been, as I think Ms. VerEecke said, a very 

 3 iterative process.  We knew that especially as it related to 

 4 the zoning section of this document that there was going to 

 5 be a lot of back and forth.  I think we've made an 

 6 incredible amount of progress to date on those issues, and 

 7 Andrew as well from MRCOG and the MPO, he's been a part of 

 8 those meetings and a part of those conversations and a part 

 9 of that process from the beginning talking about -- and I 

10 think we've all been on the same -- the same page in terms 

11 of trying to figure out, number one, I think there's been a 

12 lot of agreement as to what the vision is for the plan area 

13 and what we're trying to achieve in terms of the type of 

14 land use, the type of streets, the type of pedestrian, 

15 walkable feel of the community and then the details of how 

16 you make that happen, and -- and I think it -- on the zoning 

17 section especially it's been a challenge, because the County 

18 Zoning Code is not really geared towards some of those 

19 things. 

20 It primarily focuses on the lower density end of 

21 residential communities and doesn't spend a lot of time 

22 talking about mixed use and those types of -- and higher 

23 density activities, the urban center, the town center, and 

24 so we really collectively had to come up with some of that 

25 almost from scratch.  
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 1 And Juanita mentioned the challenge sometimes when we 

 2 take -- when we -- we have a conversation we say, well, 

 3 there's a good example of how that's done with the City of 

 4 Albuquerque, for instance.  Let's try and take and learn 

 5 from that and incorporate that into this, and there's always 

 6 some glitches associated with doing that, and I think we're 

 7 making good progress, and so I really want to thank 

 8 everybody for their efforts when it comes to that.

 9 So obviously our team is the same, but certainly 

10 Garrett Development Corporation, Bohannon Huston are 

11 integral, probably the key players in -- especially where 

12 the transportation and land use come together.  So we spent 

13 the last hearing talking about land use.  This hearing we're 

14 going to focus on -- or transportation.  This hearing we're 

15 going to focus on land use, but those are intertwined with 

16 one another, and so hopefully this will -- this hearing 

17 helps to make some of those connections and connect the dots 

18 on that.

19 So with regard to the organization of the matrix that I 

20 provided, similar to the last hearing, and we intend to do 

21 this with each of the topic areas as we go forward, that 

22 matrix focuses on, number one, the Level A conditions of 

23 approval.  So we want to make sure that we're circling back 

24 and making sure that we're addressing those conditions as we 

25 move forward with each section.  Also, looking at the 
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 1 Planned Communities Criteria and the specific requirements 

 2 that are identified in the Planned Communities Criteria, 

 3 because that's really our guide for us and for Staff for 

 4 what's required at this level, and so we want to make sure 

 5 that we've addressed those things.  

 6 And then in addition to that, Staff and agency 

 7 comments, and that's the bulk of that matrix is identifying 

 8 what the comment was and how we've addressed it, and I think 

 9 we've -- we have addressed all the comments.  Are we at 100 

10 percent resolution on every one of those issues?  No.  But I 

11 think we've made an incredible amount of progress on those 

12 issues, and we have addressed those comments.  Some of this 

13 -- once again, very iterative process as we -- as we move 

14 forward.  

15 We have made amendments to the maps, and I'll -- I'll 

16 go through those as well, and some of those also are going 

17 to be reflected in amendments to the document, itself, the 

18 Level B Master plan.

19 So I'll skip that.  I just went through that.  So -- 

20 so, once again, that matrix that talks about the Level A 

21 conditions of approval and jobs-to-housing is one of those 

22 elements.  So just -- let me just pause on that jobs/housing 

23 thing, because with the master plan, we really deal with 

24 that jobs/housing allocation in terms of land use.

25 So, and in terms of I think, Commissioner Kelly, your 
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 1 question about how do we -- how do we think about jobs in 

 2 this -- in this context, and so we do make some assumptions, 

 3 and those are included in the document about what type of 

 4 activities are going to take place in the industrial 

 5 business park on the far west side versus the business park 

 6 versus the town center versus the urban center can and other 

 7 non-residential components within, and that's typically done 

 8 using a sort of stepped process, taking it from land use and 

 9 some assumptions as to what that mix within that land use 

10 will be, tying that to acreage.  Then you tie it to floor 

11 area ratio, and then there are standards for the amount of 

12 jobs per square foot.  And so fairly complicated, but 

13 straight forward, sort of logical progression from these 

14 large land-use categories and acreages down to how much in 

15 the way of jobs is likely to be created out of that land-use 

16 scenario.

17 Then the actual implementation of that is really dealt 

18 with with the Development Agreement.  So we have the Level A 

19 Development Agreement.  Mr. Garcia mentioned that sets a 

20 certain -- the overall context for jobs/housing, and then we 

21 will be submitting here shortly the Level B Development 

22 Agreement, which takes that to sort of compliment this -- 

23 this master plan, and that -- and those Development 

24 Agreements are really more of a contractual agreement 

25 between the County, the County Commission and the developer.  
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 1 And so that is -- we are working on that as we speak, but 

 2 that's kind of how those things work together.

 3 So from the land-use side, we really use that to help 

 4 predict what is likely to occur, just like we do with 

 5 residential, with densities, and the different residential 

 6 areas and neighborhoods.  We make some assumptions as to the 

 7 likely mix that will occur in those areas, and at the end of 

 8 the day, how many houses you're going to have in the various 

 9 land-use categories.  So I hope that -- that makes sense.  

10 So -- and, once again, there is some crossover between 

11 what we talked about last time with transportation, what 

12 we're going to talk about that today with land use, and then 

13 the next meeting, which is really about government 

14 facilities and services, and so we have tried to address 

15 schools.  We have tried to address those facilities that we 

16 know are going to be needed at this stage.  We have met with 

17 Albuquerque Public School, and they had some suggestions, 

18 some requests as part of our original land-use plan, which 

19 we have -- which we have made and adjusted our plan in 

20 response to those.  

21 We also met with -- and hopefully will have more 

22 information to speak to this, Commissioner Hertel, your 

23 comment regarding things like fire facilities, so we've 

24 identified those on the plan conceptually.  We've also had a 

25 meeting with the fire chief and their office, and we've 
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 1 provided them with a bunch of information.  We're waiting to 

 2 get information back from them in terms of how they want to 

 3 see this implemented over time.  And hopefully we're going 

 4 to get some feedback from them that will help us either 

 5 refine the land use plan and the community facilities plan 

 6 and also some information that will help inform the 

 7 Development Agreement as it moves toward through the County 

 8 Commission.

 9 So we have initiated that.  It's been quite a while.  

10 We will circle back with them to make sure that we get those 

11 comments back before our next meeting, but the ball's really 

12 in their court at this point.

13 Once again, that matrix goes through each of the 

14 land-use requirements in the Planned Communities Criteria 

15 and shows how we've addressed it and where we've address it. 

16 So real quickly, some of the revisions that have 

17 occurred -- and Ms. Garcia, I'll go through this quickly.  

18 Stop me if I get going too fast on something, but -- but I 

19 think Ms. Garcia addressed some of this, but one was an 

20 introduction, sort of how to use this section, because once 

21 again, this is a unique situation where we have zoning 

22 districts that are really the way the PC zone is set up in 

23 the -- in the -- in the code; that we have the framework 

24 that was established with Level A, and then we're drilling 

25 down in more detail, and what we found is as we started 
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 1 drilling down into more detail, it -- sort of get going down 

 2 that rabbit hole, and there's more detail and more detail 

 3 and more detail.  And then some things we're going to back 

 4 off of.

 5 As Juanita mentions, things like definitions, we've 

 6 probably got some definition in this that are already 

 7 covered in the Zoning Code.  We need to just make sure that 

 8 we're doing that next -- that step final level of check and 

 9 balance between the existing County Code and what we have 

10 here to make sure that everything works together.

11 So one of the things that that section tried to do was 

12 clarify the relationship between land use, and you've 

13 already heard, I think from Staff, there's an interest in 

14 being more specific, and then there's an interest in being 

15 less specific.  So we're trying to find that happy middle 

16 ground in terms of that, and part of that, I think, is 

17 trying to explain the relationship between land use, zoning, 

18 and then the design standards, and how those all -- those 

19 are all part of critical parts to achieve the vision, and I 

20 talked about that earlier on that we -- I think we have a 

21 lot of agreement on what the vision is.  It's the details in 

22 terms of how to get there and that relationship between 

23 those two.

24 Mixed use, once again, mixed use is an area that we 

25 really tried to drill down on and provide more definition as 
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 1 to how that works.  A number of comments from MRCOG related 

 2 to that and that tied back to the transportation as well as 

 3 the land-use map and the zoning districts, and we've made 

 4 changes to all of those to try and reflect that.  

 5 I think one of the things -- and I agree with 

 6 Ms. Garcia that one of the areas that we need to address in 

 7 more detail is the process and procedures for moving from 

 8 Level B to future Level C, whether it's a subdivision or a 

 9 site plan.  We will continue to work with Staff to make sure 

10 that we get something that's workable for both sides.

11 The PC zone, that's adopted in the Code really says -- 

12 it identifies that the level A plan has to go through the 

13 BCC.  The Level B plan, which is where we are today, goes 

14 through the CPC onto BCC for adoption, and then the Level C 

15 plans are addressed at the CDRA level.  But that's all it 

16 says.  It's one sentence.  So we need to make sure that we 

17 understand how that happens and that it's clear, and if 

18 there's something that needs to be treated differently, we 

19 are clear as to what that is and how that -- how that gets 

20 done.  

21 Signage, signage is probably -- if any of you -- maybe 

22 -- maybe you don't spend as much as time reading zoning 

23 codes as I -- as I do, but one of the most cumbersome parts 

24 of most zoning codes, especially as it relates to 

25 non-residential uses is the signage component.  It's very 
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 1 detailed.  It's cumbersome, and it's often very repetitive.  

 2 And so we're working through trying to make sure that we 

 3 come up with a format that's workable and clear, and I think 

 4 that we do need to be -- take -- I think we have a great 

 5 framework right now.  We need to make sure that we adjust it 

 6 so it's clear which zones those rules apply to and how those 

 7 different categories are differentiated from one to the 

 8 other and make sure that we're doing it in a way that is 

 9 going to be usable in the future.

10 So one of the other revisions was in terms of approach 

11 and implementation with the -- with the land-use section, 

12 we've added additional language in response to agency 

13 comments that are -- that are included in the document.  And 

14 -- but one of the areas that -- I think Ms. VerEecke spoke 

15 to this -- is specific to the residential village.  

16 At the Level A plan, we just have these large blocks 

17 that are identified as residential villages, and there's not 

18 a lot of detail included in those other than some general 

19 information about that there will be a range of densities 

20 that are developed within those areas and that we do want to 

21 have services and schools and parks and those things that 

22 are incorporated.  

23 And so at this stage, we're starting to break those 

24 residential villages up into those different components.  

25 Some of that is facilitated by the transportation network, 
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 1 which is obviously taken to the next level, and we can see 

 2 that, and the other is through the narrative to address how 

 3 those checks and balances, and -- and one of the things that 

 4 has been a challenge is just -- I think, once again, we're 

 5 all in agreement with the -- with the vision for this, but 

 6 the details, and that is these residential areas, we want to 

 7 have a mix of densities.  We want to have higher densities.  

 8 And Mr. Gingerich mentioned that, that we in those 

 9 areas where we want more intensity, we want to have higher 

10 densities incorporated into those mixed-use areas, but at 

11 the same time we have this cap.  So we have a certain number 

12 of dwelling units that's a cap.  So how does that work in 

13 terms of as projects go along and come along and some are 

14 going to be at a lower density.  Some are going to be at a 

15 higher density, how do we keep track of that to make sure 

16 that at the end of the day that the mix is correct.  So 

17 we've tried to address some of that, how that works.  

18 And, once again, the mix is a good thing.  That's what 

19 we want, but it also presents this challenge that if the mix 

20 doesn't happen correctly or if it all happens on the high 

21 end of that scale, then you'll -- you'll ultimately end up 

22 exceeding the cap and the number of houses that we've 

23 anticipated and have programmed into the area.  So that's 

24 another area that we have dealt with.

25 We have tried to address, as I think was pointed out, 
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 1 the development phasing.  We've added specific language to 

 2 the document that relates to that and try and drilled down, 

 3 and I guess, once again, this is an area where I think we're 

 4 very much in agreement.  It's -- it's -- the developer 

 5 doesn't want to build extra infrastructure and not put it to 

 6 use.  So it's also in their interest that as they develop 

 7 facilities, that they are building off of those existing 

 8 trunk roadway and utility corridors that then we take off of 

 9 that, and we do develop those phases in a way that is 

10 manageable.  

11 And sort of thinking about how that will come into play 

12 in terms of, you know, as different areas or neighborhoods 

13 get planned at the Level C area, typically what happens is a 

14 larger preliminary plat that sets out the infrastructure and 

15 the roadway system for the entire neighborhood, and then 

16 final platting occurs in much smaller, manageable phases, 

17 because that's where you build the infrastructure associated 

18 with that.  So some infrastructure may need to be done up 

19 front, but for the most part you try and develop those final 

20 plats in -- in pieces.

21 So going back to the tour that we had -- I'll skip over 

22 to the Westland Master Plan, because we were just there, and 

23 I think five of you were on the tour, the Del Webb and Pulte 

24 project.  So that entire area was planned, and then as it's 

25 being developed, individual final plat phases are coming 
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 1 online, and the infrastructure and the houses are being 

 2 developed along with the parks associated with that and the 

 3 landscaping.  All those things happen on a much smaller 

 4 scale.  So while we started off with a 450-acre area, what 

 5 is actually under development today is probably about a 

 6 hundred acres total, and then the next phases are both in 

 7 the process, being designed to come online once we get 

 8 through with the initial phase.  So that's kind of how that 

 9 works from a practical standpoint as we move forward.  

10 Once again, we talked about the approval process. 

11 That's definitely an area that we are working with Staff to 

12 try and make that clear.  

13 And let me just talk a little bit now about the 

14 land-use plan and what's on the screen, and I'm going to 

15 kind of zoom in on this if I can, and so the various colors 

16 obviously were meant -- represent different parts of the 

17 land use, and they're -- what we're trying to do -- and if I 

18 could toggle back and forth, I probably should have set that 

19 up so I could toggle back and forth between this portion of 

20 the Level A plan, you get a really good sense of how much 

21 additional detail we're getting to at this stage in terms of 

22 the various land-use components, roadway network and things 

23 like school, and you can start to see how the parks and open 

24 space network work together to achieve that -- that vision 

25 once again, trying to make sure that those components are 
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 1 thought about and incorporated up front, and you can see in 

 2 areas like this kind of central area between the residential 

 3 and village center area and the urban center across the 

 4 street, how that level of mix and intensity gets pretty 

 5 tight right in through there, and then some of the more 

 6 residential areas out on the outskirts are larger blocks and 

 7 related to the open space and places where, once again, they 

 8 have to respond to the roadway network and things like the 

 9 major public open space.  

10 We're not going to have -- so the grid that we've 

11 created, which I think we've done a really good job of -- of 

12 maintaining that grid, but as you travel to the east into 

13 the open space, there's limited roadway corridors that go 

14 through there, and so that grid does not continue through 

15 the open space and down to the east as we move forward.

16 The other thing that we did that I wanted to show you, 

17 just to give you a sense of the context between the area 

18 that we are -- that has been master planned previously and 

19 is being undated now for the Westland Master Plan and 

20 Santolina Level B, so you can see sort of those two plans in 

21 relation to one another with this graphic, and the area that 

22 I just talked about with Del Webb and Pulte is the orange 

23 area that's kind of right up at the top of that screen which 

24 is where we were at the Del Webb model complex.

25 So you can start to see how those bigger areas, those 
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 1 big are blocks get transformed into a plan for that area and 

 2 then the individual -- in individual phases and final plats 

 3 that come online and that's where the implementation occurs, 

 4 but that master plan is what guides that in the first place.  

 5 So it is important that you see those -- the open space 

 6 corridors get preserved.  The trial connections get done, 

 7 and the relationship in that case with the national monument 

 8 and the Atrisco Terrace open space.  In this case it will be 

 9 the ceja escarpment to the south, which is the green area, 

10 and you do get a sense from looking at these two plans 

11 together, that geologic formation that continues from the 

12 national monument through the Atrisco Terrace and then in 

13 through Santolina is that steep escarpment edge that goes 

14 from the mesa top down to the valley below, and so you can 

15 see how that has been identified for preservation.

16 Now when we talk about zoning -- so -- so this is -- 

17 one of the things you see is some of that detail goes away, 

18 because as Juanita mentioned, the zoning districts are -- 

19 they're more comprehensive, and so one of the things that we 

20 wanted to do was with the zoning map, this is the area 

21 that's going to have to be platted for us to move forward.  

22 So I think a recommended condition of the Level -- of Level 

23 B approval will be the platting of those zoning districts, 

24 so that we actually create blocks of land that are definable 

25 through GIS, through AutoCAD, that they are identified as 

TR- 52
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 specific parcels that are then mapped per the zoning 

 2 districts, and so that's -- we've tried to keep those areas 

 3 as large as possible at this stage, because future platting 

 4 will then come in and break off those individual 

 5 neighborhoods components or commercial or industrial 

 6 components as they go forward, and that's where you start 

 7 building infrastructure and the streets, and you don't 

 8 necessarily want to put all those streets in today, because 

 9 while we have an idea as to where they're going to be, we 

10 don't have all of that information locked down 100 percent 

11 at this stage.  So we have -- we know we want a road through 

12 there.  It might shift a little bit one way or the other 

13 depending on specifics and the type of development that's 

14 done.

15 We talked about the frontage road street sections.  So 

16 this is what we've done.  So if those of you who were part 

17 of the Level A discussion, we -- we had -- originally we had 

18 the urban center bisected by some of these major streets, 

19 and it was a comment that we -- that we  got along the way 

20 both from Public Works and MRCOG is that they would rather 

21 see that in one distinct quadrant, which is what we've done.  

22 So we changed that at Level A.  We identified that.  

23 And I think the challenge that was correctly recognized 

24 by MRCOG is that, well, now you have these major streets 

25 that are on the edge of that urban center, whether it's 
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 1 Dennis Chavez on the south, Atrisco Vista, those are 

 2 designed to be major thoroughfares, and associated with 

 3 those major thoroughfares are things like transit lanes and 

 4 bicycle -- protected bicycle lanes, so we need a buffer and 

 5 the bicycle lanes.  Everything gets wider.  You start 

 6 putting all those things in, the number of travel lanes, and 

 7 then the question is, well, how does that relate to the 

 8 urban center and maybe those -- some of those more 

 9 pedestrian-oriented land uses.  

10 So on the edge of these cross-sections, what we've done 

11 -- and those areas where it's adjacent to the urban center 

12 is to provide almost like a little more pedestrian-oriented 

13 frontage road that is adjacent to the urban center.  That 

14 creates a really nice feel for -- so if somebody wants to go 

15 into the urban center, they can get off of the main 

16 thoroughfare, and that's where there's parking, and it's 

17 slower and more of an intimate feel, but the result, which 

18 all sounds great, but correctly pointed out by 

19 Mr. Gingerich, is that now that roadway has gotten even 

20 wider.  So if somebody's on that other side of that street 

21 and needs to cross over, there are opportunities for safe 

22 refuge areas as somebody is crossing the street.  You need 

23 to think about how that occurs from a signalization 

24 standpoint, but it has gotten much wider.  So it's a balance 

25 between those two things.
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 1 I would point out that this -- that these 

 2 cross-sections really only are designed to occur in those 

 3 areas where we have that more intense relationship between 

 4 that major transportation facility and the urban center.  So 

 5 it doesn't happen a lot of places, but it's -- it's a 

 6 technique, and we've seen it used other places effectively, 

 7 and we thought it made sense here.

 8 So in conclusion, I think from a -- from a land-use 

 9 standpoint, the refinements that have been made to date 

10 address some of those concerns relative to really bridging 

11 the transportation and the need for the grid and the land 

12 uses and also to put some refinements into things like the 

13 town center.  

14 The town center always was envisioned to have a mix of 

15 uses, but what we did with the land-use plan in coordination 

16 with MRCOG and the Planning Department Staff was define an 

17 area within that town center that we think is going to be -- 

18 is likely to be the more mixed-use sort of urban section of 

19 that, and you can see the perimeter then, the area that's 

20 kind of oriented more toward those major streets on the -- 

21 on the two edges and the Interstate to the north are 

22 probably not going to be as urban in character, and so this 

23 land-use plan helps to define that in a way that kind of 

24 breaks up that. 

25 Also, I think looking at -- at the request of 
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 1 Albuquerque Public Schools, we had originally identified 

 2 here's a good place for -- using their location criteria and 

 3 their thought process here's a good place for an elementary 

 4 school, here's a good place for a middle school.  We knew 

 5 how many.  And they said, "Hey, we don't really know that -- 

 6 all that yet.  We would like to have more flexibility in the 

 7 future."  So they asked us to make those specific sites 

 8 asterisks and leave them more flexible.  So we recognize 

 9 that we need to have a school in the middle of those 

10 neighborhoods, but is that going to be an elementary school, 

11 a middle school, or an elementary/middle school combo, that 

12 -- sort of leaving some of that and recognizing that that's 

13 their decision, not our decision in the future but starting 

14 to incorporate that into the thought process.

15 I think with that, I would be happy to answer any 

16 questions at this time.

17 MR. MALRY:  Mr. Chairman.  

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

19 MR. MALRY:  Jim, do you envision residential first 

20 and then businesses and schools, or how do you look at that?  

21 MR. STROZIER:  So, we are spending a lot of time 

22 and effort in the big picture in terms of Garrett 

23 development and our clients, collective clients, WAHL, the 

24 property owners, in working on economic development aspects, 

25 so -- but I think and I've probably spoken to this before, 
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 1 but one of the concerns that I have with how Mesa del Sol 

 2 went forward was that it was jobs first and then 

 3 neighborhood and community facilities coming online after.

 4 I think that ended up hurting them in the long run, 

 5 because the one thing that we were assured of is that when 

 6 they -- when they got those jobs to locate there, that no 

 7 one who had those jobs could live in the community, because 

 8 they waited to start the residential component.  I really 

 9 think that those two things need to be complimentary to one 

10 another as much as possible.  So we will probably see this 

11 -- our hope is that they do happen simultaneously, and that 

12 is -- and there is -- with the Development Agreement there 

13 is a requirement that those things do happen to a certain 

14 extent complimentary with one another, and that will be 

15 refined in the Level B Development Agreement.  

16 I don't know if that answered your question exactly, 

17 but we don't really have a sense that we're going to start 

18 with one or the other.  We really want them to happen 

19 together, and obviously that's going to be a challenge to 

20 see how that happens, but that's part of our -- that's part 

21 of our development philosophy that we want to see that 

22 happen in a complimentary fashion.

23 MR. MALRY:  Just for your information, Jim, 

24 regarding schools, the elementary school would be first.  

25 Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
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 1 MR. STROZIER:  So with regard to the schools, so 

 2 that is a collaboration with -- with -- obviously with APS 

 3 and their facility planning group.  They are -- so 

 4 typically, development precedes the schools to a certain 

 5 extent.  We are hopeful that by having those conversations 

 6 and thinking about them earlier in the process as opposed to 

 7 later, that we're at least facilitating it to the point that 

 8 when they are ready with their bonding cycle and they need 

 9 another school, that we have a location for them to do that 

10 and build it in a timely manner.  

11 I think you can see that happening with the recent 

12 activity up at -- in the Westland Master Plan where the APS 

13 identified a need for a site.  That site was identified, and 

14 it was acquired by APS, and they are getting ready to -- 

15 they're in the design phase of the K through 8.  That, 

16 similar to Atrisco Vista, was a full campus with a high 

17 school, elementary, and middle school.  That's kind of a new 

18 format for them.  Once again, it changes over time as to how 

19 they -- how they best see that being done.  Typically there 

20 are many more elementary schools in the system.  Then the 

21 next step is middle schools.  There's a few of those, and 

22 then a high school, and right now, they're looking to these 

23 kind of larger campus-oriented K through 12 areas.  

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is that it, Jim?  

25 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you very much.
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 1 Mahoney.  

 2 MR. ROIBAL:  Good morning.  My name's Roberto 

 3 Roibal.  I live at the 2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest, 

 4 Albuquerque, New Mexico.  I am the president of the Pajarito 

 5 Village Association.  I'm also the vice-president of the 

 6 South Valley Coalition of Neighborhood Associations.  

 7 Our neighborhood association's still opposed to 

 8 Santolina Master Plans, Level A, B, C, all the way down, and 

 9 we want you to still consider the TIDs issue.  We would hope 

10 that the CPC would hold a hearing on TIDs.  It's very, very 

11 important.  We're spending, you know -- almost $3 billion in 

12 TIDs are going to be used.  That's going to impact our 

13 taxpayers.  We're still concerned about the water issues, 

14 whether it's the master plan's Level A, B, C, all the way 

15 down.  At every single mitchell level, it's going to impact 

16 the water.  

17 We in the South Valley are extremely, extremely 

18 concerned.  My neighborhood association told me to come here 

19 and ask you to deny this Level B plan because of the water 

20 issues.  We want to preserve our cultures, our community 

21 gardens, our agricultural lands, our livestock, and they're 

22 talking about the zoning earlier that the Santolina, that 

23 they would have their own zoning ordinances, and who would 

24 be running those Zoning Ordinances if not the County?  Is 

25 WAHL going to do the zoning ordinances for that?  So it's 
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 1 like the fox guarding the chicken hen -- or I mean, the 

 2 chicken farm.  So I don't know how that's going to work.  So 

 3 we're really concerned about that as well.  

 4 We have many other issues about the land use, the 

 5 schools.  APS is still opposed to the Santolina plans.  APS 

 6 can't afford to build these new schools.  Are they going to 

 7 be busing all the students?  That's going to be adding to 

 8 the transportation, but mostly right now we're asking that 

 9 you do have a hearing on TIDs, a separate hearing.  And to 

10 please oppose Level B.  Thank you.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Any questions?  

12 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Catherine.  

13 MS. METZAL:  May I have the overhead, please.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.  Staff, can you give her a 

15 hand there.  Enrico, can you give her a hand there?  Okay.  

16 MS. METZAL:  Thank you.  Good morning, 

17 Commissioners.  My name is Catherine Metzal.  I live in the 

18 Wells Park neighborhood, just north of downtown.  I am an 

19 income, gross receipts, and property taxpayer.

20 The information I have displayed here is from the slide 

21 that was published by Streets Blog Network in 2015 based on 

22 research done by Angie Schmitt, and it shows the maintenance 

23 costs per household in the suburbs are more than twice what 

24 urban maintenance costs are.  Because -- when I blew up the 

25 slide, the figures got a bit blurry so I retyped them, and I 
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 1 hope that's a little bit more visible.  Oh, that's perfect. 

 2 Thank you.  

 3 In the case of fire departments, it cost more than 

 4 twice as much to support suburban fire services.  In the 

 5 case of road maintenance it's over ten times more expensive.  

 6 School busing is more than six times more expensive.  Storm 

 7 and wastewater is four times more expensive.  Governance and 

 8 police costs are slightly, very slightly less than two times 

 9 more.  

10 While the exact figures that Angie Schmitt produced may 

11 not be produced appropriate for Albuquerque, I think the 

12 ratios are still relevant.  Here's the reason why the extra 

13 expense of suburban services is significant.  WAHL and 

14 Barclays Bank want to be reimbursed by TIDs for the 

15 infrastructure costs of building Santolina out on the west 

16 mesa.  That means for decades, the City, County, and State 

17 will receive a meager portion of any gross receipts taxes 

18 and property taxes generated by Santolina.  Those taxes are 

19 normally used to offset the costs of services like schools, 

20 police, fire protection, and so on.  The majority of those 

21 taxes will go for the coffers of WAHL and Barclays Bank.  

22 That means that we existing taxpayers will be carrying the 

23 cost burden of those services for decades.  That means 

24 Santolina cannot be self-sustaining for decades since the 

25 bulk of tax funding that might normally do that is being 
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 1 diverted to WAHL and Barclays Bank.  Thank you for your 

 2 consideration.  

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  And if you want to 

 4 leave those things for the record, you can submit them to 

 5 Staff there.  

 6 MS. METZAL:  Thank you.

 7 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Rod Mahoney followed by Sarah 

 8 Newton Juarez and Juan Reynosa.  

 9 MR. MAHONEY:  I'm also going to use the overhead 

10 if you don't mind here.  Need to -- I guess we can do right 

11 there.  Two and a half minutes is not going to be near long 

12 enough, folks.  I've got a packet here, about 23 pages, so 

13 I'll ultimately give it to the Staff with notes and so forth 

14 attached to it.  

15 Must apologize here.  I'm having trouble keeping up 

16 with the dynamism that's actually happening with the 

17 documentation here.  I reviewed the other document.  So this 

18 -- this is actually -- things are happening really fast here 

19 in the context of actually this very important piece.  

20 One of the first things that I looked at was this town 

21 center business.  There was really no information in the 

22 town center part about the fact that we're having a number 

23 of folks living there, and there's actually no parks or 

24 anything associated with ultimately what would happen with 

25 those folks that live there. 
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 1 In one of the documents here they had a listing here on 

 2 Table 3 on the original document that there's -- actually 

 3 it's not applicability to the population.  It's actually in 

 4 the town center.  I was unable to calculate what the DUs per 

 5 acre were as a result of this.  So I've got questions about 

 6 a number of things.  

 7 The zoning piece is very confusing.  There are pieces 

 8 in here about permissible uses associated with liquor.  

 9 That's a very important aspect in the County.  As you know, 

10 you need to be conditional instead of permissive.  There's 

11 also issues associated with the manufacturing part of this.  

12 The level of the characteristics of those I think need to be 

13 looked at from a standpoint of whether they're conditional 

14 or permissive.  And also then I've got a couple of questions 

15 here essentially about the public process.  Community's been 

16 out of the loop actually in sort of this dynamic process 

17 that's been changing with all of this.  I certainly have not 

18 had a chance to review the most recent documents. 

19 There was handouts today that I've not seen.  Those are 

20 all very important, and one other piece that I'd like to 

21 have clarified before my time is up here is that I need a 

22 clarification on what the Level C process is about, actually 

23 the review and ultimately the appeal that might occur at 

24 Level C.  Thank you very much.

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  As far as the 
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 1 clarification hope, Staff, you -- so when it's we get you 

 2 back up here, you can answer some of those things, and the 

 3 other thing is that if you have questions of what's -- I 

 4 don't know who you want clarification from.  Is it Staff or 

 5 developer or, you know -- 

 6 MR. MAHONEY:  I think the Staff actually about 

 7 what the process for the Level C is.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I think at -- you know, at 

 9 any time you can just call them up, and --

10 MR. MAHONEY:  Well, I think -- ultimately I think 

11 it would be all -- it would be interesting for all of us to 

12 understand what that is, because certainly I don't know -- 

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  What is it that you wanted to 

14 clarify there?  What did you want to clarify about appeals 

15 and things like that you were asking?  

16 MR. MAHONEY:  This is very complicated, and 

17 there's lots of layering associated with the zoning, what's 

18 allowed, what isn't, that sort of thing in all of these 

19 various subcomponents that there are.  I don't think I have 

20 the most recent documentation.  I have notations actually in 

21 each one of these pieces here that questions whether it is 

22 permissible or not, that sort of thing.  So perhaps actually 

23 a conversation with the Staff would be the appropriate way 

24 to do this, because you know, as we talked about before, you 

25 know, this seems to be quite aggressive associated with the 
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 1 nuances and the detail associated with this, and I'm 

 2 wondering whether or not also we're going to have this as 

 3 another discussion because of just the clarification that 

 4 needs to happen.  

 5 The applicant and the Staff don't seem to be ultimately 

 6 complete in sort of their description and analysis of this, 

 7 and also, then, none of us in the community have had a 

 8 chance to actually review any of this and make comments on 

 9 it.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I'm thinking, as Chairman, I 

11 decide the hearings and things like this.  So I am listening 

12 to this thing here, and if we do have to have some added 

13 discussions -- for instance, normally these hearings we're 

14 having them from 9:00 to 12:00.  The next hearings, we might 

15 have them from 9:00 to 3:00 o'clock in the afternoon and 

16 bring some -- uh?  

17 MR. MAHONEY:  Lunch will be provided?  

18 MS. SERNA:  Yeah.  You bring it.  

19 MR. MAHONEY:  I'm buying?  

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  But, you know, that's a concern 

21 that I have, too.  I mean, the information is moving and -- 

22 but at any time anybody that wants to talk to Staff, they're 

23 free to do that if they want clarification from them, from 

24 Staff.

25 MR. MAHONEY:  So I really apologize for not 
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 1 actually going to the website again.  Last night when I 

 2 started reviewing this at like 8:30 and didn't bring up the 

 3 most recent documentation.  I was working off the previous 

 4 documentation that was submitted, and all this is very 

 5 lengthy and then starting to pick this apart, and first of 

 6 all the, map was not correct, and I couldn't tell which was 

 7 what, that sort of thing.  So, I mean, this is -- this is 

 8 something I think ultimately that, you know, we need to be 

 9 part of and ultimately, you know, have some more detail 

10 analysis of it.  So thank you very much.  I appreciate that.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I agree with you, and that's 

12 one of the reasons that we spreaded it out into months of 

13 hearings because we weren't going to -- when it was 

14 submitted -- normally a case is submitted to us, and we act 

15 on it, you know.  This thing is probably more important than 

16 a lot of cases for the thing, and so I know it's an evolving 

17 thing, so -- and I'm listening to all the suggestions and 

18 everything about hearing, and you know, if we need more 

19 hearings -- because I think the final one we have scheduled 

20 for -- for July, that's not set in concrete.  You know, it's 

21 just a schedule that I kind of set so that we could have 

22 some orderly presentations in a lot of these things.  So if 

23 this Commission feels that we need more hearings or 

24 follow-up hearings on this information at our next hearing 

25 to start off with, we're going to have those, but I 
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 1 guarantee you one thing, the public is going to be involved, 

 2 and when we make our final decision, we, as Commissioners, 

 3 want to have all the information in front of us, too, so --

 4 MR. MAHONEY:  Okay.  Thank you.  

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you very much.  

 6 MR. MAHONEY:  One thing I did not state was my 

 7 name, address -- 

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yeah, please, for the record.  

 9 MR. MAHONEY:  Pardon?  

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Please, for the record.  

11 MR. MAHONEY:  Okay.  Rod Mahoney, 1838 Sadora 

12 Road, Southwest.  I'm president of the South Valley 

13 Coalition of Neighborhood Associations.  Thank you very 

14 much.  

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any questions 

16 of Mahoney.  If not, thank you.  

17 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Ms. Juarez followed by Juan 

18 Reynosa and Don Hyde.  

19 MS. JUAREZ:  Good morning, Mr. Chairman and 

20 Commissioners.  Mine's a little more emotional, and there 

21 are some facts involved, but I think Catherine gave lots of 

22 specifics.

23 This may sound like a broken record.  To build on 

24 moving dunes seems foolhardy for anyone, let alone 

25 developers.  Rio Rancho buildings and roads are cracking 
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 1 because they were built on sand.  We should be stewards of 

 2 the land, not destroyers.  

 3 Years of drought and a water scarcity in New Mexico and 

 4 the southwest, experts on the land and water have expressed 

 5 with specific numbers why this sprawl development is not 

 6 appropriate for Bernalillo County or anywhere in New Mexico.  

 7 It will be a zombie development like Mesa del Sol.  

 8 No net expense, and I have this in caps, exactly one 

 9 year ago this week, John Salazar said, "We are not asking 

10 for TIDs," and then a couple of weeks ago, they asked for 

11 TIDs, and they want 40 TIDs.  The area has been broken up 

12 into districts, the Santolina, into 40 districts.  The 

13 estimated cost of the infrastructure, I think Catherine went 

14 into it, was over $3 billion.  Local facilities, it's about 

15 $1 billion.  Trunk facilities, about another billion, 15 -- 

16 excuse me, a billion-and-a-half, and then off-site 

17 facilities is almost 2 million -- 2 million, excuse me.  So 

18 my question is are the taxpayers requesting to have to foot 

19 that bill?  

20 The other thing about land use, and I brought this up a 

21 couple years ago, there are munitions on that west mesa 

22 property.  Franklin Roosevelt in 1941 asked for a bombing 

23 range, 15,000 acres.  Okay.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead and finish up.

25 MS. JUAREZ:  Anyway, to this day, metal fragments 
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 1 and live ordinances are being picked up out on the west mesa 

 2 with a haz/mat business.  What are you going to tell your 

 3 children and grandchildren, that you had a part in passing 

 4 this development that will denude the Valley in albuquerque 

 5 of food production and anything, any growing plant, and in 

 6 turn, the Heights will suffer, also.  There will be a major 

 7 water shortage created by this sprawl development.  

 8 When you mess with any part of the echo seem -- 

 9 ecosystem, it has impact on the whole ecosystem.  You have a 

10 chance to put the brakes on to stop this sprawl.  Thank you.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Any questions?  Let 

12 me ask a --

13 MS. JUAREZ:  Sorry.  

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.  

15 MS. JUAREZ:  I didn't give my -- Sarah Newton 

16 Juarez, 933 Nashville, Southwest.  

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  I need a 

18 question for the attorney.  In regards to TIDs, what -- now 

19 this Commission doesn't -- we don't hear those.  

20 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, yes.  That's 

21 correct.  That would be before the TID board.  Those would 

22 be the places to address those questions and comments 

23 insofar as the individuals have concerns about those, but 

24 the CPC really can't do anything one way or the other about 

25 TIDs.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  That is something that the County 

 2 Commission takes on.  

 3 MR. GARCIA:  Yes.

 4 MS. JUAREZ:  So there's a separate entity that 

 5 deals with TIDs?  

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  The County Commission is the only 

 7 one.  Just like Development Agreements, when it comes to 

 8 agreements that the developer or -- those are done strictly 

 9 between the Commission and the -- and the developers.  So at 

10 the County Commission, I guess -- I don't know what the 

11 process for that hearing -- I don't know if they have 

12 hearings for those or what.  

13 MR. GARCIA:  They do have hearings, but it's 

14 before the County Commission, but the County Commission is 

15 the body that decides that.

16 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair.  

17 MR. GARCIA:  And there is a TID board.  

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

19 MS. KELLY:  But we are supposed to discuss funding 

20 strategies as part Level B.  

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, we do, and our position has 

22 been no net expense.  Now, the only one that can change that 

23 is the Commission.

24 MS. KELLY:  Well, I'm not saying that we get into 

25 the details of TIDs.  Apparently there's another board for 
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 1 that, but I think that we, as a Commission, it even says in 

 2 the Level A plan that we will be discussing funding 

 3 strategies at Level B, and it's part of our list of hearing 

 4 items.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, that's -- I think that what 

 6 we've gone with is no net expense.  I mean, we haven't gone 

 7 into that, yes, we want the County to fund this or that you 

 8 know.  I mean, if you want to discuss it, that's fine.

 9 MS. KELLY:  No, I don't want to discuss --

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  It's just something that we don't 

11 -- that when it comes to financial things, that's the County 

12 Commission that takes care of all that.

13 MS. KELLY:  Right.  I just -- I think that it's 

14 part of what was listed for our next hearing.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yeah.

16 MS. KELLY:  So I -- you know, I'm hoping we 

17 discuss it.  I don't know about the details of the TIDs.  

18 But, Catherine, were you going to say something?  

19 MR. GARCIA:  Well, there -- I think that some of 

20 those items, those topics are going to be on the next 

21 meeting agenda for discussing funding strategies, but 

22 insofar as there's a question about approving or 

23 disapproving TIDs, the CPC really can't do anything about 

24 that.

25 MS. KELLY:  I agree.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

 2 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  So Juan, followed by Don Hyde 

 3 and Jaime Chavez.  

 4 MR. REYNOSA:  Good afternoon.  Juan Reynosa, 211 

 5 Tenth Street, Southwest, 87102.  

 6 Thank you, Commissioner Kelly, for ceding some of your 

 7 time so we could get up here a little bit earlier and speak.  

 8 I think that was probably my first request when I came up 

 9 here earlier, last hearing, after waiting three house to 

10 speak.  So I appreciate you on that.  

11 Since that was just a topic of discussion, I'm going to 

12 comment on the TIDs.  I don't think anyone's asking you guys 

13 to make a decision on TIDs, but since it is a condition of 

14 no net expense, we would like a discussion about it.  I 

15 think that is definitely something within your guy's 

16 purview, and I'm pretty sure there's a lot of disagreement 

17 if this project's going to be no net expense.  I think 

18 actually this conversation's going to end up going to the 

19 state legislature, because the County does not have $2.6 

20 billion to fund this project.  So good luck with John Arthur 

21 Smith, getting that approval from him.

22 I appreciate the COG consistently commenting on 

23 phasing.  I've heard that since last year during the County 

24 Commission hearings, and so I appreciate you staying on that 

25 line, because it hasn't been resolved.  What I'm reading 
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 1 into that is we don't want this to turn into Mesa del Sol, 

 2 conversations around not letting the infrastructure spread 

 3 out too far, phasing it in small pieces.  That ways they 

 4 stay together.  That was an issue with Mesa del Sol.  Ask 

 5 those folks.  They were promised parks and swimming pools 

 6 and they built houses distributed everywhere and 

 7 infrastructure's not built within.  To me that's the pointed 

 8 part of that conversation, and I definitely don't feel 

 9 that's been resolved.  It's not been resolved with Mesa del 

10 Sol, and so I don't feel confident that it's not going to be 

11 happening here as well.  

12 And so just wanted to say that I agree with Rod and 

13 other folk's points around zoning.  This is a huge 

14 conversation.  I was in front of the Zoning Administrator 

15 around a special use permit change.  That was three hearings 

16 long, and we're doing one -- one hearing here right now that 

17 discussed the biggest development in Albuquerque's history.  

18 That's crazy to me.  I'm sorry.  I know you guys are -- you 

19 know, have a job to do, but like this is not the level of 

20 discussion that needs to be happening with this big piece of 

21 this. 

22 If we are trying to present -- prevent Mesa del Sol to 

23 happen, we need to have more of that conversation here and 

24 at the County Commission, but it definitely still needs to 

25 happen here as well, because I don't feel comfortable 
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 1 letting it sit where it is.  As I mentioned last time, there 

 2 was a lot of concerns brought by that the New Mexico 

 3 Department of Transportation, and I'm just going to keep 

 4 asking when these agencies keep bringing up these issues, 

 5 where does it go?  That's why we keep asking for follow-up 

 6 hearing, extra hearings around no net expense, not 

 7 necessarily TIDs, but no net expense, since that's a 

 8 conditional use.  

 9 What about follow-ups for all these concerns that 

10 agencies, not community members, are bringing up.  Those are 

11 things I would assume you all probably take a little bit 

12 more seriously, while I hope that you all still take the 

13 community voices just as seriously.  Thank you.

14 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Don Hyde, Jaime Chavez, and 

15 Jay Phelan.

16 MR. HYDE:  Mr. Chair and Commissioners, I'm Don 

17 Hyde.  I live at 4326 Pan American Freeway, Northeast, and 

18 first of all, I think we need more hearings.  I've been 

19 trying to read the various plans online.  There are hundreds 

20 and hundreds of pages to read.  How can we -- how can the 

21 public understand all of this in a fairly short bit of time?  

22 So I share the concerns of the previous speakers.  

23 Specifically I have a few little specifics.  As far as 

24 runoff, you know zoning, most codes require runoff into the 

25 street, runoff of water into the streets, and for 
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 1 conservation water, you know, to catch the rain, it's better 

 2 to have run on into the trees and green areas.  Now, 

 3 buildings, there needs to be run away from buildings, but 

 4 you can still have run on to the property and runaway from 

 5 the buildings.  I would suggest you take that into 

 6 consideration.  

 7 Recycling, I read that the foodcarts need to have trash 

 8 receptacles.  Well, they need to have recycling receptacles, 

 9 too, and every other -- in every zone, in every use there 

10 should be recycling receptacles.  

11 That stated, the concept of a contained community is 

12 understandable and pretty and very idealistic.  One of my 

13 concerns is about the homeless.  There will be homeless that 

14 will be coming around.  How will this development handle the 

15 homeless that will be on the islands and the intersections, 

16 at the on ramps, and some will try to find places to sleep, 

17 which is understandable, and so I think the development 

18 needs to consider the homeless, also.  Thank you very much.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

20 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Jaime Chavez followed by Jay 

21 Phelan.  

22 MR. JAIME CHAVEZ:  Good morning, Members of CPC.  

23 My name is Jaime Chavez.  I reside at 28 Bartolo Baca, 

24 Tijeras, New Mexico, 87059.  I live in the County.  I'm also 

25 a trustee of the Atrisco Land Grant.  That is the community 
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 1 that we're talking about today.  These are lands that you're 

 2 addressing are the common lands of the Atrisco Land Grant.  

 3 If you're concerned with historical communities, you 

 4 probably should have stated that in any documents that you 

 5 have of -- the Atrisco Land Grant still exists today, and 

 6 I'm a trustee of that land grant.  We just celebrated the 

 7 blessing of our waters the other day on May 15th, which is 

 8 San Isidro day in the Atrisco township, and that is down in 

 9 Atrisco, and basically you're talking about new town 

10 centers, yeah, new town centers, artificial town centers, 

11 non-existent town center.  The real town centers are down in 

12 your -- in the Valley and basically are not being attended 

13 to by the County and need to be attended to by the County as 

14 my roads need to be attended to in the East Mountain area.  

15 Can't seem to do that.  Don't know why.

16 However, what's important here is that the -- I'm very 

17 concerned about the issue of conversion since we come down 

18 to land-use plan.  "Conversion" you all means converting 

19 something from agricultural use or from a certain type of 

20 use to another type of use.  In this case, suburbanization, 

21 subdivision, and this land historically, being the common 

22 lands of the grant, are also farm lands.  They're designated 

23 or have been designated rural agriculture.  

24 And our concern in Atrisco is, of course, that we have 

25 ongoing agricultural lands.  Submitted to the -- to the 
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 1 County Commission recently, our position on conversion, 

 2 which is also being supported by two national organizations 

 3 as well; one, the rural coalition out of Washington, D.C., 

 4 the largest ethnic organization of farmers and ranchers in 

 5 the country, and definitely we plan to continue opposing 

 6 this type of development, and that any type of development 

 7 were to take place here, there's a need for an EIS before 

 8 you doing anything, okay, environmental impact statement, 

 9 because there are kivas up on this west mesa as were shown 

10 by Hopi elder and spiritual leader, Thomas Banyacya, many 

11 years ago, and the fact that it's adjacent to Petroglyph 

12 National Monument where I served as -- on the Commission as 

13 well for the planning of that.  

14 Just because Petroglyph National Monument and National 

15 Park Service drew a line in the sand does not define the 

16 space.  That space bleeds out on to the west mesa, and it is 

17 a traditional herb-picking area, and this has all been 

18 brought before testimony of the United States government.

19 I need to also let you know, and I'm just putting you 

20 on notice that, in fact, we have every intention to have the 

21 state look at this matter through Mr. Hector Balderas, your 

22 Attorney General at this point.  So that's ongoing.  That 

23 request has already been made, because you are dealing with 

24 treaty communities here, treaty of Guadalupe Hildalgo, and 

25 you're also dealing with a 1905 patent.  Okay?  And you all 
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 1 know this, because the County sits in Atrisco.  Okay?  We 

 2 were there a long time before there was ever a county, and 

 3 it needs to be -- you have no notation of anything 

 4 historical here.  

 5 All the wells that are up there are to feed -- are to 

 6 water cattle that are still being used up in that area, and 

 7 we definitely want to preserve this and conserve this area 

 8 as our food basket in the future, okay, by running ungulates 

 9 up in that area and bringing the land, the grass lands back 

10 as well. 

11 Sound impossible?  It's being done all over the world.  

12 Thank you very much.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Any questions?  Thank 

14 you.

15 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Jay Phelan.  

16 MS. PHELAN:  Hi.  Good morning.  My name is Jay 

17 Phelan.  I live at 545 Shirk Lane, Southwest.  I have been 

18 coming from day one when we started on Level A.  

19 I'm lost, and you can look at the audience.  There's 

20 nobody here, because I don't think us, general public, other 

21 than if you live on a computer or you can print out all the 

22 things -- I don't even know what to say.  I'm saying it's 

23 going way too fast.  As the planners, I don't know how they 

24 can begin to do this in the timeframe that was set up.  

25 And the last meeting I missed, and then someone went 
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 1 and said they don't even know what happened.  I just think 

 2 this is too massive, and I remember being told that, no, 

 3 plan A is -- Level A is the concept, whatever.  Now, the 

 4 nuts and bolts come in plan B.  You're really going to know 

 5 what's going on.  No.  And why aren't there public meetings 

 6 with proponents saying, "Here's what I'd like to do," and 

 7 don't want to be shouting match, but sit down and talk to 

 8 us.  Why are there no hearings?  I don't understand.  This 

 9 is as big as the Level A, the B, why aren't being told?  And 

10 look, there's nobody here. 

11 These gentlemen, they have -- these things they're 

12 great, but where do we ever see the answers to them?  I'm 

13 lost, guys, and I was in planning with the federal 

14 government, and I don't even know how to respond.  I don't 

15 even know what to tell the neighbors.  I think it's way to 

16 rushed for the planners.  How they're even doing what 

17 they're doing I think is remarkable.  And political, I don't 

18 care who got paid for political.  I don't care if it's done 

19 by election bond.  That things going to be for years and 

20 years.  Let's be careful what we do.  I don't care if it's 

21 done by (inaudible).  Let's just do it proper, and I don't 

22 think -- if I don't understand it and the public doesn't and 

23 we're relying on these planners which we have to do, I don't 

24 think the public knows what's going on.  

25 I'd love to comment on water, but after hearing this 
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 1 today, I don't even know how to comment.  So I don't know 

 2 why there's not a care of even a barking group to bring up 

 3 and -- what happened to the good 'ole let's just sit down 

 4 and talk about it, not fight, learn.  That gentleman had 

 5 some real concerns.  Does it ever get passed to them?  Does 

 6 it go to the proponent?  Does everything fall on the 

 7 planners?  I think the public needs to be involved, but 

 8 thank you very much.  You're doing a good job, but I think 

 9 this is way massive, more than Level A.  Plus, I think this 

10 is really important.  I know it's a big deal, but thank you 

11 for doing a good job.  I appreciate what the planning office 

12 is doing also.  Thank you.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

14 We have somebody else?  

15 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  We have Theresa Gonzales.

16 MR. GONZALES:  Greetings, Mr. Chair and County 

17 Planning Commission Board.  My name is Theresa Gonzales.  My 

18 address is 8628 Ellington Court, Northwest.  I am actually 

19 just going to reiterate previous statement that is on record 

20 that was submitted on August the 5th, 2014, that was 

21 directed to the Bernalillo County Commissioners and County 

22 Planning Commission.  And a few -- it's just a reiteration 

23 to remind you all that, number one, the Town of Atrisco Land 

24 Grant is of historical current and future significance.  

25 To date, I, too, am a trustee of the land grant.  I 
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 1 serve as education chair as well as secretary.  We are a 

 2 political subdivision and community through the Treaty of 

 3 Guadalupe Hidalgo.  US patent enacts -- as officially 

 4 recognized unit of government in the State of New Mexico.  

 5 Through our governmental powers the trustee takes the 

 6 position that the proposed Santolina project should be 

 7 decided by and approved by the community, itself, and as a 

 8 whole. 

 9 It is through community input and feedback that and 

10 clear representation of community voice will be expressed.  

11 Decisions made regarding Santolina should be made in the 

12 best interest of the heirs and current residents of Atrisco.  

13 The questions surrounding the water resources and economic 

14 viability for such a development should be addressed and 

15 answered by developers, which has been completely inadequate 

16 and -- and not sufficient enough in terms of accurate 

17 information.  The developer has not communicated with the 

18 Town of Atrisco Grant nor requested approval to build such a 

19 large project within the boundaries of the grant.  At any 

20 time during this process have they -- have they tried or 

21 made an effort to respond or engage in a suitable manner 

22 with the Grant and the trustees and the heirs.  Nor has the 

23 development been submitted for review and approval in our 

24 grants or has it been submitted as a part or a review -- as 

25 a part of suggestions toward our Comprehensive Plan, which 
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 1 has been filed currently with the Department of Financial 

 2 and Administration.  

 3 Risk of building such a large development within the 

 4 boundaries of a congressional repatent -- patented land 

 5 grant continues to raise questions of being able to quiet 

 6 title as evidenced by the land patent disclaimer placed on 

 7 real estate seal documents within the land grant.  We 

 8 operate as a bipolitic and municipal corporation since the 

 9 last century as referenced by numerous court cases.  We have 

10 a fiduciary responsibility to protect the rights and 

11 privileges of the heirs, and therefore, Bernalillo County 

12 doesn't have sole jurisdiction, but we do ask that we can 

13 come together and practice good government and stewardship 

14 of the land together.  

15 We are interested in conservation of our historic lands 

16 that to this date remain classified as agricultural and 

17 under green-belt status, and we ask that it remain so until 

18 we have an authentic community-driven process where 

19 everybody, including the heirs and the current residents, as 

20 well as the community as a whole, is able to participate in 

21 meaningful manner.  Thank you.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is that it?  Is that it?  Anybody 

23 else in the audience wants to speak?  

24 You wanted the -- 

25 MS. KELLY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- agent back, no -- 

 2 MS. KELLY:  Yeah.  

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  To ask some questions.  

 4 MS. KELLY:  So just back on the zoning and land 

 5 use questions.  

 6 So thank you, Jim.  I was also just overwhelmed with 

 7 all the zoning information, but I did see some things that 

 8 caught my eye.  There was a discussion of green 

 9 infrastructure and that it would be used where practicable, 

10 and I just would like to know if that's defined enough so 

11 that at platting, we could do major water harvesting?  

12 MR. STROZIER:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, 

13 that's probably a better question for -- for Staff.  

14 Certainly, I think what we've tried to indicate within the 

15 Level B plan is a commitment to do those things, and I think 

16 the County, in terms of their regulations and standards, is 

17 also committed to do those things, and there are specific 

18 regulations that are in place and will most likely be 

19 evolving over time as we moved forward with that, that will 

20 come into play on specific -- when we get to the subdivision 

21 and roadway and infrastructure design. 

22 So in terms of the specifics of how that is done 

23 specifically I think is more of a relationship with the 

24 County and their process and procedures as we get to the 

25 implementation of these things.  I think from our standpoint 
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 1 at this stage what we've tried to do is make sure that -- 

 2 that those concepts are in place and that specifically 

 3 related to the road infrastructures and the road 

 4 cross-sections, that those landscape areas, those green 

 5 areas are incorporated into each of those cross-sections so 

 6 that we have places within those roadways to do those 

 7 things.

 8 So exactly how -- what the design is and the details as 

 9 to how to do that -- and we saw some of that at -- if you 

10 haven't been there, there's certainly examples of it around 

11 town, but one that Mr. McGregor pointed out on the tour of 

12 the stadium was specifically how that was incorporated into 

13 the parking lot design of that, and those are the types of 

14 things that we want to make sure are included in -- in this.

15 So I think from a design standards standpoint, we don't 

16 have the details at this point.  We anticipate that those 

17 would be develop in concert with Staff at the time of actual 

18 project implementation.  What we do have is a requirement 

19 that those be considered and incorporated into those designs 

20 as they move forward.  

21 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.  And I guess I have the 

22 same question about just terrain management, and I know that 

23 that's on our next meetings topic, but just -- I'm just 

24 letting you know that as we look at the zoning, that's 

25 something I'm really interested in seeing that when it goes 
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 1 to platting, the folks who are reviewing plats have enough 

 2 detail to where they can require those aspects be addressed.  

 3 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  I agree, and we will -- we 

 4 will be prepared to address that more fully at the next 

 5 meeting.  We will get with Mr. Briggs and coordinate, make 

 6 sure we are on the same page with Staff in terms of how some 

 7 of those things will be implemented when it gets to the 

 8 subdivision and development stage.

 9 MS. KELLY:  Then I was interested in MRCOG's 

10 comments about the quarter mile spacing for pedestrian 

11 access.  Is that defined in zoning to where that can be 

12 required at subdivision?  

13 MR. STROZIER:  So the quarter mile -- I want to 

14 make sure I understand your question.

15 MS. KELLY:  As I understood the comment that I 

16 read, it was that there should be a standard that at least 

17 every quarter mile there's pedestrian access to the open 

18 space network and the recreational trails network.  

19 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

20 MS. KELLY:  And maybe I'm misunderstanding the 

21 comment, but I want to be sure that neighborhoods have 

22 access to those facilities as they're platted.  

23 MR. STROZIER:  So we will take a look at that.  If 

24 it's not clear, the intent is -- and I think we tried to 

25 address in the design standards the general concept of 
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 1 connectivity, and that's -- that's something that has been 

 2 evolving from the initial Level A submittal and getting to 

 3 where we are now.  

 4 So -- so the grid that we've put in place, it's 

 5 anticipated that that -- that's the -- that's the first step 

 6 towards making sure that connectivity occurs, and then 

 7 within the individual neighborhoods and subdivisions that 

 8 occur, that connectivity needs to carry on, and it actually 

 9 should be more than a quarter -- quarter mile.  I think the 

10 quarter mile is probably what we've shown already in terms 

11 of that connectivity, and then within those blocks, we need 

12 to make sure that that connectivity occurs as it relates, 

13 not only to neighborhood parks, the schools, the open space.  

14 So I think I talked about this a little bit with the 

15 transportation, but the idea of the complete streets -- so 

16 that's one aspect is to make sure that the streets all have 

17 facilities that are related to the pedestrian, bicycles, 

18 cars and trucks, and transit, and so that's this -- this 

19 notion that every one of those streets at those levels 

20 provides for the complete package.  Some of them in a 

21 different way.  

22 And then, in addition to that, we have this kind of 

23 overall open space network that is anticipated to be an 

24 off-road trail corridor that then gets connected to the 

25 individual projects and site plans, and we can certainly see 
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 1 -- so I think the standards that we've tried to put in place 

 2 relate to -- it's not necessarily a zoning standpoint, but 

 3 the design standards section where we ensure that those 

 4 connections are made, and so it's not to say that you will 

 5 never have a cul-de-sac in Santolina, but if you do have a 

 6 cul-de-sac and it butts up either against one of those 

 7 complete streets or the open space corridor, that there is a 

 8 connection -- 

 9 MS. KELLY:  Okay.

10 MR. STROZIER:  -- To that.  So one of the things 

11 -- you know, this is one of those balances again between -- 

12 within the neighborhoods having areas that are -- we always 

13 try and manage the level of road -- of vehicle traffic, and 

14 one of the ways you do that is through connectivity and 

15 making sure you're spreading it out.  The other way is to 

16 make sure that you're -- you really think through where the 

17 pedestrian -- making sure that if you don't have a direct 

18 vehicle connection, that you have a pedestrian and bicycle 

19 connection in that location, because sometimes it may not be 

20 appropriate to have a vehicle connection at every -- at 

21 every spot.  

22 For instance, along the escarpment edge, or if you 

23 think about the Atrisco Terrace or the monument, there are 

24 set access points that are going to be determined by 

25 somebody other than us, and so we need to make sure that we 
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 1 figure out a way to get people to those access points as 

 2 pedestrians and on trails, and that's what is anticipated to 

 3 be dealt with, and I'll -- we'll take a look at that to make 

 4 sure that it's clear that those requirements are to be 

 5 implemented at the subdivision level, because that's where 

 6 it -- we can't get to that level of detail here, but I think 

 7 we're exactly on the same page in terms of making sure that 

 8 that happens.

 9 MS. KELLY:  Okay.  I think that's all I have.  

10 Thank you.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  

12 MS. HERTEL:  I have a question.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead, Commissioner.  

14 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  This goes back to the phasing 

15 that I was discussing earlier, and I'm going to read a 

16 estimate that's in the -- in the highlighted area.  

17 "Ensuring the financial tools are available will allow the 

18 developer to provide adequate public facility infrastructure 

19 so that it is in place prior to new development."  So I'd 

20 like to understand what the financial tools that you're 

21 talking about that would become available and then who is 

22 responsible for ensuring those tools are in place?  

23 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  So that is a -- there are a 

24 number of tools that are available.  I think for the most 

25 part, the most basic of those tools is the subdivision 
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 1 improvements agreement, and that -- when a project comes 

 2 through and a subdivision is platted, there is what we 

 3 called subdivision improvements agreement that guarantees 

 4 that the infrastructure list that is associated with that 

 5 project is financially guaranteed.  It's -- everything is on 

 6 the list that needs to be done, and that is on the burden of 

 7 the developer to build that -- to build that infrastructure.  

 8 MS. HERTEL:  To provide the financing?  

 9 MR. STROZIER:  To build it.  

10 MS. HERTEL:  To build it.  

11 MR. STROZIER:  To build it.  So the financial 

12 guarantee of the subdivision improvements agreement, there's 

13 different ways that this is accomplished.  Probably more 

14 detail than this conversation, but the financial guarantee 

15 is a tool that the County has at its disposal if that 

16 infrastructure doesn't get built, doesn't get built to the 

17 proper standards, then the County has that money available 

18 to go in and either do it themselves or fix it.  It's a -- 

19 so that's one financial tool that is already in the County's 

20 -- in the County's process.  

21 The other financial tools are PIDs and TIDs, which are 

22 bigger picture financial mechanisms that help finance that 

23 infrastructure, and I think those are important, because 

24 they are tools that allow infrastructure to be constructed 

25 on a longer scale by the developer. 
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 1 Once again, this infrastructure is constructed by the 

 2 developer, not by the County or someone else.  This 

 3 infrastructure is put in place up front at a larger scale 

 4 with the contingency that it is paid back or funded over 

 5 time.  A public improvement district is an additional tax 

 6 that is placed on the property covered by the district.  So 

 7 it's not anything that impacts anyone outside of the 

 8 district.  It is a tax that is placed on the district itself 

 9 and the properties within that district.  A tax increment 

10 development district is a tool by which that infrastructure 

11 is put in up front by the developer at their expense, and 

12 then the increments -- so if that area is taxed at a certain 

13 level today, it is anticipated that as development occurs in 

14 the future, that that tax -- taxable amount goes up.  A 

15 portion of that amount, an increment of that additional tax 

16 is then applied to pay back the up-front cost for the 

17 infrastructure, and so those -- the PID and TID are tools 

18 that are really effective at getting infrastructure done in 

19 a more comprehensive way than -- we typically see it where 

20 it's done a project at time, and we can go all around our 

21 community and see areas where you've got a full section of 

22 the street and then it goes to a half section of the street 

23 and then it goes to the other half of the street.  

24 Just talking to neighborhood group in North Albuquerque 

25 Acres where if you've been in some of those areas, you see 
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 1 that exactly.  A project builds their half of the street.  

 2 The next project builds the other half of the street, and it 

 3 gets done in a piecemeal manner over time, and that's the 

 4 way we've done it -- we've done it a lot over -- over the 

 5 course of time, but PIDs and TIDs allow that to be done more 

 6 comprehensively and more up front, because the developer has 

 7 the assurance that they will be paid back, and the only way 

 8 they get paid back is if their project is successful.  So if 

 9 the project isn't successful, then there's additional 

10 increment of tax that gets generated.  Then they don't get 

11 paid back.  There's nothing to pay them back with.  So those 

12 are -- those are kind of some of the keys ones.  

13 Then when you get into economic development projects, 

14 there's a whole other list of -- list of tools that come 

15 into play in the toolbox including industrial revenue bonds, 

16 lead-up bonds.  There are state and local tools that effect 

17 those as well.  And so all of those tools are important in 

18 the long run in terms of the development of the 

19 infrastructure for a project like this over time.  Does that 

20 answer your question?  

21 MS. HERTEL:  Yes.  Thank you.

22 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  And I'll say, I'm not expert 

23 on that stuff.  So if we need to drill down more on that, 

24 I'm sure we can find -- have somebody that could address 

25 that in more detail than I can, but I think that gives you 
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 1 the context.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  If not, 

 3 thank you very much.

 4 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Staff, do you have any closing 

 6 comments.  

 7 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I had a 

 8 few comments in response to some of the statements by the 

 9 public, and as always, we really appreciate the public 

10 continuing to be involved in this and coming down and 

11 providing their comments, and definitely do take them very 

12 seriously.  

13 And I just wanted to give a few points of 

14 clarification, and some people may not have been -- some of 

15 you are attending all the hearings.  Some of you may not 

16 have been attending, but back in January, we did -- this 

17 request was first submitted in January.  We've been 

18 reviewing it since then.  We had a hearing in March where -- 

19 and -- where it was decided by this Commission to follow a 

20 schedule of having hearings every month and where the main 

21 topics that are considered in this type of a plan will be 

22 taken one by one and then to work -- to work through any of 

23 the issues and to try and get through each one, so -- and 

24 then to come back after having a series of hearings. 

25 So there are three specialized hearings.  We're on the 
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 1 second one.  There's another one coming up in -- in June 

 2 that will focus more on natural resources and the 

 3 environment and services, and water will be one of the 

 4 topics in that discussion.  And then we have reserved 

 5 another date in July to come back and see where we are with 

 6 everything, and realizing that this a big -- a big task and 

 7 trying to work through things as best we can, but like 

 8 Commissioner -- Mr. Chair said that we'll see where we are 

 9 at that time, and if there need to be more discussions, then 

10 the Commission can decide if that's what -- what they need.  

11 But we were hoping to proceed through topic by topic, 

12 so that the next one will be June 23rd, covering environment 

13 and open space and government and public service.  So some 

14 of the issues that were brought up related to funding will 

15 be looking -- looking at those in greater detail, and then 

16 the applicant will also be addressing those issues as well.

17 So just to say that, but it is up to the Commission, 

18 too, if they have other -- other ways of proceeding with 

19 this, that that would be up to you, but we're planning to 

20 continue working on things as they're coming up in the 

21 discussion and to be ready to come back in July with an 

22 update of where -- where we all are with everything.  So 

23 that was one of my comments.  

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

25 MS. VEREECKE:  Okay.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And, again, I just want to, you 

 2 know, clarify that the agendas are made by me, the Chairman.  

 3 That's part of my job, and what I did with this and this 

 4 case -- and, of course, you know, I talked to all the 

 5 Commissioners is we're -- we felt at that time that by July 

 6 we would have all the information.  Now, if we don't have it 

 7 and I feel -- I don't feel comfortable that we're ready to 

 8 act on it, well, I'll change it, you know, but right now, 

 9 we'll keep with the schedule until that time comes.  

10 And you know, I mean, as far as delaying something, if 

11 we have a reason to delay it, we will delay it, you know, 

12 but it's got to get a time where we've got to act on it and 

13 send it to the Commission, because we are just recommending 

14 to the Commission.  We're not approving or disapproving, and 

15 they're the ones that do the final approval on this thing.  

16 Commissioner.

17 MS. VEREECKE:  Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

18 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman, Catherine, I guess I 

19 just want to express I really am concerned about our next 

20 hearing, because what I've got down that we're going to talk 

21 about is water, wastewater, storm water, terrain management, 

22 schools, parks, open space, and no net expense provisions.  

23 It's -- it's an awful lot, and then my question for the 

24 final meeting, whenever that occurs, will everything be 

25 recompiled so that we're seeing a cohesive plan that 
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 1 includes the changes that have been made?  

 2 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, yes.  

 3 That's the intention, and you're right, the next -- the next 

 4 hearing potentially could cover a lot of information.  I 

 5 know that the -- the agent is already -- like Mr. Strozier 

 6 said, they are already working towards that hearing and 

 7 trying to be as far along as they can with working with 

 8 Staff and agencies that they feel that they can come up with 

 9 an acceptable plan.  

10 But what we would be -- potentially, and this is what 

11 happened with Level A is working towards the possibility of 

12 a new updated plan, so it would be a complete redlined 

13 version of the plan where all of the corrections and 

14 additions that have been discussed at the hearing or worked 

15 out with Staff would be included in -- in that version, and 

16 at that point, Staff could make a recommendation to the 

17 Commission.  They could.  They may not if they don't feel 

18 that it's ready.  If they do feel that it's ready, as far as 

19 addressing Staff's concerns, then we would have findings and 

20 conditions for approval that the Commission could consider 

21 at that last hearing. 

22 But what I'm hoping is that we will have a very clear 

23 indication from the various Staff and agencies as to where 

24 they are and what -- what the outstanding issues are, if 

25 those could be addressed through some kind of conditions of 
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 1 approval or if this needs to be delayed to have more 

 2 discussions.  

 3 And, you know, right now, we're still working through 

 4 topic by topic on this.  So -- but that -- the goal would be 

 5 for the July hearing to have a complete revised plan and 

 6 then an accounting of where we are with everything.

 7 MS. KELLY:  And I would just ask at whatever point 

 8 that complete revised plan is available, that -- I know the 

 9 timeline right now is that items get posted a week before 

10 this hearing, and then the public is supposed to make 

11 written comments by eight days before this hearing.  I 

12 really think we need to be careful, and for that -- whenever 

13 that final hearing occurs, be sure that they have time to 

14 make written comments.  So maybe -- maybe we actually, as 

15 our attorney said last time, you know -- and I'm not 

16 proposing that we do this right now, but just for 

17 consideration for that hearing, be sure that we have enough 

18 time to get their written comments as part of the package 

19 that we receive a week before the hearing.

20 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, just 

21 to point out, too, that as the document -- we have asked for 

22 these sessions.  The agent is actually submitting their 

23 documents a little bit earlier, and we have been putting 

24 them on the website as they've been coming in, and this 

25 also, to address the comment from Rod Mahoney, too, that he 
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 1 didn't see things, as the submittals have been made, we've 

 2 been getting our IT department to upload them.  So this just 

 3 as an example -- and maybe I should have made that clearer 

 4 to you as well that this -- this set of documents that we 

 5 showed you earlier were submitted on May 6th, and we had 

 6 them up on the bernco.gov/santolina website following 

 7 Monday.  They were submitted on a Friday.  They were on the 

 8 website the following Monday.  

 9 You know, another thing that we could do in addition is 

10 to forward them to you when they come in.  So for next 

11 month, we can do that when they come in.  I know, like, for 

12 plans, we try to get them out in advance, but I apologize 

13 for not making it clearer, but we have been posting the 

14 submittals as they've come in, and they've been about three 

15 -- three to four weeks before the actual hearing.  The Staff 

16 Reports get posted seven to eight days before the hearing on 

17 the Agenda website.

18 MS. KELLY:  Well, you don't need to forward me 

19 stuff as it comes in, but maybe an email that there's been 

20 stuff posted.  

21 MS. VEREECKE:  Just to let you know that we posted 

22 it.  Well, and that's the other thing, too, is just trying 

23 to keep this so that it doesn't become even more 

24 overwhelming with -- as documents come in that where 

25 forwarding them -- I'm trying to keep a structure to all of 
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 1 this, but just to say, too, that we understand there really 

 2 is a lot of information to go through, and we are trying to 

 3 work through it as best we can, and we'll keep you posted on 

 4 where we are with everything as well.  

 5 And if anybody has comments or suggestions for us, 

 6 please forward them to us when you have them so that we can 

 7 be prepared or try to address them as best we can in the 

 8 best way possible.

 9 MS. KELLY:  I have one more quick thing -- 

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Go ahead.

11 MS. KELLY:  -- and then I'll stop.  I -- I would 

12 like to go out and look at the site, and I kind of tested 

13 the water with some of the Commissioners, and I don't think 

14 -- I don't think people are interested in doing a study 

15 session like we did for the Westland plan last week, but I 

16 just wanted to say that I've talked to our attorney, and he 

17 said it's acceptable for me to just go out there on my own.  

18 So I'm going to do that, and I just wanted to put that on 

19 the record, and I'll have a good vehicle with good tires, 

20 and I'll just try to see what I can see.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  You know what?  I recommend that 

22 you -- Staff, one of the Staff goes with you.

23 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner, and we can 

24 assist you with that, too.  We'll be in touch.

25 MR. STROZIER:  I was -- I was just going to 
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 1 mention, Mr. Chairman and Commissioner Kelly, I agree that 

 2 it probably would be good to Staff, but -- but just let us 

 3 know.  We can make arrangements to have R. P., who is the 

 4 gentleman who met us at the gate.  On the north side there 

 5 are gates and locks, and so while it's a constant challenge 

 6 to keep those fences up and secured, we do try and do that.  

 7 So just let us know, and we'll make sure that there's 

 8 someone out there to meet you and Staff to make sure you 

 9 have access where you need to go.

10 MS. KELLY:  Appreciate it.

11 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is that it?  Any more questions?  

13 Do I have a motion to adjourned?  

14 MS. SERNA:  So moved, Mr. Chair.  

15 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Second.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Second.  All those in favor 

17 signify by saying aye.

18 COMMISSION:  Aye.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  

20 (Note:  Hearing in recess at 12:13 p.m.) 
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 1 (Note:  Hearing in session at 9:12 a.m.)

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Going to call this meeting 

 3 to order.

 4 MR. GRADI:  Good morning, Chairman Chavez, Members 

 5 of the Planning Commission.  Today is a number in sequence 

 6 in the hearing for the Santolina Level B Master Plan.  Today 

 7 we have both the SPR2016-0001 on the Agenda.  Staff has 

 8 prepared -- Catherine has prepared for the Commission, and 

 9 we have copies available, a format for today's hearing that 

10 provides for comments from agencies, public comment, and 

11 closing remarks and follow up.  

12 Having said that, I have no further changes to the 

13 Agenda and stand for any questions.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions of Staff?  If not, 

15 next order of business is going to be approval of the 

16 Minutes for May the 26th.  

17 MR. MALRY:  So moved.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Been moved.

19 MS. KELLY:  Second.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Second.  All those in favor 

21 signify by saying aye.

22 COMMISSION:  Aye.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Opposed?  Motion approved.  Thank 

24 you.  

25 Okay.  We're going to get into the case now.  We kind 
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 1 of -- we have a little schedule here, and we're going to try 

 2 to keep to it as much as we can.  So hopefully we'll be out 

 3 of here before 12 o'clock.  So introduction and overview of 

 4 the Planning Department.

 5 MS. VEREECKE:  Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members 

 6 of the Commission.  This is SPR2016-0001, a request for 

 7 approval of the Santolina Level B Master Plan, and my name 

 8 is Catherine VerEecke.  I'm the Case Planner with Planning 

 9 and Development Services.

10 This is the third of a -- of three special hearings for 

11 the Santolina Level B plan.  There will also be another 

12 concluding hearing on July 21st.  The previous topics have 

13 been transportation and then land use and zoning.  As these 

14 hearing took place, the applicant and the agent have 

15 continued to work with Staff to refine the plan and address 

16 issues raised by Staff and agencies and also to ensure that 

17 the Planned Communities Criteria, which really provide the 

18 basis for these master planned communities, are being 

19 adequately addressed.  

20 So this June 23rd -- and also to say, too, again, that 

21 the Level A plan for the entire Santolina property was 

22 considered and approved and adopted by the County Commission 

23 in 2014, about -- no, 2015, about a year ago.

24 So under this process where we're now at a higher level 

25 of detail and focusing on specific -- specific portion of 
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 1 the area of Santolina, and then we're -- because it is such 

 2 a complex request, we are going topic by topic.

 3 So in this hearing, we will focus on two main topics 

 4 that are within the Planned Communities Criteria, and these 

 5 topics are environment and open space and government and 

 6 public service.  So under these topics, we would be looking 

 7 at slope, drainage, and important site characteristics along 

 8 with air quality, energy efficiency, conceptual drainage 

 9 plan, updated archeological survey, siting of industrial 

10 uses to avoid negative impacts.  

11 Under government and public service, we have the 

12 strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities, 

13 including open space facilities plan, phasing of water, 

14 sewer, drainage, and mobility, that would be transportation, 

15 and also statements of water availability and availability 

16 of public services, such as liquid and solid waste, cultural 

17 and human services, fire, police, and schools.

18 So those are all the topics.  I think they're very much 

19 related to each other.  We have the natural environment and 

20 then -- and then the built environment and the management of 

21 the environment.  So that's what we're talking about today.

22 The Santolina plan, just to give you a quick overview, 

23 and I know the agent will also be discussing this, but seeks 

24 to address these requirements in three chapters, environment 

25 and open space, utility infrastructure -- utility 
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 1 infrastructure and services, and then government and public 

 2 services.  There are also technical appendices that go along 

 3 with them.  Staff has been analyzing the documents for the 

 4 past few months and has provided comments.  The first series 

 5 of comments appeared in the March 2nd Staff Report.  

 6 Comments were from Natural Resources, Parks and Open Space, 

 7 Drainage, Fire, the Water Utility Authority, and APS.  

 8 In response to the comments, the agent submitted 

 9 revisions to the plan.  These have been posted on the 

10 website and also made available to you, and they were also 

11 in the Staff Report.  These included additional language for 

12 open space in both the land-use chapters to show the number 

13 -- to show the number of facilities and the level of 

14 service, including approximately 945 acres in the Level B 

15 area that will be dedicated for large scale parks and open 

16 space, and you can see that open space area in green on the 

17 map.  An open space zone has also been added in the zoning 

18 chapter and is shown on the maps in the plan.  

19 In addition, an air quality analysis has been adopted, 

20 and a report has been provided.  Additional language for 

21 phasing about the concepts and principles for development 

22 that will be followed as the Santolina Level B area -- this 

23 Level B area develops has also been added as there have been 

24 some discussion about phasing.  

25 The intent -- let's see.  The intent to provide a Level 
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 1 B archeological study has been stated, although I'm not 

 2 aware that one has been provided.  The applicants have 

 3 provided another matrix, while you've already seen two 

 4 matrices, for this hearing's topics that lists Staff and 

 5 agency comments and how the agents have been working to 

 6 address them.  Topics include the drainage plan, water 

 7 conservation, terrain and storm water management, 

 8 reclamation and sewage treatment, and ABCWUA requirements 

 9 for a Development Agreement and serviceability letter, and 

10 then Parks and Open Space concerns and then outstanding 

11 conditions of approval for Level A.  

12 The submittal of documents have been -- have been 

13 reviewed and responded to by Staff and agency -- I'm sorry, 

14 the submittal have been forwarded to staff and agencies and 

15 have been available for review.  Several Staff in turn have 

16 responded to the agent's response, including Parks and Open 

17 Space, Fire, APS, and ABCWUA.  The comments are summarized 

18 in the Staff Report.  

19 It appears from the review of the documents that 

20 discussions between Staff or agencies and the applicant have 

21 continued with the applicant's goal of meeting the necessary 

22 requirements prior to the next hearing in July.  There 

23 continues to -- and Staff is here to talk about their 

24 response to that, to the recent submittal.  There continues 

25 to be concerns from the community about this request, 
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 1 particularly about water.  We also recently got some 

 2 comments from the local historian about historic remains on 

 3 the property, particularly a directional arrow that does 

 4 fall within -- an aviation directional arrow that falls 

 5 within the Level B property.  

 6 Staff and agency representatives are here to give an 

 7 overview of their areas.  If you remember, the first 

 8 hearing, there was no presentation by Staff in the different 

 9 areas.  So Staff is going to give a little introduction on 

10 what is proposed in the plan and then their response and 

11 where they are in the discussions with the applicant and the 

12 agent.

13 So I'm not sure if everyone is here yet, but just to go 

14 over who is here, we have Dan McGregor.  From Public Works, 

15 Don Briggs.  Richard Meadows is available to answer any 

16 questions about transportation and air quality.  From -- we 

17 also have Chris Gober from Fire.  We have Elvira Lopez from 

18 APS.  Do we have anybody from the Utility Authority?  They 

19 may be here.  If not, then Dan McGregor is aware of what 

20 their -- what their concerns are, or if not, if they haven't 

21 been brought up, I'll read their comments into the record 

22 later.  John Barney from Parks and Open Space is also -- is 

23 also expected.  He has another meeting, but he should be 

24 here later.  

25 So those are the Staff and agencies, and then after 
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 1 that, we'll have the applicant, and then the public.

 2 With that I stand for questions.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions of Staff.  Okay.  

 4 Let's get started.  Go ahead and call whoever -- Public 

 5 Works first?  

 6 MR. McGREGOR:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, Dan 

 7 McGregor, Bernalillo County Public Works, director of -- or 

 8 interim director for infrastructure planning and 

 9 georesources.  Before I get started, first if myself, 

10 Mr. Briggs or Mr. Gober seem a little out of it, we've been 

11 a little busy this week.  So I really want to say thank you 

12 to Chris for coming.  He's already pushing 128 hours for the 

13 week.  So hats off to Chris.  Thank you for that.  

14 So with regard to water supplies for Santolina, the 

15 County is in a unique position that once the Water Utility 

16 states in some form or fashion that they are going to be the 

17 supplier, then they start their own process with regard to 

18 Development Agreements, serviceability letters and the like.  

19 At the Level A, the Utility did provide a letter saying 

20 that they would be providing water, given -- if certain 

21 conditions were met.  One of those conditions was entering 

22 into a Development Agreement.  The condition that we stated 

23 was prior to Level B approval, we had to have that 

24 Development Agreement from the Water Utility Authority.  The 

25 County does not enter into those negotiations.  The Utility 
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 1 works independently with the developer.  We would only 

 2 review the Development Agreement with regards to making sure 

 3 that there was no conflict with County Ordinance, but we 

 4 wouldn't tried to influence the decision between the 

 5 developer and the Utility in terms of what was required, 

 6 phasing and those sort of things.

 7 To date, that Development Agreement has not been put 

 8 into place.  I do know no from discussion with the Utility 

 9 and with the developer that those discussions are ongoing.  

10 That ultimately effects the master plan for the water and 

11 sewer.  So what you have before you right now is a concept 

12 that would work, but there's no guarantee that there's 

13 buy-in or acceptance of that by the Water Utility at this 

14 time.

15 The other question that then comes up, given that we 

16 have a condition of approval, when is that development 

17 required?  Is it required for approval at the CPC level or 

18 at the BCC level?  And that's really a question for this 

19 Commission to make as to how they want to interpret that.  

20 The developer obviously will take the position that it's 

21 before it goes to BCC for approval.

22 So -- and as Staff -- 

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Before you move on that, so we 

24 don't get away from that, we -- when we passed this Level 

25 A -- 
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 1 MR. McGREGOR:  Yes.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  What was the wording that we put 

 3 on there before it went to --

 4 MR. McGREGOR:  That we had to have a Development 

 5 Agreement before Level B approval, and I don't know that 

 6 that's exact, but that is the intent, and we did not specify 

 7 which board approval we were referring to in that condition.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, if we passed it, it meant 

 9 us.  

10 MR. McGREGOR:  Okay.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

12 MR. McGREGOR:  And so particularly given that 

13 response, Staff, I can't recommend approval until that 

14 agreement is in place, and that would be my best 

15 recommendation to you.

16 Okay.  There were also several over comments that we 

17 had with regard.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yeah.  Hold on.  

19 MR. McGREGOR:  Yes, please.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  We got a question.

21 MS. HERTEL:  Typically, okay, in your response how 

22 long does it take to do that negotiation, to get a 

23 Development Agreement in place with the Water Utility?  Is 

24 that a month process, often two months?  What do you -- do 

25 you have your own personal opinion on that?  
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 1 MR. McGREGOR:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, 

 2 these come through so infrequently it's really hard to make 

 3 that judgment.  You know, two or three months would be kind 

 4 of a minimum.  Sometimes these can go on for a year or two 

 5 depending on the scale of the project, complexities.  This 

 6 one is going to be somewhat complex, given the location up 

 7 on the mesa.  The direction to work the development from 

 8 existing water supply areas where the Utility wants to 

 9 actually pull supply from versus where the developer may be 

10 going, the requirement for reuse and how you phase that into 

11 the project, then what do you do with wastewater, because 

12 that's where the reuse piece comes from.  So it's -- it's a 

13 very complex question.  So longer rather than shorter is 

14 about the best answer I can give you at this point.

15 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  That's good do know, because 

16 that means as we -- it's a concurrent process with the rest 

17 of the review that we're doing on the other topics.

18 MR. McGREGOR:  That would be correct.  

19 MS. HERTEL:  It allows some additional, you know, 

20 time on the rest of the topics.  So thank you.

21 MR. McGREGOR:  Thank you.  

22 And on the other side of that, you know, this is a 

23 question that I've raised with the developer pretty much 

24 from day one even at the Level A, that that Development 

25 Agreement would be expected.  
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 1 So -- so with regard -- yes.  

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Hold on.  

 3 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Yeah.  I have another 

 4 question.  So just to be clear, serviceability agreement has 

 5 been done before that Development Agreement can be 

 6 generated; is that true?  

 7 MR. McGREGOR:  We're talking three different 

 8 documents.  Okay.  There's a serviceability letter, which 

 9 basically says, "Yeah, we're talking to them," which is 

10 basically what you have in front of you.

11 There's a Development Agreement, which becomes a 

12 binding contract in essence.  Mike, correct me if I'm using 

13 the wrong terminology.  And in that they basically spell out 

14 what the Utility is going to do, developer phasing, 

15 expectations, timings, funding, basically the skeleton which 

16 everything else hangs on, and then once that is issued, then 

17 when we get to particular Level C development.  There will 

18 be availability statements for that particular project to be 

19 provided.  

20 So we have that first letter, which says basically if 

21 they can meet all of their later conditions, yeah, we'll go 

22 ahead and provide service.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So -- 

24 MR. MALRY:  Mr. Chairman --

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

TR- 13
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 MR. MALRY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

 2 The bottom line is that you can't make a recommendation 

 3 until you have the report from the Water; is that correct?  

 4 MR. McGREGOR:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, the 

 5 recommendation I would have is that we -- that you would not 

 6 approve until that Development Agreement is in place, and 

 7 the basis for that is twofold.  One is, although it has been 

 8 stated that the Water Utility is the intended provider, 

 9 until such time as that Development Agreement is in place 

10 there's no guarantee that that is in fact going to happen.  

11 I think that's everyone's intention.  

12 Yes, Mike.

13 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Malry, 

14 as I recall, the requirement for a Development Agreement 

15 with the Water Authority was in the findings and conditions 

16 that BCC approved.  So it's a condition that the developer 

17 has to meet before they can get a Level B approval, but it 

18 was part of the findings and conditions that the BCC entered 

19 on the Level A, and -- but I agree with everything that Dan 

20 stated.  He stated it accurately.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So let me -- 

22 MR. MALRY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Commissioner Chavez.  

24 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  No.  Go ahead.  Thank you.  He 

25 answered my question.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  My question is there's two 

 2 Development Agreements that have to be done.  Ones by the 

 3 Water Authority.  The other one is with the Bernalillo 

 4 County Commission.  Are those the two Development Agreements 

 5 that have been to be done?  

 6 MR. McGREGOR:  Mr. Chair, from where I sit, that's 

 7 my understanding.  There may be others with other utilities 

 8 but -- 

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Now, the one that the County 

10 does, we have no control over here, because that's something 

11 that they negotiate.  Now, the Water Authority is a 

12 different entity from the County.  They do their own 

13 Development Agreement, I guess, and I think when we passed 

14 Level A, that was the intent.  It was that they have a 

15 Development Agreement with the Water Authority so that we 

16 can move it onto the County, so they can do their 

17 Development Agreement over there.  So I just --

18 MR. McGREGOR:  And, Mr. Chair, if I may, in the 

19 Development Agreement for Level A that was entered into with 

20 the County, there is a section that deals with the Water 

21 Utility, which basically says, "Yes, you're entering into 

22 your own separate agreement.  What is done there is between 

23 you and the Utility, and we're not going to interfere in 

24 that process."  So, yes, there they are two separate 

25 agreements.  We obviously control or develop the agreement 

TR- 15
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 with the County, but the process with the Utility is a 

 2 separate process between the Utility and the Level A.  

 3 That's correct.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  

 5 Go ahead.

 6 MS. KELLY:  Dan, I was looking at the plan 

 7 yesterday, because I was overwhelmed with all the materials.  

 8 So I went back to the plan, and it says that water master 

 9 planning may produce changes on the finding, the funding, 

10 the design, the maintenance, and operations, et cetera, of 

11 the Water Utility, and I thought I read at some point that 

12 the Water Utility Staff comments said that water master 

13 planning was required before entering into a water 

14 Development Agreement.  So I just am getting -- asking for 

15 clarification on did I read all that right?  

16 MR. McGREGOR:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, in 

17 essence I think that's correct, and from conversations with 

18 the developer -- and I don't want to speak for them and the 

19 Utility, I want to make that clear, my understanding is that 

20 that is part of the discussions and part of the -- I don't 

21 want to say delay, but I'm struggling for the right word.  

22 That's part of the issue that's ongoing with the Water 

23 Utility.  Perhaps those are questions that you could address 

24 to the developer.  They may be able to give you more 

25 appropriate detail.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Go ahead.

 2 MR. McGREGOR:  So with regard to that basic 

 3 supply, that's why we're standing where we are right now.  

 4 We also several other comments with regard to water 

 5 conservation.  We've had those discussion with the 

 6 developer.  The matrix that they've provided I believe is 

 7 correct.  We received a submittal with suggested text 

 8 changes at a conference we had earlier.  Those we went over 

 9 in brief.  We had no particular observations to.  We also 

10 got another submittal last night with further proposed 

11 changes.  To be honest with you, I had three minutes this 

12 morning to look through those.  I didn't see anything that 

13 stood out as being a problem.  I believe that at least as 

14 far as water conservation goes, we're well on path to 

15 getting an appropriate revised master plan.  And with that, 

16 I'd stand for any other questions.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  If not, thank you 

18 very much.

19 MR. McGREGOR:  Thank you.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Who's -- Catherine, who's next? 

21  MR. BRIGGS:  Good morning, Chairman Chavez, 

22 Commissioners.  My name is Don Briggs.  I'm the drainage 

23 engineer for Bernalillo County, and I reviewed the Level B 

24 master drainage plan.  Essentially I looked at it for 

25 consistency with the Level A conceptual plan.  Our 
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 1 ordinances, the MS4 permit requirements, and it -- it 

 2 essentially complies with all of those.

 3 The concept of the plan is -- is essentially consistent 

 4 with what we've done in the past.  It has both public and 

 5 private infrastructure that has to be built like storm 

 6 drains and public streets, open channels, retention ponds, 

 7 detention ponds, things of those nature.  It's not really 

 8 anything out of the ordinary.  

 9 There is one thing in that this area consists of some 

10 natural playa areas, which are going to be used for storm 

11 water retention, and that's kind of a natural process of, 

12 you know, water flows down hill, goes to the pond.  They're 

13 going to continue to use those areas for ponding.

14 As far as the MS4 permit goes, there was one caveat.  

15 This area is outside of our current urban area, which is 

16 essentially the jurisdictional limits of the MS4 permit, and 

17 ultimately, this will be pulled into that urban area.  There 

18 are technical documents that specify what the -- essentially 

19 the water treatment requirements are for our MS4 permit, and 

20 that has to do with what's called the 90th percentile storm.

21 This area being outside of our current urban limits, 

22 I've asked the applicant to provide us with a predevelopment 

23 hydrology analysis to determine what these -- what the MS4 

24 permit requirements are going to be for this area.  It's a 

25 site specific, essentially 90th percentile storm that 
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 1 they're going to determine.  It will be a little bit 

 2 different than our current urban area, not too much, but it 

 3 -- but it is something that I have asked for.

 4 The applicant has agreed to do that.  I understand that 

 5 is finished.  I haven't seen that analysis yet.  I did have 

 6 some other minor comments on the master plan, which they 

 7 have agreed to rectify, and with that, I'll stand for 

 8 comment or questions.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  Thank you.  

10 MR. BRIGGS:  Thank you.  

11 MR. GOBER:  Morning, Commissioners.  Chris Gober, 

12 Bernalillo County Fire Marshal.  First off, let me start out 

13 by giving out a great thanks to the fire fighters on the 

14 east side of the mountain.  It's controlled and 

15 extinguished, catastrophic fire we've had for the past week.  

16 Our only concerns for the fire safety side, public 

17 safety side is that we have the property and the facilities 

18 present for -- to provide EMS services, fire services and 

19 law enforcement services up there, that new development, and 

20 it can be in a phased-type of fashion along with the 

21 development, but we need to have those facilities there so 

22 we're not overwhelming the other resources down further in 

23 the Valley along with the fire hydrants.  We need to make 

24 sure those are in place, so we have water protection, water 

25 for the buildings, the homes, and the undeveloped land 
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 1 that's up in that area.  Other than that, I'll stand for any 

 2 questions.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  I, too, want to 

 4 thank you for all the work you've done out there in the 

 5 mountain.  I know it's been, you know, a lot of work and a 

 6 lot of sacrifice for a lot of people, not only you people 

 7 but the homeowners have lost some of the things.  So we 

 8 really appreciate the work you do.  

 9 MR. GOBER:  Thank you.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

11 Catherine, do we have somebody else?  

12 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that's all the Staff for 

13 now.  We'll come back to parks and open space later.  So 

14 now, we'll have the representative from APS.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  

16 MS. LOPEZ:  Good morning, Mr. Chair, 

17 Commissioners.  My name is Elvira Lopez.  I'm a senior 

18 planner manager with Albuquerque Public Schools capital 

19 master plan, and I'll be speaking about the proposed plan 

20 with respect to impacts on current schools and what we 

21 anticipate what the need will be in the future and to answer 

22 any questions you may have.  

23 Our understanding of phase one Level B Master Plan 

24 community with Santolina Master Plan, at this level would 

25 generate a need -- a proposal for 9,440 dwelling units.  So 
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 1 our impacts are based on that assumption.

 2 The proposal on the West Side impacts a number of 

 3 schools that are currently overcrowded, and I believe you 

 4 received comment on these.  Painted Sky Elementary School is 

 5 one of the most crowded right now with an enrollment of over 

 6 a thousand students and a capacity of 660.  The majority of 

 7 students are served in portables right now.

 8 Jimmy Carter Middle School, we (inaudible) need to 

 9 alleviate overcrowding.  They're at an enrollment of 1,224 

10 students with a capacity of 1,200.  Atrisco Heritage High 

11 School, one our newest schools, has an enrollment -- recent 

12 enrollment in 2015-2016 school year of 2,500 students with a 

13 capacity of 2,300.  

14 We have recently opened a new school on the southwest 

15 G.I. Sanchez.  It's K through 8 to alleviate this 

16 overcrowding.  In 2015-2016 we opened with 970 students.  

17 However, the capacity is for 1,400 students.  This school 

18 opened in the first year to serve K through 6th grade, and 

19 we will be introducing a 7th grade in the coming '16, '17 

20 school year, so that excess capacity is to serve the 

21 upcoming 7th grades, and in the subsequent years, '17, '18, 

22 we will be serving our K through 8th, and we will be 

23 reaching capacity at approximately 1,400 students.

24 Albuquerque Public Schools, to address over crowding 

25 has a number of strategies, including providing new 
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 1 capacity, and there's various strategies we can employ, such 

 2 as provision of portable structures, to provide additional 

 3 classrooms, accommodating growth.  We can improve the 

 4 facilities efficiencies through various strategies such as 

 5 looking at master schedules, exchanging scheduling, and we 

 6 can also consider shifting students to schools with 

 7 capacity.  We can avoid all of the above-strategies to 

 8 address overcrowding.

 9 With regards to the Level B phase 1 master plan, going 

10 back to that, quantity of the proposed housing units, 9,444, 

11 we understand that's approximately a third of the entire 

12 Level A Santolina plan.  APS has contacted WALH and is 

13 seeking to find a collaboration process that will facilitate 

14 the smooth provision of school sites and to possibly obtain 

15 assistance from WALH for the building of schools in the 

16 area.  

17 According to the phase I, Level B Master Plan, the plan 

18 proposes three residential villages, and within these three 

19 residential villages we understand that at least three 

20 schools will be proposed.  

21 Albuquerque Public Schools has engaged in ongoing 

22 discussions with Western Albuquerque Land Holdings.  Timely 

23 -- timely identification and acquisition of land for future 

24 school facilities is being requested of the applicant by 

25 APS, and the APS School District will be looking to finalize 
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 1 such land acquisition as the plan is being approved, and my 

 2 understanding that those agreements haven't been finalized, 

 3 but they're ongoing.  

 4 APS land acquisition will be at least proportional to 

 5 the quantity of schools presented in the Level B land-use 

 6 plan, which I stated and to understand that will be three 

 7 schools or three villages at least as presented in the plan.  

 8 Land needs are determined by APS educational curriculum, 

 9 enrollment, and construction standards.  According to APS 

10 standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed 9,444 

11 housing units, we do have a recommendation of how many 

12 schools are needed.  So the plan proposes a certain number, 

13 but we also have our own standards, and so I wanted to share 

14 that with you.  

15 By our standards for that number of housing units, we 

16 would need four elementary schools, and again, that would be 

17 our traditional model of K through 5.  That would be four 

18 elementary schools, one middle school and half of a high 

19 school.  There's not enough housing for an entire 

20 comprehensive high school.  So that's where that .5 high 

21 school comes in. 

22 We can explore other models of instruction as we had 

23 with the G.I. Sanchez K through 8.  So if we were to provide 

24 a K through 8 model with instruction, this would call for 

25 two K through 8 schools, and again, half of a high school.  
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 1 There's varies ways that instruction can be delivered, and 

 2 Albuquerque Public Schools is responding to community needs.  

 3 So these quantities of schools are all driven by the 

 4 enrollment, which, again, is driven by the housing.  So that 

 5 can't be -- it's not an inflexible quantity.  It's really we 

 6 need to look at the number of students.  

 7 And so to explain a little bit further, the 9,444 

 8 dwelling units we anticipate to generate a quantity of about 

 9 4,400 students from K to 12th grade, and so we use some of 

10 our development standards to provide these recommendations, 

11 and I believe those tables have been provided.  I can answer 

12 any questions about that if you should choose to.

13 The cost of these schools we estimate based on current 

14 construction costs to be in the realm of $160 million, and 

15 that doesn't include the land cost, and with that, I stand 

16 for questions.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  Commissioner.

18 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.  This might be a question 

19 for Staff, but maybe you can answer it.  In the Level A 

20 approval or conditions of approval, is there anything that 

21 requires that an agreement be reached between WALH and APS 

22 about the schools for phase B funding, location, et cetera, 

23 prior to Level B approval?  

24 MS. LOPEZ:  I'm not aware of a condition that 

25 provided that kind of timing, but perhaps Staff or others 
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 1 can answer that.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Staff, do you to -- Staff, you 

 3 want to answer that, because it's probably something they 

 4 wouldn't know.  Is there a condition that requires an 

 5 agreement between APS?  

 6 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, there was 

 7 a condition, and it reads, "The developer will work 

 8 collaboratively with APS to locate school sites within 

 9 Santolina, which will be made available to APS on mutually 

10 agreeable terms and conditions."  

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

12 MS. KELLY:  And -- 

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

14 MS. KELLY:  This is probably premature, but is it 

15 within our purview to develop such a condition as part of 

16 our process?  So just something I'm rolling over in my mind.  

17 And I guess one more question.  In the -- in the plan, 

18 the developer talks about using Carlos Ray on an interim 

19 basis, and you didn't mention Carlos Ray Elementary School.  

20 MS. LOPEZ:  I wasn't aware of that possibility.

21 MS. KELLY:  It's in the January plan.  

22 MS. LOPEZ:  Okay.  That's something we can look 

23 at.  Carlos Ray, in terms of their capacity right now, how 

24 we might accommodate that, but I would need some time to 

25 look at that possibility.  And I will say, I mentioned 
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 1 anticipated cost of the number of schools needed for that 

 2 housing, dwelling.  All construction, all new schools, 

 3 again, I want to remind you are contingent on taxpayer 

 4 approval.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Any other questions.  

 6 Commissioner, go ahead.

 7 MS. HERTEL:  On this .5 of a high school, what 

 8 happens to those high school students then until the next 

 9 phase comes in after Level B when the other half a high 

10 school is out there?  What happens to those students.

11 MS. LOPEZ:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, that's 

12 a great question.  There's various strategies the district 

13 can place to phase projects.  Again, provision of these 

14 schools calls for high levels of coordination between 

15 Albuquerque Public Schools and the developer.  And in terms 

16 of providing for a full-sized high school, you know, again, 

17 the timing of that would be determined by, you know, 

18 coordination and the presence of the student need, and 

19 phasing can be employed to accommodate -- 

20 MS. HERTEL:  Like phasing and construction of a 

21 high school?  

22 MS. LOPEZ:  We're currently employing phasing 

23 strategies to address the multitude of needs and the 

24 significant needs at our current -- at our current -- 

25 throughout the district.  So we can look at a phasing 
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 1 strategy to address the immediate needs and future needs.

 2 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Okay.  Thank you.  I -- 

 3 MS. LOPEZ:  I hope I'm answering your question.  

 4 I'm not sure.  Maybe I don't understand it.  

 5 MS. HERTEL:  Yes, you are.  I saw that same issue 

 6 with the aquatics facility where there was one-and-a-half 

 7 and community centers was one-and-a-half based on the 

 8 population, and none of that seems to make sense to me, 

 9 because the phasing that I can find from the applicant, and 

10 this may not be accurate, and there may be more discussion 

11 on that was, you know, a phase by 2025 and then not 

12 something for another 15 years.  So 15 years -- 

13 MS. LOPEZ:  All of it is contingent --

14 MS. HERTEL:  -- is a long time to wait for the 

15 other half of a high school.  

16 MS. LOPEZ:  And all of it is contingent on 

17 taxpayer approval.  There's a lot of things that have to 

18 happen before we get to the point of concretely planning for 

19 these schools beginning with funding.

20 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  That's an interesting point 

21 that -- and I'm going to ask the same question as the 

22 previous speaker, and that is how long does that take of 

23 discussion and approvals, typically take a couple years

24 or -- 

25 MS. LOPEZ:  The district currently has a five-year 
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 1 master plan.  We've recently updated it, and it's to plan 

 2 for 2017 through 2022.  The master plan is developed through 

 3 an extensive process beginning with assessments of our 

 4 school facilities and their conditions as well curriculum 

 5 needs, and so we, in this master planning process, also go 

 6 through a prioritization of needs, and so thinking about 

 7 something that doesn't exist, you know, is -- needs to be 

 8 considered as part of our master plan and considering all of 

 9 our existing -- it needs to be considered along with our 

10 existing district needs throughout.  So in terms of how long 

11 it would take, again, we do master planing updates every 

12 five years.  So with the presence of community input, that 

13 would become part of that process.

14 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  And one last question, and 

15 that is on this 944 dwelling units.  What's the population 

16 that you're seeing from 944 dwelling units or did you work 

17 it backwards -- 

18 MS. LOPEZ:  Yes, we did.  Yes, we did.  We -- 

19 based on our experience with our existing developed areas, 

20 we have an estimate -- estimate of how many students would 

21 be generated from that number of housing units.  Is that the 

22 question?  

23 MS. HERTEL:  Yes.

24 MS. LOPEZ:  So if you look at table we do have 

25 projected enrollment for the Level B Master Plan, and that's 
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 1 a total of 4,400 students, and we did break it down by 

 2 level.  At elementary school, that's about 2,400 elementary 

 3 school students.  Middle school, it's about a thousand, and 

 4 high school, about a thousand.

 5 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  So I'm just going to do quick 

 6 math.  A little over two students per dwelling unit.  

 7 MS. LOPEZ:  Yes.  

 8 MS. HERTEL:  And do you see population -- have 

 9 your studies shown population increasing in Bernalillo 

10 County or flat or how -- how does your group, APS see it?  

11 MS. LOPEZ:  We do track population within our 

12 district.  It's a fundamental basic information that we use 

13 to plan for all facilities and needs.  In the last few years 

14 we have observed that in our district, we have experienced 

15 declining enrollments, and we believe that to be direct -- 

16 indirect relationship and a result of the recession, the 

17 great recession.  We have not seen an increase in the region 

18 in general of all population as probably has been expected.  

19 I think the economy is impacting that and also related to 

20 our own district declining enrollments.

21 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  So your information is showing 

22 flat or declining?  

23 MS. LOPEZ:  Yes.

24 MS. HERTEL:  So your roughly two plus students per 

25 dwelling unit is based on your information?  
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 1 MS. LOPEZ:  That's based on what we have analyzed 

 2 housing units to generate on average.  

 3 MS. HERTEL:  And I'm going to suggest that 

 4 population studies from the applicant are showing population 

 5 increasing.  So your quantities of schools, et cetera, may 

 6 be low if you use the population studies that the 

 7 applicant's relying on.

 8 MS. LOPEZ:  And we don't confirm that the 

 9 population will grow as presented by the applicant.  I'd 

10 have to look at that, but right now, with the economy we 

11 have seen lagging population growth, and I think that the 

12 MRCOG and the other entities that project population are 

13 looking to -- paying close attention to the regional 

14 population growth as it may not be increasing as anticipated 

15 based on the economy.  

16 MS. HERTEL:  Right.  Okay.  Thank you.

17 MS. LOPEZ:  Thank you.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I have a question.

19 MS. LOPEZ:  Yes.  

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Does APS kind of -- you know, the 

21 State of New Mexico, we've been losing people the last 

22 couple of years on population.  So kind of common sense 

23 tells me that if this place starts to grow, it's going to be 

24 the same people that live here in Albuquerque moving from 

25 one place to another.  Do you take that into consideration 
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 1 when you're projecting your five-year plan for schools?  And 

 2 how does it work if a population moves from one area to 

 3 another, the funding is moved, too, with it?  Does that go 

 4 with the people that move there?  

 5 MS. LOPEZ:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, in terms of 

 6 considering population shifts as opposed to perhaps 

 7 population growth and how that relates to our five-year 

 8 master plan, when a community's there, we need to respond to 

 9 that need, and what we do is document that need, and so with 

10 a growing area, if a population shifted and people are 

11 there, there's a need there, and so we would include that as 

12 a need in our master plan.

13 However, in terms of how it is funded, that -- again, I 

14 go back to that's a taxpayer decision.  If they want to 

15 support funding of new facilities under those circumstances 

16 where population hasn't grown and it's a shift, we would 

17 have a certain number of resources from our community to 

18 take into account.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So when -- when somebody -- you 

20 know, APS gets so much for every student that goes to that 

21 school.  Does that include building or is that the building 

22 part of it comes from bonds to build it, you know?  So in  

23 other words, if some -- a bunch of kids move to a certain 

24 area of town, that funding probably goes with them for 

25 running the school, but that doesn't pertain to the building 
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 1 of that half high school that you have to build and the 

 2 elementary schools.

 3 MS. LOPEZ:  The funding is considered 

 4 comprehensively and through prioritization process that I 

 5 mentioned, and so the schools with the highest need as 

 6 determined by the facility conditions, the curriculum needs, 

 7 the growth needs -- growth is a consideration and a 

 8 prioritization amongst other needs, health and safety.  We 

 9 consider all of -- there's a matrix of considerations that 

10 allow us to prioritize the schools with the highest needs, 

11 and we can't address all of the needs. 

12 Right now, APS as a need of $3 billion for our 148 

13 school facilities, and recently the voters in February of 

14 2016 approved a package of 545 million.  That would address 

15 20 percent of our current needs with our current facilities.  

16 So to answer your question, we look at it through the master 

17 plan, and prioritization growth is considered, but the 

18 monies don't follow the students exactly in the way that it 

19 sounds like you were understanding.  

20 We look at allocations for capital.  We don't -- with 

21 the taxpayer funding, that does not have our operating 

22 costs.  That goes straight to capital, school buildings, 

23 technology, IT, school equipment, primarily school 

24 construction and renovations, and how that gets disseminated 

25 and used and planned for and budgeted is tied directly to 
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 1 our five-year capital master plan where we look 

 2 comprehensively at all of the district needs.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  Are there any 

 4 other questions?  That's it.  Thank you very much.

 5 MS. LOPEZ:  Thank you.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Do you have another agency, 

 7 Catherine?  If not, we'll move to Parks and Recreation.

 8 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, so John Barney is on the 

 9 way.  I don't -- again I don't think anybody is --

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  If he's not here, let's just move 

11 on to the next one.

12 MS. VEREECKE:  So just takes to say, too, that his 

13 comments are in Attachment 10 in the Staff Report, and 

14 likewise, the comments from the ABCWUA are in the Staff 

15 Report, and they did lay out exactly what they're working on 

16 now with the developer.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Who's the WUA, so everyone -- 

18 MS. VEREECKE:  So the Water Utility Authority.  So 

19 their representative wasn't sure if he would be able to make 

20 it today, but he did emphasize that he submitted comments.

21 So if you -- if you want me to read the comments, I can.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, the Water Authority would 

23 be kind of interesting to see.

24 MS. VEREECKE:  Did you want me to read the 

25 comments?  
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes, on water -- 

 2 MS. VEREECKE:  And they're not that long, so I'll 

 3 read them to you, and I know Dan McGregor had also 

 4 referenced them, too.  So in his comments -- and they have 

 5 been providing comments saying what the requirements are.  

 6 One of -- one of his communications said the water -- the 

 7 Water Authority is negotiating a Development Agreement with 

 8 the developer, which is to be concurrent with the Level B 

 9 Master Plan.  So that was one requirement.  

10 The other, he added -- he said, "I would like to add 

11 the following to my previously submitted comments:  

12 Santolina has requested a water and water and sanitary sewer 

13 serviceability statement.  This shall be issued prior to the 

14 Water Authority Development Agreement as it supplements the 

15 Development Agreement," and then no. 2, "The Water Authority 

16 Development Agreement will then need approval from the Water 

17 Authority Board."  

18 And then no. 3, "The Water Authority is aware of the 

19 Level A and Level B process.  They have communicated with us 

20 on Staff and with the developer."  One other question that I 

21 asked -- and the Staff member of the Utility Authority is 

22 Chris Cadena.  I asked him if the serviceability statement 

23 had been issued, and he said the statement has not been 

24 issued.  So all of these -- 

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  So do you -- according to 
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 1 that do you understand -- or they understand that for 

 2 approval of this, they have to have a Development Agreement?  

 3 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I think that would be 

 4 appropriate to -- a question to ask of the agent, and 

 5 they'll be speaking next, but I just wanted to get that in 

 6 the record about what the comments were, and I -- I -- from 

 7 what I've heard, that, yes, they're definitely working on 

 8 this.  It is under discussion, under negotiation.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  The Development Agreement?  

10 MS. VEREECKE:  That is my understanding, 

11 Mr. Chair.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  

13 MS. VEREECKE:  And then we can -- 

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Anything else?  

15 MR. VEREECKE:  John Barney is on the way, so we 

16 can come back to him later or just to, say, too, his 

17 comments have been provided.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Let's move on.

19 MS. VEREECKE:  Okay.  Next up, if you're ready, we 

20 would have the agent.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Go ahead.

22 MR. STROZIER:  All right.  Mr. Chairman, 

23 Commissioners, once again, my name is Jim Strozier, 

24 principal with Consensus Planning, and if I can get the 

25 video, the PowerPoint, I'm not sure which button -- if I hit 
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 1 a button it will probably shut the whole thing down.  And we 

 2 have copies as always of the current matrix and handouts for 

 3 you all, so you can see the changes in hard copy that I know 

 4 you have electronically as well.  There we go.  Awesome.  

 5 All right.  Thank you, Catherine, and -- and a big -- a 

 6 big thank you to all of the County Staff and Agency Staff.  

 7 We've been meeting with them on an ongoing basis since we 

 8 started this process for the Level B, and we recognize that 

 9 there's a lot of effort that goes into this process from 

10 their side of this, and so we have meetings.  They provide 

11 comments.  We generate responses to those comments.  They 

12 then have to review the -- our responses.  We've tried to -- 

13 and we've worked, I think, extremely cooperatively together 

14 to make sure that we're trying to package this information 

15 as efficiently as possible so that we're trying to make the 

16 review not only by -- by the Staff and agencies but also 

17 yourselves so that we're providing it as clear and concise a 

18 package as possible, and hopefully we've been able to 

19 accommodate that as we go through this process.

20 So the development team has not changed.  Garrett 

21 Development Corporation is the asset managers for the 

22 property owner.  Bohannon Huston, engineering, and James 

23 Topmiller with the Bohannon Huston will be part of the 

24 presentation today.  I'll turn that over to him as we go 

25 through the process.  
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 1 And then SEC Planning has been helping on the planning 

 2 and the production of the master plans.  Ourselves, David 

 3 Tausig and Associates is responsible for all of the fiscal 

 4 and economic analyses that have been done as part of this -- 

 5 this process.  They were also involved in that process from 

 6 Level A.  So we have consistency on that level, and they're 

 7 here today if -- if there are questions of them, and then 

 8 Rodey Law Firm and John Salazar has been involved also 

 9 through Level A and is part of the project team as well.

10 So with regard to today's hearing, we're trying to 

11 organize this into discussion about the environment and open 

12 space and then government and public services.  So we've 

13 tried to address those.  The matrix, once again, that you 

14 have before you is organized as a response to the different 

15 issues that come up in this process.

16 So with regard to the PCC requirements for environment 

17 and open space, government and public services, we deal with 

18 energy efficiency, the class II archeological survey, public 

19 facilities and how they're funded, and the no net expense 

20 question and human services facilities.  We've made 

21 revisions to the Level B plan, which we've provided based on 

22 the comments and discussions and meetings, and then I'll 

23 provide a conclusion, and we'll go onto next steps.

24 So, once again, the matrix that you have is organized 

25 in -- in a couple of components.  One is the agency 

TR- 37
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 comments.  So every comment that we've received we've tried 

 2 to extract that out of the Staff Report that is relevant to 

 3 the topics we're discussing today, and we've provided their 

 4 comment and how we've addressed it in that matrix.

 5 We also have the Level A conditions of approval and our 

 6 status on those as well, and then the Planned Communities 

 7 Criteria for Level B.  So we've organized that matrix to 

 8 address those three components, and just as a sample for 

 9 what that looks like, once again, the comments are on the 

10 left, and the response is on the right.  

11 And in addition, so a lot of times those responses may 

12 say there's a comment that something needs to be changed, 

13 and our response is agreed.  So what that means is that as 

14 we move forward with the redlined version of the Level B 

15 Master Plan, you will see that comment reflected in the 

16 text.

17 So where we've agreed if they have suggested a change 

18 something or a refinement to something, that would be 

19 reflected in the text.  We agree with that, and we'll move 

20 forward.  If it warrants more discussion, then we go onto to 

21 additional dialogue on that.  

22 MS. HERTEL:  Mr. Chair, I have a question.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

24 MS. HERTEL:  I think this approach is starting to 

25 look good, but when you have a comment from an agency and 
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 1 then you're trying to incorporate it into the document to 

 2 address those comments, where do you track that they're 

 3 agreeing that you've -- that they've -- that you've 

 4 addressed it properly in your document or however you're 

 5 addressing it?  You put down completed, but who else agree 

 6 it's completed?  

 7 MR. STROZIER:  So I think that -- and I'll get 

 8 into this in more detail, but I think the answer to that 

 9 question is that it is an iterative process, and so where we 

10 have -- we have made those statements, we have tried to 

11 follow up with those agencies and -- and continue that 

12 dialogue so that by the time we have the next hearing, which 

13 is anticipated to be the final, redlined version of the 

14 Level B Master Plan, there -- it is also likely that there 

15 will be findings and conditions.

16 So if there is something that there is still an 

17 outstanding issue related to that topic, there might be a 

18 condition.  Our goal is to try and minimize the number of 

19 conditions that need to be placed on the document as it 

20 moves forward from the CPC to the BCC.  

21 MS. HERTEL:  I just don't think you should write 

22 down that the thing is completed until you have some 

23 agreement that it's completed.  That's your opinion until, 

24 you know, the next party -- the party that made the comment 

25 agrees it's done.
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 1 MR. STROZIER:  Understood.  I think if it's -- if 

 2 it's -- if it's a comment that's fairly straight forward and 

 3 they've asked us to do X and we have agreed and we have -- 

 4 have incorporated that into the document, then we've 

 5 anticipated that they asked us to do it, we've done it, no 

 6 need to revisit.  

 7 MS. HERTEL:  You just need another column on your 

 8 matrix saying -- you know, letting somebody else agree that 

 9 it's done.  

10 MR. STROZIER:  Sure.  

11 MS. HERTEL:  And you should number your -- number 

12 all your items on the matrix so it's easy to refer back to 

13 them.  Then you do have to go, "Oh, page 22, the third box 

14 down," you know, number whatever.

15 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  That's good suggestion; 

16 appreciate that.

17 MS. HERTEL:  All right.  Thank you.

18 MR. STROZIER:  So same thing with regard to the 

19 Planned Communities Criteria, once again, that is the -- you 

20 know, the Comprehensive Plan sets up the big picture idea 

21 that the Reserve Area is appropriate for planned communities 

22 as the development -- as the preferred development scenario 

23 for that -- for that portion of the Comprehensive Plan.  The 

24 Planned Communities Criteria document actually spells out 

25 what we need to address at each step of the process, and so 
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 1 we have pulled out the Level B requirements directly out of 

 2 the PCC and have addressed those in the -- in the matrix as 

 3 well.

 4 So with regards to the Planned Communities Criteria for 

 5 energy efficiency, we have goals that we've incorporated, 

 6 and then we've also incorporated design standards into the 

 7 process, and those are to evaluate energy use within the 

 8 community, identify renewable energy resources.  We have 

 9 been working with PNM on a couple of sites on Western 

10 Albuquerque Land Holding's property for solar facilities, 

11 encouraging the production, recycling and reuse of resources 

12 as things develop as part of the process.  

13 And also, we've incorporated the Home Builders 

14 Association of Central New Mexico's build green New Mexico's 

15 program into the residential component of the -- of the 

16 project.

17 The class II archeological survey, so it's been in 

18 process.  I'm happy to say that it is finished.  It has been 

19 -- it is being transmitted to the SHPO probably today.  We 

20 will provide a copy to the County Staff as well that 

21 includes both the report and then all of the individual 

22 detailed site analysis reports that also go to the SHPO as 

23 part of that -- that process.  I will say that I know it 

24 came up in Ms. VerEecke's comments, and I think we're going 

25 to hear from somebody today that the directional arrow was 
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 1 one of the sites that was identified and is incorporated 

 2 into that report, and there's data and information that is 

 3 being provided with regard to the aviation directional arrow 

 4 that exists on the site, and we're aware of that and where 

 5 it's located as part of the process.

 6 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair, I have a question about the 

 7 class II archeological survey.  So I read that the 

 8 information you obtained is sensitive, and so that will be 

 9 provided to the County Staff, and I understand that, but it 

10 also talks about the areas that are being studied are 

11 potential road corridors and utility corridors.  That was in 

12 the initial January plan.  So I'm wondering is that public 

13 -- does that give us some idea of, I guess, where those 

14 locations will be?  

15 MR. STROZIER:  So, Mr. Chairman, Commissioner 

16 Kelly, and I think we're happy to make that information 

17 available to you all at your request.  It's -- it's just 

18 sensitive.  We don't typically put that information out 

19 there in the -- in the public domain, because there's risks 

20 associated with doing that.  If people know where sites are, 

21 they could go try and find them.  Most of the -- so the 

22 process that we have gone through with the class II is -- so 

23 SWCA is the consultant.  They met with the Staff at the 

24 SHPO.  They came up with the sampling scenario, identified 

25 the areas, and the -- that they would field survey.  They 
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 1 have done that.  They've generated the report.  

 2 So I think with regard to the comment about utility 

 3 corridors and roadways, we surveyed much more than that.  It 

 4 was over 20 percent of the Level B area excluding -- I think 

 5 the comment that you may be referring to is that the issues 

 6 related to the areas that are already been set aside as 

 7 major public open space and open space in the plan, that the 

 8 only areas that are going to probably be focused on in those 

 9 areas will be roadway corridors and utility corridors that 

10 pass through that open space. 

11 Those areas, it was felt, I think both by our 

12 consultant and the SHPO, that the areas that have already 

13 been set aside for preservation do not have the same need 

14 for survey work as the areas that we're proposing to 

15 develop, and not that that won't happen at some point in the 

16 future, but it's not a development issue, per se.

17 MS. KELLY:  That can maybe just be clarified.  

18 MR. STROZIER:  And we can take a look at that 

19 text.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Commissioner.  

21 MS. HERTEL:  So on the -- to suggest that perhaps 

22 the roadways and those areas that are -- as part of the 

23 mitigation plan -- 

24 MR. STROZIER:  Those would be -- 

25 MS. HERTEL:  -- is that kind of what I'm hearing 
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 1 you say.  If it's in an area that's -- if the sites in an 

 2 area that's for open space -- 

 3 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

 4 MS. HERTEL:  -- that may not be mitigated as 

 5 opposed to something that's in a roadway where it's going to 

 6 be torn up eventually?  Is that -- 

 7 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  So -- 

 8 MS. HERTEL:  I'm not trying to give you the 

 9 answer.  I'm trying to ask you is that the answer?  

10 MR. STROZIER:  And this is a little bit out of my 

11 wheel house, but I've been -- I've done with it enough, I 

12 think I can respond to that.  So -- so, for instance, Gibson 

13 Boulevard extension was -- is a proposed new roadway 

14 corridor that would extend up through the escarpment area 

15 and connect from the area down below to Santolina Level B 

16 planning -- planning area.

17 So we recognize in this process that it -- at the time 

18 that that roadway is being designed, that our specific 

19 archeological surveys of a corridor will need to take place 

20 as a part of that design, and any sites that are encountered 

21 within that corridor typically are either avoided if 

22 possible or mitigated as part of the construction of that 

23 roadway and utility corridor, and so as much as possible, 

24 especially in the area of the escarpment where we have a lot 

25 of space to deal with, I think that our goal is to try and 
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 1 avoid those sites if possible once we've -- once we've 

 2 surveyed the corridor.  

 3 If it's impossible to avoid a site, then it needs to be 

 4 mitigated and -- and addressed through the SHPO process.  

 5 And same thing with the other development areas, that 

 6 they're -- there are sites that have been identified that 

 7 either -- and that mitigation has a whole scale of what that 

 8 -- what that entails depending on the type of the site.

 9 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  So you've done the sampling 

10 now that's 20 plus percent, but in the future when roadways 

11 are further defined, there's going to be additional surveys?  

12 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  

13 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Got it.  

14 MR. STROZIER:  Exactly.  Okay.  All right.  In 

15 terms of funding and maintenance of public facilities and 

16 sites, so there's -- this is an area where the plan deals 

17 with a certain level of discussion on -- on that, and the 

18 fiscal and economic analysis looks at the question of no net 

19 expense.  And then I thought it would be helpful to bring 

20 into the conversation -- because no net expense is one of 

21 those things that it's identified first in the Comprehensive 

22 Plan, and then it's -- it's identified in the Planned 

23 Communities Criteria, and how that's incorporated into the 

24 conversation is -- and just to let you all know as part of 

25 the Level A Development Agreement, no net expense was 
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 1 actually defined and is included in that Development 

 2 Agreement, and that language -- it's 7.1 in the existing 

 3 approved Development Agreement, and it says, "The 

 4 Comprehensive Plan provides that planned communities shall 

 5 not be a net expense to the County.  The no net expense 

 6 policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a 

 7 responsible balance of infrastructure costs including 

 8 construction, operation and maintenance shared between the 

 9 public and private sectors.  

10 "The no net expense test is satisfied if the County's 

11 on-site public expenditures and off-site public expenditures 

12 reasonably allocated to the project have been or will be 

13 offset by revenues and/or economic and physical benefits 

14 direct, indirect, and induced from the project."

15 So one of things is that this idea of no net expense, 

16 not only does it exist at every level in the policy side of 

17 the document, but it also exists and is dealt with at -- on 

18 our side of the equation, too.  It's addressed in the Level 

19 A Master Plan.  It's addressed in the studies that supported 

20 that Level A Master Plan.  It's addressed in the Development 

21 Agreement at Level A.  It's addressed in the Level B plan.  

22 It's addressed in the fiscal and economic studies that were 

23 done to support Level B, which are a refinement, just like 

24 the Level A -- the Level B Master Plan is a refinement of 

25 Level A, and then also the Level B Development Agreement 
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 1 will drill down on that more as it starts to get more and 

 2 more specific.

 3 All right.  So you've heard from County Fire.  We 

 4 continue -- we have met.  We continue to be working with 

 5 them and with the County Sheriff in terms of figuring out 

 6 their needs, and as was stated, making sure that that -- 

 7 that those facilities come online as development occurs, and 

 8 there is phasing opportunities with that, but we are in 

 9 discussion about how to actually implement that as 

10 development occurs over time.

11 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

13 MS. KELLY:  Regarding police and fire, I read in 

14 the plan at 7.7.1 that the City of Albuquerque Area Command 

15 134 will serve Level B, and I read that the City of 

16 Albuquerque Fire Station 14 will serve Level B.  So can you 

17 explain that?  

18 MR. STROZIER:  So -- well, right now, this -- one 

19 of the question was -- because -- because there is 

20 development out there, the existing Tierra West Mobile Home 

21 Park exists, the detention facility, and there are other 

22 businesses that are located out along what is basically the 

23 I-40 frontage road, the continuation of Central Avenue as it 

24 goes west out toward Shelly Road, and they provide services, 

25 and that is -- and my understanding is that that is a shared 
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 1 responsibility at this time.  There are County facilities in 

 2 the area, and there are also City facilities.  

 3 And as we would hope and expect, I think they're 

 4 cooperative in how they do that in these areas.  I think the 

 5 -- and if it's not clear we will -- we will revisit that, 

 6 Commissioner Kelly.  The anticipation is that there will be 

 7 County facilities that will -- new County facilities that 

 8 will serve the Level B.  We will not be relying on the City 

 9 of Albuquerque facilities to provide that service.  I think 

10 what we're trying to do is acknowledge that some of those 

11 nearby facilities right now are City facilities, and so it's 

12 anticipated that there will be -- and I think the direction 

13 that we've gotten is the preference would be a combined 

14 public safety facility similar to Station 40 I believe it is 

15 that would be -- would be implemented as part of Santolina 

16 at some point in the future.

17 MS. KELLY:  So doesn't the same kind of agreement 

18 need to be reached with the Fire -- County Fire and the 

19 Sheriff's Office for those facilities, location, funding, 

20 staffing, et cetera, as the same issue that APS is facing?  

21 MR. STROZIER:  That should be addressed in the 

22 Level B Development Agreement.

23 MS. KELLY:  But as part of our process, can't we 

24 say that that -- not getting into the terms of the specifics 

25 but have that as a checkmark that needs to occur before we 
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 1 approve Level B?  

 2 MR. STROZIER:  So the way the process is set up, 

 3 we don't enter into -- we don't -- we -- obviously we have 

 4 discussions with the various agencies and departments as to 

 5 how things are anticipated to happen.  The Level B 

 6 Development Agreement is the vehicle by which the County 

 7 Manager and the County Commission put those -- put those 

 8 things in place in terms of the specifics as to how that 

 9 occurs.  

10 What we've tried to is, number one, from a planning 

11 standpoint is, is the desire -- similar to our conversations 

12 with APS, and I'll talk -- talk about that in a minute, but 

13 that is their desire to have separate facilities, Fire and 

14 Sheriff.  Is their desire to have a joint facility?  If 

15 their desire is to have either of those, how much land do 

16 they need?  Are there preferred locations, locational 

17 requirements for them?  And so we've tried to incorporate 

18 that into the planning process, and you'll see that 

19 reflected on the land-use plan as -- and that -- we just got 

20 additional comments, so that could potentially be refined 

21 here, but -- but that's -- at the plan we need to make sure 

22 that we're accommodating the desires of the departments in 

23 terms of the type of facility, the location of the facility 

24 and whether it's one facility, two -- just like with 

25 neighborhood parks.  We have certain number of parks that we 
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 1 need to provide for community scale parks.  We want to make 

 2 sure that we're thinking ahead about the DPS facility.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Go ahead.

 4 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  So in terms of -- oh, and so 

 5 this -- actually on this slide we actually have a copy -- 

 6 the little aerial photo here is of Station 40, and that's on 

 7 approximately six acres in terms of what the direction that 

 8 we've gotten is that's the type of facility that they would 

 9 like to see developed as part of the Santolina project, and 

10 this is -- that facility happens to be located in Tijeras.  

11 In terms of the Level B plan related to parks and open 

12 space, we've looked at the requirements that are as stated 

13 in the Level A master plan.  So there's a specific section 

14 that identifies those.  That was developed at the -- at the 

15 same time that the Parks and Rec -- Parks, Recreation, and 

16 Open Space Plan was being developed.  They're consistent in 

17 nature, and so it's really the Level A plan that takes 

18 precedence over that, but they're -- they're very similar to 

19 one another.

20 So we've identified and we've provided a red line of 

21 the changes that we've made and in that discussion in terms 

22 of identifying parks, recreation and open space and 

23 calculate -- bringing it back to the amount of acre and 

24 areas that are anticipated within that.

25 So community centers and aquatic facilities, we've also 
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 1 identified those as part of the Level B Master Plan.  Those 

 2 are another facility that's incorporated in that.  It's kind 

 3 of like the high school in that you get to 1.5.  We 

 4 anticipate that we will reach the threshold at the next 

 5 Level B plan to incorporate those facilities into future 

 6 residential villages that come online as a part of that.  

 7 In terms of the major public open space, once again, we 

 8 have two significant areas that we've identified as part of 

 9 the Level B plan, one on the eastern escarpment, one on the 

10 western escarpment.  Those are identified for preservation 

11 and anticipated to be publicly owned open space areas.

12 All right.  Let's see.  Keep myself moving along here.  

13 So, once again, analysis of the existing environment 

14 conditions -- oh, this is actually where I turn it over to 

15 James.  So with that, I'm going to turn it over -- turn it 

16 over to Mr. Topmiller and let him go through -- he's going 

17 to go through drainage and water and wastewater, and then 

18 I'll come back into -- but are there any questions before we 

19 move on.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

21 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  I'm back -- back on the 

22 population.  You've got it figured out that there's 23,000 

23 some people in this area.  Could you explain to me how you 

24 came to that conclusion?  

25 MR. STROZIER:  How we do that?  Okay.  So -- so 
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 1 first of all, and I probably should have said this at the 

 2 beginning, because there was some conversation about this 

 3 among yourselves as part of the Staff's presentation.  

 4 So we don't do -- the overall population projections 

 5 that we have used in looking forward in terms of the overall 

 6 master plan are developed by -- there at UNM.  I forget 

 7 their actual -- the group that does it.  They provide that 

 8 information to MRCOG.  MRCOG utilizes that information in 

 9 the preparation of their 2040 Metropolitan Transportation 

10 Plan.  

11 We use those numbers, and we work with MRCOG and their 

12 transportation model and how we -- how we allocate 

13 population and jobs in that future.  So in terms of -- 

14 you'll hear a number thrown out, 311,000 people in -- new 

15 people in Bernalillo County by the year 2040.  That's their 

16 -- that number comes out of that process, not from us.  And 

17 then when we do -- 

18 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  So is your number based on 

19 acreage in your area now or dwelling units?  

20 MR. STROZIER:  So our area, when we drill down 

21 onto Level B, we look at the residential areas, the various 

22 components.  We do have -- and so we look at how many units 

23 are anticipated, housing of different types will be 

24 developed in those various areas specific to the acreage, 

25 and we try and allocate those to the residential villages, 
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 1 the low, medium, and high density areas.  If it's 

 2 anticipated that mixed use areas will have a housing 

 3 component, we allocate a certain amount of dwelling units to 

 4 that.  

 5 And I say that with the caveat that the Comprehensive 

 6 Plan has a cap.  So overall, gross, basically it's not 

 7 exactly this, but pretty much most of the area falls within 

 8 the reserve designation of the Comprehensive Plan, and that 

 9 sets a cap of an overall gross density of three dwelling 

10 units to the acre, and also we operate under that as well. 

11 So that's a factor that we look at to make sure that we're 

12 not anticipating too many units in this first phase versus 

13 the overall development of the entire Level A area.  So all 

14 of that development at the end of the day has to fall within 

15 that overall cap that is set by that the Comprehensive Plan.  

16 And then we look at those dwelling units by the 

17 different types, and we look at the demographics for 

18 Bernalillo County in terms of the typical number of people 

19 per household, and that number gets us to the population 

20 that is generated by that number of dwelling units, and 

21 that's similar to what -- although APS does it much more 

22 elaborately than we do, because they're actually looking at 

23 not just the number of people per household but how many 

24 elementary school kids, middle school kids, and high school 

25 kids are generated.  
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 1 MS. HERTEL:  So what do you think the next phase 

 2 is going to be after this Level B phase?  

 3 MR. STROZIER:  So in terms of anticipated -- 

 4 probably to the south of -- 

 5 MS. HERTEL:  Not where.  When.  

 6 MR. STROZIER:  Oh, when.  So we've anticipated 

 7 that that would probably occur somewhere in the -- and I'll 

 8 say all these take so long to get through these processes, 

 9 that we're probably -- you know, the start date just gets --

10 MS. HERTEL:  Yeah, ball park.  

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  2035ish.  

12 MS. HERTEL:  So another -- 

13 MR. STROZIER:  For the next phase of -- 

14 MS. HERTEL:  So like 15 years down the road after 

15 this one's off the ground?

16 MR. STROZIER:  Yes, probably at the soonest.  

17 MS. HERTEL:  All right.  So that's when the 

18 aquatic center occurs and will accommodate the zoning on the 

19 next phase.  

20 MR. STROZIER:  We -- we don't know at this point, 

21 but it's -- 

22 MS. HERTEL:  But on this phase now, the population 

23 that you're using dictates one-and-a-half aquatic centers.  

24 MR. STROZIER:  Right.

25 MS. HERTEL:  So that means you only build the one 
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 1 that you've got proposed.  You group it so the 23,000 people 

 2 that live in this area have to wait another 15 years to get 

 3 their other half aquatic center.  I think it just seems like 

 4 you'd round up and get these people better services for the 

 5 first 15 years.

 6 MR. STROZIER:  So there will -- I understand the 

 7 question and the -- and the concern.  I think that the way 

 8 that will work is that there will probably be some overlap 

 9 in the planning, design, and implementation of the next 

10 Level B Master Plan.  So we don't want to -- you don't want 

11 to finish, get everything done and then have a delay in 

12 terms of getting the next phase ready to go.  So there will 

13 be planning and anticipation for that, and really those -- 

14 the implementation of those facilities is really geared 

15 towards population, and if -- if there needs to be a site if 

16 things happen sooner, if -- if the absorption and the 

17 development takes place on a faster schedule, then those 

18 facilities could be -- come online sooner in the process.  

19 Whether they're located on this side of the line or that 

20 side of the line, I think that's -- that's a question, and 

21 if it's the desire to look at bringing those -- at least 

22 thinking about the siting of those within this area as 

23 oppose to do pushing them into the next development area, we 

24 just -- and I -- I think in reality that conversation gets 

25 done with the Staff in terms of the best -- the best 
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 1 location for those facilities so that they serve the most 

 2 people, the most conveniently, and if it's desired that we 

 3 look at potentially moving those facilities into this area, 

 4 it will be implemented, you know, in discussion with Staff 

 5 at the appropriate time.

 6 MS. HERTEL:  Sure.  It's likewise with community 

 7 centers.  It's one-and-a-half community centers, and it just 

 8 seems like that the initial group of residents could be 

 9 shortchanged, and then I'm hearing you use words like, "It 

10 probably could happen this way or could happen that way," 

11 and that doesn't sounds definitive enough to cover it.  

12 MR. STROZIER:  Right.  At some point our crystal 

13 ball is -- we're trying to look out at that.  

14 MS. HERTEL:  Yeah, I know some of that is 

15 supposition and whatnot.  

16 MR. STROZIER:  Right, and how long these things -- 

17 and how long that absorption takes, and if -- and as was 

18 commented, the great -- after the great recession, the -- 

19 our population growth went to I think -- went to negative 

20 during the recession, and it's picked back up, and in 

21 Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque, it's -- it's 

22 -- we have been seeing some growth and, in fact, those 

23 population projections that I referenced, when we started 

24 the process for Level A, we were utilizing the 2035 MTP and 

25 the population projects that had been done prerecession, and 
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 1 they were very much higher -- 

 2 MS. HERTEL:  Right.  I'm sure.

 3 MR. STROZIER:  -- than the new.  So these -- these 

 4 population projections that we've been using are 

 5 significantly lower and changed dramatically from 2035 to 

 6 2040 from their planning.  So we have -- we -- we use that, 

 7 and those get adjusted every five years as part of that 

 8 process.

 9 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  I've got a couple more 

10 questions.  

11 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  

12 MS. HERTEL:  In your matrix, and unfortunately 

13 there's no number.  It's an entry where it says is the 

14 hearing date is 6-26, but it has to do with land use and 

15 open space and what's going to be set aside, and then the 

16 comment, your comment is this is going to be part of the 

17 Development Agreement.  So basically not responded to at 

18 this time because it's going to be part of the Development 

19 Agreement, so not the purview of this -- of this group.

20 MR. STROZIER:  Correct.  

21 MS. HERTEL:  And you've got that comment on a 

22 number of things, and some of them I get it.  It's related 

23 to funding, and I understand that you're trying to defer 

24 those to the Development Agreement, but not all of these.  

25 Not all the ones that have that, "This will be part of the 
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 1 Development Agreement," are related to funding.  So I think 

 2 you need -- I'm going to suggest you go back and kind of 

 3 revise those comments, because -- 

 4 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  We'll take a look at those.  

 5 MS. HERTEL:  -- it is not out of our purview.  It 

 6 is to be looked at by this group.

 7 MR. STROZIER:  And I will -- I will certainly do 

 8 that, and I would suggest if you have specific ones that 

 9 you've identified, if you share that with Ms. VerEecke, with 

10 the Staff, they can provide that to us.  I can make sure 

11 that I address those specifics.  So certainly I will look at 

12 all of those, but if you have specific ones that you have 

13 identified, if you pass those along, we will certainly --

14 MS. HERTEL:  Sure.  I actually have five, five 

15 right here, and I recognize the system where you use the 

16 word "funding" that you were trying to make -- 

17 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  And there may -- so your 

18 comment, there may be other aspects that do need to be 

19 addressed as part of this process, and we will try and 

20 address those.

21 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.

22 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  All right.  Go ahead.

24 MR. TOPMILLER:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, good 

25 morning to you.  My name is James Topmiller.  I'm with 
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 1 Bohannon Huston.  We're the engineering component of the 

 2 team for this Level B submittal.  If you need it, my address 

 3 is 7500 Jefferson, Northeast, Albuquerque, 87109.

 4 We will look at an outline today.  My presentation is 

 5 generally as follows:  We want to review some of the 

 6 analysis of the more significant existing conditions, 

 7 environmental conditions on the property.  I will also 

 8 review the storm water and the water and sanitation sewer 

 9 master plan from a high level and look at those conditions 

10 of approval that came out of the Level A process.  We'll do 

11 a quick check-in on Planned Communities Criteria, and then 

12 we'll have a concluding statement.

13 I won't spend any time on this when you've probably 

14 seen it.  This is the level B land-use plan.  I just want to 

15 have it for reference, and we'll begin now with the existing 

16 environmental conditions look.  

17 Primarily we are addressing PCC, which asks for 

18 analysis of really many environmental factors in the Level B 

19 plan area, but in the interest of time, we're just going to 

20 hit on some of the significant ones and let you see those.  

21 They include drainage -- or floodplains really, and what 

22 that means to the drainage patterns there, soils, slopes, 

23 and groundwater, and I'll really just hit groundwater real 

24 quick right now.  

25 Saline that sits on a body of water but it's pretty 
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 1 much saline.  It's not usable.  Its issues include being 

 2 deep, include being hot, above average in terms of 

 3 temperature and also acidic.  When I say it's deep, it 

 4 varies quite a bit, but in general, you might say it's 700 

 5 to 1,000 feet below the surface through much of the -- of 

 6 the plan.  

 7 We talked about floodplain maps and the -- what it 

 8 tells us about drainage on santolina Level B.  The blue 

 9 lines are shown within the Level B area.  They are 

10 floodplains, and in here we see there are really few FEMA 

11 floodplains in the area, and as a result, really it's kind 

12 of telling there are few major or distinctive floodplains or 

13 floodways in the Level B.  Altering these floodways is a 

14 process.  It is a federal process through the Corps of 

15 Engineers, and so County, AMAFCA, and FEMA would be involved 

16 if we want to change those.  Often we'll try to work with 

17 those in place but not always perhaps.

18 The other thing you'll notice is a few three -- kind of 

19 to the left of the picture there are three closed-loop blue 

20 lines, which are representing depressions, natural 

21 depression within the ground that was mentioned by County 

22 staff, and what happens there is those are significant 

23 depressions and really the drainage from the property or 

24 drainage from those depressions and their basins does not 

25 reach the river.
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 1 We also did a -- did a soils map, and what we see 

 2 looking at this Level B imposed over the entire Level A area 

 3 is that all of the major Santolina soils group are 

 4 represented in the Level B plan area.  You see all the same 

 5 colors throughout Level A as in Level B.  Predominantly as 

 6 you might guess, these are sandy soils on the West Mesa 

 7 area, and then we also find that both federal agencies, like 

 8 NCRS and our own geotechnical report that we prepared at 

 9 Level A and Level B are stated in that these soils are 

10 developable, and there's no doubt that developable means 

11 that there are different levels of mitigation required for 

12 one spot versus another, but they're all developable with 

13 mitigation efforts.

14 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair.  

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Hold on just a minute.

16 MS. KELLY:  James, in the plan there's a 

17 geotechnical section.

18 MR. TOPMILLER:  Yes.

19 MS. KELLY:  And it says that there's, "Preliminary 

20 recommendation on foundation design based on slopes, 

21 grading, soil conditions."  Is it -- is that different than 

22 -- is that like a new recommendation that's different from 

23 other places in the County because of the sandy soils?  And 

24 then my other question is will those be incorporated into 

25 regulatory standards?  
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 1 MR. TOPMILLER:  So here's -- here's my best 

 2 attempt at responding, Mr. Chair, Commissioner.  We did 

 3 prepare a preliminary, and the term "preliminary" means 

 4 basically this time that they did a rough look at 20 or so 

 5 sites, drilled.  I think we got to 60 feet in some of them, 

 6 and most of them, probably around 20 feet.  

 7 It's preliminary because they are so -- by the time you 

 8 get to a residential subdivision or individual commercial 

 9 lots, you're going to have individual spot locations that 

10 could change the recommendations, and some -- some sites are 

11 going to need more mitigation than other sites, and those -- 

12 and that can be regulated more at the building permit time, 

13 because again, at that point you're looking site by site.  

14 You're dealing with geological conditions on a site-by-site 

15 basis, and so I -- you say regulatory.  I'm thinking you're 

16 going to -- most of that regulation is going to be done at 

17 that time, the building permit, foundation.

18 MS. KELLY:  And is that how it happens?  

19 MR. TOPMILLER:  That's how it happens.  That's how 

20 it happens.

21 MS. KELLY:  Now --

22 MR. TOPMILLER:  At this point we -- what we've 

23 tried to do is simply point out that some geological 

24 analysis was done, and it was across -- we didn't pick 

25 spots.  We just put it equally -- distributed it equally, 
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 1 and it looks quite developable.

 2 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

 3 MR. TOPMILLER:  We have a slope map.  The yellow 

 4 and greens are predominant on there, which is basically a 

 5 slope between zero and five percent, and you see that's a 

 6 significant part of the development area of Santolina.  When 

 7 you see the really dark colors, purple, blue, depending what 

 8 you see in color range, note that those are -- you know, the 

 9 master plan itself is distributed those for escarpment areas 

10 and open space areas.  So we use the slope map to help us do 

11 that.  

12 All right.  We're going to talk about drainage next, 

13 and Level A conditions of approval related to storm water 

14 and drainage were essentially two.  I collapsed some of 

15 these things, but essentially there were two.  One was 

16 talking about some tweaks to any inconsistencies within the 

17 -- within the Level A drainage plan, even the submitted -- 

18 the second submitted, the addendum one.  So I think some of 

19 those tweaks are still kind of in front of us, but they're 

20 extremely minor, and the next thing was making sure that any 

21 future Level B storm water, which now we're at Level B 

22 stage, addressed and required compliance with the EPA MS4 

23 requirements, and you've heard a lot about MS4 here already.

24 We did full-build in 2025, and I'll show you the 2025 

25 as well, drainage management plans.  Let me got back to the 
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 1 full-build real quickly.  Generally, what we're doing with 

 2 this -- with the Level B drainage is two part.  One of them 

 3 is -- the first one is on-site management.  Where we have 

 4 those natural depressions that we've talked about, that is 

 5 really, truly on-site management.  We will, even if -- even 

 6 with development, those flows are going to stay within that 

 7 natural basin area.  

 8 In other areas, we will discharge developed flows as 

 9 Level B develops to existing AMAFCA facilities, primarily to 

10 the east and extending down the escarpment.  So we had a 

11 full-build plan and 2025 plan.  

12 Some key points about drainage is this:  One is that we 

13 complied with the Level A storm water master plan, which was 

14 approved with some tweaks as I mentioned, still need to do. 

15 Jurisdictions have included the County and AMAFCA, and I 

16 show a private there -- in the future there will be some 

17 "private jurisdictions."  This would be developer HOA, 

18 because some of the drainage facilities will be managed by 

19 -- at that level.  Level B drainage is captured on site or 

20 discharged through existing drainage facilities.  I kind of 

21 pointed that out a moment ago.  Roadway drainage generally 

22 is County ownership and maintenance.  AMAFCA owns the major 

23 storm drain channels and storm drains, dam facilities, 

24 whatnot.

25 And development standards, just really quickly, hitting 
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 1 on light-impact development, water harvesting, conservation, 

 2 MS4 requirements for water quality, so we're hitting all 

 3 those, and they're not ignored in our -- in our plan.

 4 All right.  Quickly moving onto water and sanitary 

 5 sewer, the Level A conditions of approval, there were 

 6 multiple.  There are more than one, but I tried to collapse 

 7 them, and this is really what those -- those are saying is a 

 8 Development Agreement is needed.  It needs to address 

 9 timing, responsibility, and maintenance.  It covers a list 

10 of things you see there, supply, infrastructure, usage, 

11 conservation, reuse, and phasing.  So those are part of the 

12 negotiations that are happening right now.

13 And so where are we with the ABC -- I'm going to say 

14 ABCWUA.  That's the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water 

15 Utility Authority -- where are we with that agreement?  And 

16 there has been some discussions already.  So this will add 

17 to that perhaps.  We've said there have been some initial 

18 low-level, framework-like discussions that have been going 

19 on for quite sometime.  There are also water resource 

20 management strategy, public hearings that you've perhaps 

21 heard about already just in the paper, word of mouth, 

22 whatever.  That is a part of -- in fact, that process is a 

23 part of what's happening with the timing of the Development 

24 Agreement with the Water Authority.  

25 Next, well it talks about Santolina has provided the 
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 1 Water Authority with key development information, and we've 

 2 done that; been feeding it to them over time.  It's things 

 3 like water demands and population concepts, phasing as the 

 4 Level B proposes it, et cetera, what land uses are and how 

 5 much water they'll use versus the next land use.  

 6 And with that, over those time -- over that same time 

 7 period and today even, the Authority is providing capacity 

 8 and infrastructure studies, and that information we gave 

 9 them, it's -- it's turned into those studies.  And there has 

10 been an initial DA draft submitted to the Water Authority 

11 for talking points, for beginning a more detailed discussion 

12 of this language and this paragraph and so on.  And that 

13 hasn't gone very far yet, but it is in front of them.

14 So what's next?  There is a -- we're going to move from 

15 the serviceability letter that you saw with the Level A 

16 process to what's called an availability letter, which is 

17 much more specific and really needed a lot of information 

18 from the Level B submittal.  Keep that in mind, too, as we 

19 talk about that, where the timing of where the Water 

20 Authority is today.  

21 The Level B submittal gave them additional information, 

22 more detailed information, which helped them to do better 

23 capacity infrastructure studies, and then, of course, 

24 finally, the Development Agreement is where we're all 

25 headed.
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 1 Like drainage, there are full-build and 2025 conceptual 

 2 water and sewer master plans.  You know, in accordance with 

 3 the PCC criteria, we needed to provide these, and 

 4 "conceptual" is the term there.  Water and sanitary sewer 

 5 full-build and phased plans so the Level B has these 

 6 particular drawings in them.

 7 Understand that from a water perspective, it's a fairly 

 8 simple standard level of service concept, and that is, we 

 9 have infrastructure on the north side of I-40, which is 

10 highly underutilized, greatly underutilized, which is not 

11 good for tires.  It's not good for water system.  It's not 

12 good for sewer systems.  You want to -- when you have a 

13 system there, it's good to use it.  

14 So the idea here for this early phase, this first 

15 phase, this first Level B is to utilize that infrastructure 

16 and bring it south, and so you see the lines that are 

17 extending south into the Level B from north of I-40.  

18 So that is using water from -- physical water from 

19 existing system.  We call there efficient.  Note that this 

20 really isn't a water supply exhibit.  That's addressed 

21 differently.  Water supply charges, payments, those kinds of 

22 things fall under water supply.

23 So here's the sewer full-build.

24 MS. KELLY:  James.

25 MR. TOPMILLER:  Yes.  
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 1 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair, I have a couple of 

 2 questions about the water before you move into the sewer.

 3   So I saw that in the water supply charge discussion in 

 4 the plan that there's contemplation that WALH will provide 

 5 funding for acquisition of water rights.  So -- 

 6 MR. TOPMILLER:  Yes, and that is the water supply 

 7 charge concept.

 8 MS. KELLY:  So it's understood that there's 

 9 additional water rights required in order to serve 

10 Santolina?  

11 MR. TOPMILLER:  Well, Mr. Chair, Commissioner, 

12 it's difficult to answer.  Many questions that you might 

13 have for me might be difficult to answer simply because the 

14 Water Authority is going to make that call.  If they feel 

15 that additional water supply by new water rights is not 

16 needed, then they're going to -- they're going to do this in 

17 a different way.  They're key thing is Santolina needs to be 

18 self-sustaining and at no net expense to existing customers, 

19 and so that can be done a lot of ways.  It may not mean 

20 going out to -- to buy additional water rights right now.  

21 MS. KELLY:  And I have a real physical question.  

22 Typically water is extended via trunk zones, right?  And I 

23 saw that there's a trunk zone, the Atrisco trunk zone.  

24 MR. TOPMILLER:  Right.  

25 MS. KELLY:  But this water is proposed to come 
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 1 from College.  Is that -- 

 2 MR. TOPMILLER:  Typically, Mr. Chair, 

 3 Commissioner, "typically" is the right word.  It's just 

 4 there are often physical reasons to change that, and so you 

 5 see that at Mesa del Sol, which draws from -- I forget the 

 6 trunk names now but it brings it across the Tijeras Arroyo, 

 7 and now, you're in a different trunk, but it made sense, 

 8 because you got -- Mesa del Sol is an appendage.  Santolina 

 9 is an appendage that needs water, and right up here is a 

10 trunk with a lot of capacity, and so you make practical 

11 decisions to preserve the infrastructure and use it 

12 efficiently, and so, yes, you're right.  Typically we don't 

13 do that.

14 MS. KELLY:  And then -- 

15 MR. TOPMILLER:  And may I also say -- 

16 MS. KELLY:  Yeah.

17 MR. TOPMILLER:  -- I don't know what the Water 

18 Authority's going to actually say in the end.

19 MS. KELLY:  So that's still a subject of 

20 discussion?  

21 MR. TOPMILLER:  Exactly.

22 MS. KELLY:  And then my last water question is 

23 that, I saw that the area to the west of Shelly Road 

24 couldn't be served by water zone 7W, and so they said 

25 temporary water service from 8W might be allowed.  So what 
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 1 would that be?  

 2 MR. TOPMILLER:  Well, that's why it gets pretty 

 3 jumbled up in that area, in that industrial park area up 

 4 there in terms of showing blue lines, which are water 

 5 infrastructure, and I believe the notes says -- which would 

 6 be note 6, if you had it in your plan.  It says, "Localized 

 7 water" -- no.  Here we go, note 4.  It's very small print on 

 8 what I'm looking at.  "The western portion of the industrial 

 9 lies above water zone 7 based on -- and so development -- 

10 final service configuration shall be based on actual 

11 circumstances timed development.  Service options include 

12 installation of private or public booster station, site 

13 grading, land uses with no water use, connection to existing 

14 line."  

15 Depending on what comes in -- for instance, if it's a 

16 solar project, there is no water need.  We solve that one 

17 quickly.  If it's a -- if it's a real low water user, they 

18 may get a metered service line extension.  There's a lot of 

19 ways we could do this, but ultimately for that area, we're 

20 considering probably an elevated water tank such as you see 

21 at Mesa del Sol. 

22 Again, the Water Authority may change all of that, but 

23 that has been some discussion that makes sense that was done 

24 at Mesa del Sol, et cetera.

25 MS. KELLY:  Thanks, James.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Go ahead.

 2 MR. TOPMILLER:  So we now -- I'm just showing you 

 3 there is a phased plan for the water at 2025 and a phased 

 4 plan to sanitary sewer.  Key points from this water and 

 5 sewer planning at the Santolina Level B project is -- is 

 6 along these lines.  We are complying with the Level A master 

 7 plan, and during that Level A process, remember that we did 

 8 receive a letter of ability and willingness to serve 

 9 Santolina.  So we have gone that far with the Authority.  We 

10 know that they are available to the Level B project; that 

11 we've just reviewed the conceptual water and sewer plans, 

12 and we've talked about how subject they are to change, and 

13 this master plan includes -- I don't have it down here.  You 

14 can see I filled the page, but the planning includes water 

15 conservation, reuse concepts.  It's a big picture, and I 

16 don't have them kind of all listed here, but they're -- 

17 they're in the -- they're in the framework of discussion.  

18 The idea of extending services is based on efficient 

19 utilization from existing water and sewer infrastructure, 

20 and to some extent the Water Authority certainly has that in 

21 mind, too.  We do need that Development Agreement, and there 

22 are discussions and data sharing and capacity studies 

23 ongoing at this very minute.

24 So we wanted to just reiterate past comments regarding 

25 relevant -- what we consider key and relevant water facts. 
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 1 First one is this:  That water exists for growth.  In fact, 

 2 recently in a Water Authority bond offering, they made this 

 3 statement, which we think is key to understanding.  "The 

 4 Authority believes that the water received pursuant to the 

 5 contract for San Juan/Chama water and rights to Rio Grande 

 6 basin water" -- so that's surface water and 

 7 underground water -- "will be sufficient to support in 

 8 perpetuity a customer population of more than one million 

 9 people.  Furthermore, the current service population is 

10 approximately 660,000."  

11 So if you recognize that the difference there between 

12 the million and 660,000 roughly is -- is roughly 350,000, 

13 340,000, and then Level A Santolina is only 100,000 people.  

14 There's a lot of room for development within the region that 

15 is -- includes Santolina.  

16 Furthermore, relative to this submittal and this 

17 application, level -- our Level B application is 20-, 23,000 

18 population.  We're a lot less than that one million, and 

19 we're a small fraction of the 340,000 that could be added.

20 Second bullet talks about we're not unplanned.  

21 Santolina Level B is not unexpected or unplanned for.  It is 

22 a demand for water in the region, and any development and 

23 any number of people could be that demand as opposed to 

24 santolina.  So all the population estimates show that the 

25 Water Authority's region is growing, and Santolina is just a 
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 1 part of that.  

 2 And finally, if you're following the water resource 

 3 management strategy public hearings, the Water Authority is 

 4 moving to a hundred year plan, and they believe they can do 

 5 that.  I think I've read this.  I'll say it with a caveat 

 6 like that.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Excuse me.  One of the 

 8 Commissioners has a question.  

 9 MS. HERTEL:  I'm sorry.  I missed who authored the 

10 report where it says there's a million and 660,000.  

11 MR. TOPMILLER:  This came -- I'm sorry.  Mr. 

12 Chair, Commissioner, this came from the Water Authority 

13 itself.  It's -- they're their author.

14 MS. HERTEL:  The Albuquerque Bernalillo County --

15 MR. TOPMILLER:  Yes.  Sorry, ABCW.

16 MS. HERTEL:  It's not like the state engineer 

17 or -- 

18 MR. TOPMILLER:  No.

19 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Thank you.

20 MR. TOPMILLER:  Okay.  So I wanted to touch up 

21 lastly with Planned Communities Criteria, and that is to say 

22 that we were required to look at existing key site 

23 environmental features.  We did that.  We need to provide 

24 conceptual drainage plan.  We provided that.  There were 

25 facilities -- facilities plans required by PCC.  We provided 
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 1 water, sewer, drainage, transportation, and dry utilities, 

 2 and there's a Development Agreement with the Water Authority 

 3 and the County.  The County, of course, was done, but the 

 4 Water Authority's in process, and finally, we provided all 

 5 these master plans and have address the Level A conditions 

 6 of approval and have met with Staff and agency, et cetera.  

 7 With that, I stand for questions.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  I've got -- I've got some 

 9 questions.  You know, the Water Authority, you know, you 

10 read that water's available.  One of the things that -- and 

11 we understand this Board, we don't approve or disapprove 

12 water going to -- one thing that is in front of us is that 

13 Development Agreement.  Now, is that Development Agreement 

14 going to be done by the July meeting?  

15 MR. TOPMILLER:  I do not believe it will so.  Any 

16 further -- I'll leave process questions to Jim to talk 

17 about, but I don't believe it will be done by that time, no.  

18 And as I mentioned through my talk a while ago, some of that 

19 is connected to -- by their own choice.  It's connected to 

20 what did Level B look like and the current, ongoing water 

21 resources management strategy public hearings, which we've 

22 all heard about.  So they're pushing this and pushing us a 

23 little bit further into this whole process by their own 

24 desires.

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, you know, one of the 
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 1 conditions that we had was we have a Development Agreement 

 2 between you and the Water Authority for approval of this 

 3 plan.  I think one of the questions that was asked is -- is 

 4 it with us, or is it with the County.  And that's a 

 5 condition that this Board put on it, and it's a condition 

 6 that -- this Board is requesting a Development Agreement to 

 7 be able to approve this.  I know that we don't approve the 

 8 water.  We can't -- that's between you and the thing, but I 

 9 have a big concern about that, of not having a water -- 

10 Development Agreement between you and the -- and the Water 

11 Authority.  And, of course, it's not just you.  It's also 

12 your people and APS, too.  That's another condition that we 

13 had on there, too.  So, you know, we're looking at those 

14 things.  

15 So, you know, I have -- I have some concerns with this.  

16 You know, everybody's telling us, yes, we can provide it, 

17 and everything.  We want to know if it's going to be 

18 provided, if there's an agreement to provide this water to 

19 what we're trying to approve here in front of us.

20 MR. TOPMILLER:  I understand.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Commissioner, you had a question.

22 MS. HERTEL:  Yes.  The location of your -- on the 

23 location of your industrial in Level B Master Plan, can you 

24 tell me how that area was chosen?  

25 MR. TOPMILLER:  May I defer that to the planner?  
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 1 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Well, it does say it's to 

 2 avoid groundwater contamination and thus that's why --

 3 MR. TOPMILLER:  Oh, you're looking at that 

 4 particular.  Well, relative to the location of industrial to 

 5 groundwater, I think, which is what you're asking -- 

 6 MS. HERTEL:  Yes.

 7 MR. TOPMILLER:  -- I talked about a range to water 

 8 in that area.  That's the highest part of the project.  It's 

 9 probably in that thousand plus feet range from -- to 

10 groundwater.  Contamination -- and then I mentioned the 

11 groundwaters already pretty contaminated.  It's not usable 

12 anyway.  Maybe that's not appropriate to your answer -- to 

13 your question, but the contamination of any water below from 

14 something -- a thousand feet above in soil conditions like 

15 this without fractured rock, there's -- there is no -- no 

16 opportunity for water contamination in my engineering 

17 perspective or judgment.

18 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  So elevation was probably --

19 MR. TOPMILLER:  Elevation you say?  

20 MS. HERTEL:  -- one of the main reasons for -- 

21 MR. TOPMILLER:  Elevation's a big one, the depth 

22 of the water, and think about septic tanks, and then in the 

23 Valley, for instance, septic tanks and leech fields exist in 

24 the Valley and been part of the state requirements, but the 

25 water table is not that far down.  It only takes -- it only 
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 1 takes tens of feet to provide pretty adequate cleansing of 

 2 water.  We're talking a thousand plus feet.  

 3 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  That answers my question.  

 4 Thank you.  

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Are you through?  

 6 MR. TOPMILLER:  I am.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Do we have any other questions?  

 8 If not, thank you very much.  

 9 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you, James.  

10 And I would just maybe add on to that, the conversation 

11 from the land-use perspective on the industrial area.  We 

12 have -- we have three existing uses out in that area on our 

13 western boundary.  One is a speedway that is an out parcel 

14 that is an existing use.  We also have the County Detention 

15 facility.  The jail is out there, and then we have the 

16 landfill.  

17 So the three uses that we have out there in that area 

18 today are not conducive to putting neighborhoods nearby as 

19 it exists.  So that was another factor in terms of the 

20 land-use planning, looking at identifying that western 

21 portion of the property as appropriate for industrial-type 

22 uses, and so that's part -- that was part of the thinking as 

23 well that factors into that and which probably factored into 

24 the location of some of those uses out there that are there 

25 today, and so those are all -- those are all in place out 
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 1 there.

 2 Also, just as I did talk to -- so as I mentioned, Nate 

 3 Perez from David Tausig and Associates is here, and I talked 

 4 to him while Mr. Topmiller was giving his presentation about 

 5 your question regarding getting to 1.5 and how -- he just 

 6 informed me that in terms of the fiscal analysis that they 

 7 do, they always -- they push those -- they round up.  They 

 8 don't necessarily round up from 1.5 to 2, but they always 

 9 push that up a little ahead in terms of their anticipation 

10 of when facilities would come online.  

11 So he said it was probably from than 1.5 to 1.7 in 

12 terms of what they incorporate in their analysis, because 

13 you know, once you get -- you reach a threshold, it's not 

14 like once the County gets to the next 100 people or 200 

15 people into that next threshold, they don't go out and build 

16 those facilities ahead.  They wait 'til the population is 

17 there to serve it, and so in our fiscal analysis, we look at 

18 those levels of service, and they do try and push that 

19 forward as opposed to holding it back in that analysis, and 

20 if we get much more detailed than that, I'll have to get 

21 Nate to respond to the question, which he's available to do.

22 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  And if you push it forward, 

23 then a location in Level B has to be designated for that 

24 potential pushing it forward.

25 MR. STROZIER:  We'll take a look at that, yes.  
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Anything else?  

 2 MR. STROZIER:  I think in terms of what our goals 

 3 are for, if we proceed with the July hearing, is to have, 

 4 number one, a complete redlined version of the Level B 

 5 Master Plan that incorporates all the changes, a compiled 

 6 set of the matrices, and with the comments that were 

 7 received today in terms of numbering and also looking at and 

 8 making modifications as necessary to those ones where we 

 9 have deferred it to the Level B Development Agreement, we 

10 will address those and pull those out separately by that.  

11 And then we would assume that recommended findings and 

12 conditions would come out of that process as well.  That 

13 would be recommended by Staff to you all before any 

14 recommendation to the BCC.  

15 I -- I guess I would like to just really quickly 

16 address the comment about the Development Agreement with the 

17 Water Authority, and there's just a couple of points, and 

18 one is, when we look at that, there's -- just to put it in 

19 perspective, we really only -- I think you asked the 

20 question of what's typical, how long does it take, our frame 

21 of reference in terms of a similar kind of project is Mesa 

22 del Sol.  

23 Mesa del Sol, the Water Utility Authority Development 

24 Agreement was not entered into until after the Level B 

25 Master Plan was approved, and -- and so what we have -- so 
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 1 we have a condition which we have been -- number one, we 

 2 have started our discussions with the Water Authority about 

 3 the Development Agreement late last year.  So we have -- 

 4 it's not like we have waited to start any discussions with 

 5 his the Water Authority until -- until now or late in the 

 6 process.  They -- as Mr. Topmiller pointed out, they really 

 7 have been waiting on two things.  One is a better sense of 

 8 the Level B planning area and land uses and that process and 

 9 additional information on how development will occur, and 

10 then they're also working on their water resources master 

11 plan. 

12 So as another governmental entity, we have -- we can't 

13 -- we can't make them move that forward faster or slower, 

14 but we are working with them and have been working with them 

15 to try and get an agreement in place.  We understand and 

16 would like consideration from this Body that that 

17 Development Agreement be addressed between the County 

18 Planning Commission and the County Commission in terms of 

19 approval.  

20 I will point out, I did -- I have looked at the 

21 recommended conditions that came out of the CPC for Level A 

22 and the final BCC approved conditions, and there were 

23 significant changes that were made to the three -- there are 

24 basically three conditions that addressed the Water 

25 Authority and that Agreement.  All of those conditions were 
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 1 modified as part of the process from your recommendation to 

 2 what was adopted by the County Commission.

 3 So we would just ask -- respectfully ask that you 

 4 consider that as we move forward.  We're trying to get that 

 5 done.  They are in the middle of their water resources 

 6 master planning process.  They're having public meetings as 

 7 we speak, and they're -- I think that they're looking at 

 8 this Level B plan.  So we get caught between the chicken and 

 9 the egg on this a little bit in trying to make sure that 

10 we're doing what needs to be done.  

11 We have been in front of them early, because we knew 

12 that this was a condition that was placed on us by the BCC; 

13 that we have to get this done prior to Level B approval, and 

14 we understand that that's going to need to be done.  We 

15 would just request that since we are likely to have several 

16 hearings at the BCC level and dealing with the Development 

17 Agreement as -- in concert with that, that you all allow 

18 this to move forward with the recognition that it can't get 

19 adopted without that agreement in place.  Thank you.

20 MR. MALRY:  Mr. Chairman.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead, Commissioner.

22 MR. MALRY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

23 Jim, hour next hearing is July 21st -- 

24 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

25 MR. MALRY:  -- is that correct?  Now, will you -- 
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 1 you think you'll -- will that, first of all, give you enough 

 2 time to get things lined up to move forward?  

 3 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

 4 MR. MALRY:  And, number two, you may or may not 

 5 have a -- you may not -- you may or may not have an answer 

 6 regarding the water situation; is that correct?  

 7 MR. STROZIER:  Correct.  I would love to be able 

 8 to say that we will definitely have that agreement 

 9 negotiated and in place by the Water Authority, but I -- I 

10 don't -- I don't think that's going to happen, and it's -- 

11 once again, it's -- we are beholden to them and their 

12 process, going through that.  We are working on it and have 

13 been pushing on that from quite a while ago so --

14 MR. MALRY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And, Jim, I understand you're 

16 beholden to them, but we're not.

17 MR. STROZIER:  Right.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I don't even see anybody from 

19 the Water Authority here today to answer any questions.

20 MR. STROZIER:  Right.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And, you know, as far as I'm 

22 concerned, it's going to be pretty hard to move this on 

23 without that, and we're here to recommend to the County -- 

24 and you said that the County on the Development Agreements, 

25 there were some things that were changed -- 
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 1 MR. STROZIER:  Sure.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- according to water.  What were 

 3 those things?  I mean, did they anywhere direct us to not 

 4 act on this?  

 5 MR. STROZIER:  No.  I think -- I think one of the 

 6 clarifications was in the specific language about approve -- 

 7 "prior to approval of the Level B plans" was incorporated 

 8 into that.  That language changed slightly from what was 

 9 recommended by this Body and what was actually adopted, and 

10 I have -- there's a number of changes that occurred.  I 

11 think in substance you're correct, Mr. Chairman, that this 

12 Body recommended that a condition that required a 

13 Development Agreement with the Water Authority be done -- 

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And that -- 

15 MR. STROZIER:  -- prior to Level B approval.  

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And that condition was approved 

17 at the County level?  

18 MR. STROZIER:  And the County Commission approved 

19 that, slightly different language.  There's three conditions 

20 that relate to that.  All of them changed in terms of the 

21 language a little bit, but if the basic premise that a water 

22 agreement with the Water Authority be put in place, that's 

23 -- and that's what we've been moving forward to try and 

24 accommodate since we started this process so -- and we also 

25 thought that the Water Authority might be here, but once 
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 1 again, I think they were invited.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  What do you mean they weren't 

 3 invited?  

 4 MR. STROZIER:  They were.  

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  They have a schedule our hearings 

 6 everytime where we talk about water.  Everytime they've had 

 7 people here to represent their department everytime.  I 

 8 mean -- 

 9 MR. STROZIER:  I can't comment what they knew.  

10 They were -- I think they were invited.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I didn't know I had to send them 

12 a special invitation.

13 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  I don't think you do.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

15 MR. STROZIER:  All right.  Thank you very much.  

16 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chair.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

18 MS. KELLY:  Are we going to have a discussion of 

19 the fiscal analysis because -- 

20 MR. STROZIER:  If you have specific questions, we 

21 have -- we can certainly speak to -- there were in terms of 

22 agency comments that we received, there were no comments on 

23 the fiscal analyses that was provided.  That was provided.  

24 So there was one that was done with the Level A, and that 

25 was -- that was approved as part of that, and then there was 
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 1 one that was specifically done and turned in as part of the 

 2 Level B analysis.  We have not gotten specific comments 

 3 relative to that.  So we did not address that in this 

 4 presentation.  

 5 Once again, Nate Perez is here from David Tausig and 

 6 Associates, and we're happen to have him address any 

 7 questions, present you a summary of what that provided, at 

 8 your pleasure.

 9 MS. KELLY:  I would like that.  He's here, and 

10 it's been a big issue for the public, and I'd like to hear 

11 it.  

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  What is it specifically you want 

13 to hear?  

14 MS. KELLY:  Well, I guess my basic question is, 

15 first of all, I haven't -- all be honest with you, I haven't 

16 digested the Level B fiscal analysis.  I'm not an economist, 

17 but there's a lot of public comment to the effect that the 

18 economic analysis for Level A did not include an assessment 

19 of whether TIDs were going to be in play.

20 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And that there was 

22 representations at the BCC that TIDs would not be sought, 

23 and the public has now brought it to our attention, and I 

24 don't know the details or facts of it that TIDs have been 

25 sought, and so I'm wondering if that's somewhat of a game 
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 1 changer for the Level B analysis.

 2 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  We can -- we can speak to 

 3 that.  I would just make the comment that, just to be clear, 

 4 at the Level A discussion TIDs were not -- TIDs and PIDs 

 5 were not on the table at that time.  It was indicated and is 

 6 reflected in the conversation and the presentations at that 

 7 time that as a -- as a potential future tool, those could be 

 8 sought, and so the fact that they were not being sought at 

 9 that time was correct.  They are now.  There has been an 

10 application filed relative to those that -- once again, that 

11 goes through a different process, but we can -- we can 

12 certainly speak to that if -- Mr. Chairman, if you would 

13 like, we can have Nate come down and address that questions.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, since it's not something 

15 that we're going to thing -- so he can come and address it, 

16 you know, but be quick about it so that -- because it's not 

17 something that we're going to --

18 MS. HERTEL:  I have another question that kind of 

19 relates to the economic and the -- and the open space, and 

20 this is from your matrix, and I'm going to read the comment 

21 from environmental open space, and it says, "The open space 

22 network calls for setting aside major open space, parks, 

23 trails, corridors, setting aside various bits of open space, 

24 trails, corridors," et cetera, and then your comment or the 

25 applicant's comment is, "The land B Developed Agreement will 
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 1 address open space, parks, and trails.  The Development 

 2 Agreement will be submitted to the County Manager."  

 3 So I interpret that that you're saying, well, because 

 4 that may be -- is a financial thing, so we're just going to 

 5 put the whole parks and trails thing up to the other 

 6 Commission?  

 7 MR. STROZIER:  Mr. Chairman, Commissioner, so in 

 8 terms of -- and I think we provided this as part of our 

 9 handout to you, the modifications to page 16 and 17 of the 

10 document that reference the levels of service for the very 

11 basic -- for the various parks and recreation facilities and 

12 the text that we have updated relative to that is provided 

13 to you.  We have adjusted the land-use plan to reflect those 

14 changes with regard to neighborhood and community scale 

15 parks and quantified the open space and park areas that have 

16 been designated at this time.  So from a plan standpoint, we 

17 believe that we have addressed the Parks and Open Space 

18 questions and comments.  

19 Relative to the fiscal side of that, the funding and 

20 when things happen, that is more appropriately dealt with as 

21 part of the Development Agreement in terms of the financial 

22 aspects of that and timing aspects of that.  

23 So we've identified them in the plan area.  We have 

24 located them on the land-use plan, and in some case, 

25 conceptually.  In some cases more specifically in terms of 
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 1 the park areas.  We've identified our internal open space 

 2 trail network that is part of the Level B land-use plan, and 

 3 so -- so some of those things we have addressed in changes 

 4 that we have made and specific modifications to the Level B 

 5 plan, and some will be dealt with in the Development 

 6 Agreement.  So I don't want it -- we didn't just kick 

 7 everything related to the Parks and Open Space to the 

 8 Development Agreement.  We have addressed a number of those 

 9 comments in the actual plan document and the master plan 

10 map, itself.

11 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Then I'm going to suggest that 

12 you might want to look -- revisit that comment --

13 MR. STROZIER:  Elaborate on it, yes.  

14 MS. HERTEL:  Revise it to say that, you know, the 

15 location, et cetera, the space that's set aside but perhaps 

16 just maintenance -- 

17 MR. STROZIER:  Maintenance and operation.  

18 MS. HERTEL:  -- can develop in a -- because this 

19 does not adequately represent what you're -- what you're 

20 saying right now.

21 MR. STROZIER:  I agree, and we will -- and we will 

22 take care of that.  

23 MS. HERTEL:  All right.  Thank you.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  So what was the specific 

25 question you want to ask him?  I don't want to spend a lot 
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 1 of time on something that we're not going to act on here, 

 2 but if you need information -- 

 3 MS. KELLY:  I understand that we're not going to 

 4 act on TIDs but, I do think that within the context of all 

 5 of the planning documents that we're asked to look at with 

 6 regard to this proposal, no net expense is always part of 

 7 it.  So I think that we're entitled to understand at some 

 8 level and not the specific dollar amounts, et cetera, but to 

 9 me, understanding that TIDs are being applied for might 

10 relate to phasing questions.  I mean, I just don't know, and 

11 if seems like the expert on the economic analysis is here.  

12 We should take advantage of that.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, you know, we -- we're 

14 probably going to recommend on the County a no net expense.  

15 That's what we're recommending.  And if TIDs are going to be 

16 negotiated with the County Commission, I don't know if they 

17 negotiated already or not, or they're just thinking about 

18 it.  I think that's what we need to know, you know.  I mean, 

19 I don't want -- I don't want -- really want to hear about 

20 how TIDs work, because it's not something that I -- 

21 MR. PEREZ:  I could give about 30, 45 seconds 

22 perhaps.  

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Okay.  Go ahead.  Try to 

24 answer -- 

25 MR. PEREZ:  I'll try to keep this quick.  Good 
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 1 morning, Commissioners Nathan Perez, Managing Director -- 

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  This is a meeting of information, 

 3 so -- 

 4 MR. PEREZ:  -- of David Tausig and Associates.  

 5 Good to see many of you again.  I was here during the Level 

 6 A process as well.  Important to remember, embedded in not 

 7 only the Level A, but each of the Level Bs, which will roll 

 8 up into the Level A and then each of the Level Cs which will 

 9 be further fractionalized, that no net expense continues, 

10 and it has to be met at every level.  

11 Additionally, it also has to be met with any TID or PID 

12 application.  Those applications are on a review by the 

13 County, but they're baked into there as well.  So if any of 

14 these applications and analyses start conflicting with each 

15 other and we start sort of blowing or not satisfying any the 

16 tests, we would not be able to get approval and continue 

17 within each of those individual processes.  So there's no 

18 net expense within TID, within PID, and then Level A, B, and 

19 C here as well.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Do you -- 

21 MR. PEREZ:  I mean, they are interrelated, of 

22 course, but the models for each accommodate, and you know, 

23 the expectation will satisfy at each stage as well.

24 MS. KELLY:  So let me -- I guess, so we were told 

25 that there's 40 TID applications that have been filed for 
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 1 the Santolina area for Level B.

 2 MR. PEREZ:  Uh-huh, for the entire site.

 3 MS. KELLY:  Okay.

 4 MR. PEREZ:  For Level A, yes.  

 5 MS. KELLY:  To me, not knowing what an application 

 6 looks like, wouldn't it be interesting to know does one of 

 7 them cover an aquatic center?  Does one of them cover water 

 8 expansion?  Does one of them cover drainage, open space, 

 9 schools?  I have no idea.  Do they have specific areas that 

10 they're targeting so we might have a better idea of where 

11 transportation infrastructure is envisioned, for example?  

12 You know, DOT expressed a lot of concerns about the 

13 impact of these developments on DOT roads and that there was 

14 not public financing available for those.  I have no idea if 

15 you put the TIDs into the mix, does it make Level B a net 

16 expense?  Should we not be looking at that?  

17 MR. PEREZ:  The TIDs could not be approved if it 

18 could not satisfy that test.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well -- 

20 MR. PEREZ:  They've not been approved at the time.  

21 They're under review.  

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  It hasn't been approved, so we 

23 can't say that it's going to be part of this plan.

24 MS. KELLY:  Maybe you could tell us about the 

25 process for TIDs.  Is it -- so it's a separate committee 
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 1 that hears it?  

 2 MR. PEREZ:  The Commission will hear it, and it 

 3 will be in negotiations with the County.  We've submitted 

 4 several large binders, quite large.  I mean, the analyses 

 5 are well in excess of anything that's been submitted in the 

 6 Level A, Level B.

 7 MS. KELLY:  So are they heard one at a time?  

 8 MR. PEREZ:  It's in essence sort of a one large 

 9 TID that's sort of be fractionalized for phasing and 

10 neighborhood purposes so -- but they will -- 

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is it approved just by the County 

12 Commission or is there a commission to -- for --

13 MR. STROZIER:  It will be the County.  

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- that this goes to this?  That 

15 this goes to?  Is it the Commission?  

16 MR. PEREZ:  Uh-huh.

17 MS. KELLY:  So will they be hearing the TIDs 

18 before they'll be hearing this plan?  

19 MR. PEREZ:  What's the timing of that?  

20 MR. STROZIER:  I don't know the timing -- Mr. 

21 Chairman, Commissioner Kelly, I'm not sure the specific 

22 timing.  My understanding is that the PIDs, the Public 

23 Improvement District applications of which there are -- so 

24 PIDs and TIDs are different -- different tools, that the 

25 PIDs are likely to be heard sooner than the TIDs.  The TID 
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 1 applications require a higher level of review is my 

 2 understanding, and once again, as nate as mentioned, I've 

 3 seen the binders.  I have to admit, I have not read through 

 4 those myself, but they are extensive analyses for each of 

 5 those applications.  

 6 And the PID is a -- is a relatively, I'm going to say 

 7 that, simpler process in terms of the analysis and the 

 8 overview.  So that is likely to proceed faster through that 

 9 process, and then the TIDs -- how that relates to Level B is 

10 -- I would -- my crystal ball is not that good as to whether 

11 or not that will be before them at the same time, before or 

12 after.

13 MR. PEREZ:  And their financial consultants are 

14 working through the cash flows and the packages associated 

15 with them as well.  

16 MS. KELLY:  "Their", their financial -- 

17 MR. STROZIER:  The County's.  

18 MR. PEREZ:  The County's.  

19 MS. KELLY:  So if you put all the binders in 

20 order, 1 through 40, does it tell you the phasing that's 

21 envisioned for Level B?  

22 MR. PEREZ:  As best we understand at this time, 

23 yes.

24 MS. KELLY:  Well, gosh, that would be --

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  If you want to get a binder, ask 
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 1 him.  

 2 MR. PEREZ:  Yeah.  

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I don't want one.

 4 MS. KELLY:  What about a summary of each 

 5 application?  

 6 MR. PEREZ:  Sure.  Yeah.

 7 MS. KELLY:  That would be really helpful to me.

 8 MR. PEREZ:  Yeah.

 9 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And if anybody wants to go to 

11 the County Commission hearing and express your concerns on 

12 this -- 

13 MR. PEREZ:  But also an important segue, the Level 

14 B under discussion today satisfies under our review of the 

15 no net expense test as the Level A did given sort of the 

16 heavy non-residential land uses on the site.  So very 

17 encouraging.  So I just wanted to make that point, not have 

18 that lost.  

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yeah.  I just want to make sure 

20 that we're not recommending that they approve them.  We're 

21 not recommending that they look at them.  As far as we're 

22 concerned, it's a no net expense package that's going from 

23 us to them.

24 MR. PEREZ:  All right.

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Any other questions?  
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 1 think there's still a number of things we would like to see, 

 2 and my understanding, again, from reading the Planned 

 3 Community Criteria, this is essentially a sector plan.  

 4 Really need to -- in fact, under land-use, Level B, A 

 5 says, "Identification of land use by parcel, acreage, and 

 6 type, including residential, retail, commercial, other 

 7 non-residential space.  So the idea that place is where 

 8 parks and in addition to the open space, which has been 

 9 identified, but where the park are going to be, where's the 

10 community centers going to be, where the aquatics facilities 

11 are going to be is important part of us evaluating the plan, 

12 and they're not currently in there.  

13 Under A.4, "Delineation of open space system, parks, 

14 recreation areas and links and land uses with identification 

15 of proposed ownership, management and maintenance.  So, 

16 again, if you look at the exhibit here on page 17, which the 

17 applicant has put together so show how they're meeting the 

18 level of service standards required by the Parks, Recreation 

19 and Open Space Master Plan, which is this document, which 

20 was adopted in October of 2015 by the Bernalillo County 

21 Commission, so all plans subsequent to that that come 

22 forward are bound by this document. 

23 So if you look at the level of service being shown 

24 there, first of all, there is -- there is no -- no 

25 discussion about neighborhood parks or community centers or 
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 1 aquatic facilities -- I mean, there's one per each of those 

 2 two, but they're not located anywhere on this map here.  We 

 3 would like to see that those be located.  

 4 Furthermore, the fully inclusive playgrounds, we feel 

 5 like because it is such a substantial development at full 

 6 build-out, there should be a fully inclusive playground 

 7 included in it, because although it's not -- it won't reach 

 8 the full 1 per 50,000, it is -- this is actually the town 

 9 center, and so it would most likely be beneficially located 

10 within this area.  

11 Going down through some of the other facilities, as has 

12 been previously mentioned by Commissioner Hertel, there -- 

13 they can came up with this motion of 1. -- or their math 

14 shows 1.5 community centers and 1.5 aquatic facilities -- 

15 it's actually 1.54 if you do the math out, and I mean, 

16 again, given the location, given this is going to be -- this 

17 is one of the core areas of the plan where some the highest 

18 intensity development is going to take place, we believe 

19 there is a need for both those aquatics facilities and both 

20 those communities centers, and in fact, we would also 

21 recommend that -- that the community -- or I'm sorry, the 

22 regional scale park come in with this application, which is 

23 a little bit to the west of this area.  So, again, just this 

24 is so we can serve this part of the community in the future.

25 Our other comments are that -- so in addition to me -- 
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 1 just let me summarize sort of, we would really like to see 

 2 the matrix reflect -- and we're willing to work with the 

 3 applicant on that, what we're -- our perception of what they 

 4 should be and also have those facilities located just so 

 5 that they actually meet our level of service standards.  

 6 Right now, the applicant is just showing that there's 

 7 going to be 183.6 acres of community parks.  Community parks 

 8 are one scale of park.  It doesn't take into the account the 

 9 neighborhood park.  There's various scales of facilities 

10 that a community needs, and they're important.  It is not 

11 just one facility that is needed, one type of facility.

12 With respect to dedication, we would like to see a 

13 discussion, you know, in the -- in the plan reflect that all 

14 the open spaces and park shown on this level will be -- 

15 basically are serving these communities or the future 

16 communities of Santolina primarily and, therefore, should be 

17 dedicated, which is at no charge to the County so that it 

18 actually is a -- at no net expense to the County.

19 Next point really deals with the process of dedication 

20 phasing.  It's not clear from the plan other than, you know, 

21 as development occurs that these projects would be -- or 

22 these facilities would come online, and the problem from my 

23 perspective is we just -- we won't know how to be sure that 

24 we're actually -- that those facilities are actually going 

25 to be accounted for in the revenue stream from the new 
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 1 development in this area.  There needs to be -- it seems to 

 2 me and to us in Parks, we need more of a -- of a phasing 

 3 plan or at least some triggers that would be -- so at a 

 4 certain point, you know there's going to be a certain number 

 5 of residences or if Level C comes forward, then at that 

 6 point, you know, the neighborhood parks would be in the plan 

 7 and/or dedicated.

 8 Right now, it's just -- it's all -- it's, like, looking 

 9 at this huge area with all these facilities in the future, 

10 but we have no idea when they're going to come online, and 

11 that has a huge impact from a fiscal standpoint for us, so 

12 -- and it's going to -- I mean, because it's not just like 

13 when a facility comes online, then that money magically 

14 appears.  We have to be planning ahead of time to be 

15 working, you know, through finance department and the County 

16 Commission to be sure that the personnel -- that the budgets 

17 reflect these new facilities coming online.  So there's -- 

18 there's a considerable, you know, up-front process to that 

19 for us, and so if there isn't really a definitive plan, at 

20 least -- at least from their perspective how they think this 

21 is going to -- how this develops in the future, there's no 

22 way for us to really gauge that and plan for it.  

23 And I think, furthermore, you know, this is not 

24 necessarily in any of the planning, you know, policies or 

25 documentation anywhere, but from a Parks and Rec 

TR- 99
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 perspective, these are community facilities.  We -- what we 

 2 do with our master plan, what we do with all our planning 

 3 processes is we make sure the community has an opportunity 

 4 to give input and feedback on what is being proposed.  If we 

 5 put this all off to the future as development unfolds or as 

 6 -- you know, or it's going to be in the Development 

 7 Agreement, it precludes the community from having 

 8 opportunity to weigh in on the types of facilities and how 

 9 they're going to be used and how they're needed by the 

10 community, what they're going to be needed for.  So that's 

11 -- that is on a concern of ours as well.

12 In respect to the fiscal analysis, there was some 

13 comments that we had.  We're happy to visit with the 

14 applicant afterwards.  We've been in conversation with them 

15 from time to time about different things, and we've been -- 

16 we do have a working relationship, but there -- we do still 

17 have some concerns that they don't correspondence -- that 

18 the fiscal analysis doesn't really correspond to the matrix 

19 that we would propose be used.

20 And so, therefore, I mean, especially given -- you 

21 know, if we don't, again, know what -- how the phasing is 

22 envisioned over time, we would want the fiscal -- how can we 

23 know, again, that there's going to be enough money to 

24 support them, and so that fiscal analysis needs to be -- to 

25 dovetail with the phasing, whatever that is, so we can see, 
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 1 okay, you know, so this -- for example, if this part of the 

 2 area is going to come on first, okay.  Well, how many -- how 

 3 many DUs does that represent?  What does that then represent 

 4 in terms of tax dollars over time.  So then how does that 

 5 translate from, you know, directly to -- essentially to the 

 6 County's bottom line so we have enough money to pay for the 

 7 community facilities in that area, and that level of 

 8 analysis it's just done -- it's been done with overall Level 

 9 B area analysis, but it hasn't been drilled down to that, 

10 and that's what's really going to effect us, because we 

11 don't want, you know, a facility to come online that we 

12 don't have the ability to fiscally support.  

13 Anyway, I've said this two or three different ways, but 

14 that's really a major concern of ours, and I think it gets 

15 also to the TIDs, PIDs discussion that was raised earlier by 

16 Commissioner Kelly, and I mean, if there's a PID or a TID, 

17 it's my understanding that that's going to be -- you know, 

18 that's -- would use -- would take a lot -- lot or most of 

19 the tax dollars and basically put it into the development of 

20 the capital infrastructure. 

21 Well, that's great, but there's also the O and M costs, 

22 and those are huge for us.  So we can't -- so we need to 

23 make sure there is enough funding for both -- you know, if 

24 there is going to be a PID or a TID in place, that there's 

25 actually going to be sufficient funding, not just the 
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 1 capital portion of the project.  It's going to go to the PID 

 2 or TID, but there's going to be sufficient funding to -- 

 3 coming to the County to then operate those facilities and 

 4 manage them and maintain them, and right now, it's not clear 

 5 to me that that is so.

 6 I think in terms of the overall comments that are 

 7 specific to Parks and Recreation in here, I think that our 

 8 first comment is -- has been personally addressed with the 

 9 table narrative in the Level B plan relative to Parks and 

10 recreation.  Our comment 2 has been addressed, and so we 

11 feel comfortable with that going forward.  Comment 3, we 

12 haven't fully discussed with the applicant, but we had -- 

13 there has been effort to coordinate between us, between the 

14 agent and us, and we'll look at that further, but if -- you 

15 know, anyway, that's in process, but that hasn't been fully 

16 addressed yet.  I stand for questions.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I have a question.  You know, 

18 when you're talking about the parks and the open space and 

19 you're talking about the land hasn't been designated or 

20 who's going to pay for what, is that -- is that negotiated 

21 with the Development Agreement with the County Commission?  

22 Is that something that -- it's not something that -- we know 

23 where they're going to go, but we don't know who's going to 

24 pay for them, or the land, is that donated, or where are 

25 those agreements done?  
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 1 MR. BARNEY:  Chairman Chavez, Members of the 

 2 Commission, my understanding is -- I mean, their locations 

 3 and the number of them and kind of the acreage of what 

 4 they're -- that needs to be in the plan.  The -- at least a 

 5 description of the phasing, so that we can know -- and the 

 6 phasing as it -- of the community facilities as it relates 

 7 to the development phasing in the future, and that needs to 

 8 be in the plan.  So otherwise we can't -- but you're 

 9 correct, the final dollars and cents piece, like how much 

10 will be paid for by who and at what point those get 

11 triggered, that would be in the Development Agreement, but I 

12 think the -- it is, again, my position that that strategy 

13 should be defined more clearly in this plan so that in order 

14 to inform you all's recommendation, Chairman Chavez and 

15 Members of the Commission.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Question?  

17 MS. NELSON:  A little further clarification for 

18 me.  Are we talking about two sets of costs?  There's 

19 capital costs, and then as I understand it, I mean, who 

20 maintains Parks and Rec?  Isn't it Bernalillo County?  

21 MR. BARNEY:  Chairman -- 

22 MS. NELSON:  So you have costs associated with the 

23 maintenance afterwards?  Is that what you're talking about?  

24 MR. BARNEY:  That's correct.  There's two sets of 

25 costs.
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 1 MS. NELSON:  So that's not something that the 

 2 developer is expected to cover, or it's got to be your -- 

 3 your personal -- not personal, your department's budget -- 

 4 personal budget.  No, let's not say that.  But that's 

 5 something that you have to plan for if you know that there 

 6 are, you know, four parks coming on in the next five years 

 7 and you try to figure out how to get personnel and supplies.  

 8 Is that what you have to do?  

 9 MR. BARNEY:  Yes, Chairman Chavez, Commissioner 

10 Nelson, well, so yes.  We need to be able to plan in advance 

11 so that we can actually maintain and operate those 

12 facilities, but furthermore, I mean, the notion of no net 

13 expense means that there is sufficient tax revenues coming 

14 to the County to be able to -- to support those O and M 

15 costs.  So it's not -- so that's why it does -- it is -- it 

16 is very much at issue in this plan, and the adoption of this 

17 plan is -- we need to be sure that there is not going to be 

18 -- that these are coming in at no net expense to the County.

19 MS. NELSON:  Okay.  Thank you.  

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  

21 Commissioner.  

22 MS. HERTEL:  Are all aquatic centers the same 

23 size?  

24 MR. BARNEY:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel, 

25 not necessarily.  We have basically two different types of 
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 1 aquatic facilities.  One is an outdoor pool.  "Recreational 

 2 pool" we call it, and then the other is an indoor facility 

 3 that's operated -- it's operated year-round.  It's usually a 

 4 much more substantial facility.  Both the City and us have 

 5 both types of facilities, and then often as an adjunct, we 

 6 will also have -- may have a splash park or -- that may be 

 7 adjoining one of those.  So we'll -- basically for the 

 8 purposes of our level of service standards, we just lump 

 9 them altogether.  We do not distinguish them.  That's within 

10 our master plan.  We know that periodically we will need to 

11 build what's called a regional facility or -- and we will be 

12 -- we're working with the City and in some cases, APS to 

13 identify where we're going to need a regional facility, 

14 which would be that more indoor facility.  

15 MS. HERTEL:  So then this equation of 

16 one-and-a-half per this number of people, you really kind of 

17 need to know what size it is, don't you?  

18 MR. BARNEY:  Chairman Chavez -- 

19 MS. HERTEL:  Have them specify -- maybe the 

20 applicant should say, "This is an indoor or an outdoor 

21 facility," or something like that.  Likewise with community 

22 centers, how big is a community center?  

23 MR. BARNEY:  Commissioner Hertel, Chairman Chavez, 

24 they range.

25 MS. HERTEL:  That's something you'll have the 
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 1 dialogue with the -- with the applicants to get more 

 2 specificity to this?  

 3 MR. BARNEY:  Sure.  Commissioner Hertel, Chairman 

 4 Chavez, we would love to have that, more of a level of 

 5 specificity, but I mean, at this point, we're just getting 

 6 to the point of identifying where they're located and kind 

 7 of -- and we would definitely work with the applicant on 

 8 terms -- in terms of overall costs for and overall sizes for 

 9 our centers based on median size based on where we see them 

10 trending and kind of what we're planning for our future 

11 facilities.  We could definitely do that.  

12 MS. HERTEL:  All right.  Okay.  Thank you.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Now, have you expressed this to 

14 the -- our Staff as to what you're requiring or what you 

15 want done in this plan so that we -- and if we had, why 

16 isn't it in our plan?  I mean, because, you know, you're 

17 saying there's a lot of things that you'd like to see in 

18 this plan before it's approved, but I just want to know why 

19 the developer hasn't -- if he has to provide it, why hasn't 

20 he?  

21 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, we 

22 received these comments a couple of weeks ago and they are 

23 -- they're included in the Staff Report, but I don't think 

24 the applicant has responded to the comments yet.  So we're 

25 still waiting for that, but in the next draft of the plan 
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 1 that is going to be submitted in a couple of weeks, we're 

 2 hoping that that will be included.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Just make sure it is, 

 4 because it's -- I think it's something very important that 

 5 we need to have on this plan.  

 6 Any other questions of -- if not, thank you very much.

 7 MR. BARNEY:  Thank you, Chairman Chavez.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  We're going to move into 

 9 the -- we're not going to have a lunch break.  So we're 

10 going to get into the public comment, and we have a lot of 

11 public here that -- I apologize for this meeting, but we're 

12 trying on get as much information as we can.  So we're going 

13 to read three names out.  If you -- the one that's going to 

14 speak, come up, and the other two, kind of sit right behind 

15 them, so that you can speak.  You'll have two minutes each, 

16 and she'll be timing you, so -- 

17 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Victoria Edwards followed by 

18 Matt Wehling and Joseph Garcia.  

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  They're not here, these 

20 people, I guess.  

21 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Victoria Edwards, no.  Okay.  

22 All right.  Thank you.  Rod Mahoney followed by David Vogel 

23 and Judy Call.  

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  We don't need to swear you in.  

25 It's just an information hearing.
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 1 MR. MAHONEY:  No swearing allowed.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  No more than once.

 3 MR. MAHONEY:  I need to adjust this here first 

 4 before we get started.  How do I adjust the focus?  Do I 

 5 need to state my name and address?  

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes, please.  

 7 MR. MAHONEY:  Rod Mahoney; live at 1838 Sedora 

 8 Road, Southwest.  

 9 It's interesting that the conversation we've had today 

10 actually got tunneled in on the matrix, also, and I actually 

11 did a search on how many mentions of Development Agreement 

12 were percolated through that document.  They're on 15 

13 different pages, and you site cited about -- you essentially 

14 pulled out about six.  I pulled out a number of those.  

15 Maybe they're the same also.  

16 Certainly the Development Agreement associated with 

17 Water Utility Authority we've had a lot of conversation with 

18 that today.  I'll hand this packet in, and actually it sort 

19 of goes over that.  I've circled things in this packet that 

20 actually talk about the things that I think are very 

21 important.  

22 One of the things that I look at here is the fact that, 

23 you know, the Development Agreement is sort of the how of 

24 all of this, but we need to know what the "what" is of all 

25 these things that are in these particular topic items, and 
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 1 certainly we're going to return back to this no net expense, 

 2 because ultimately if you sum up what the obligations are 

 3 right now in the County and APS, we're talking about $3 

 4 billion.  

 5 The County has a billion dollars in capital outlay 

 6 requirements on the books.  The APS representative talked 

 7 about $3 billion within their current master plan, and also 

 8 the Water Utility Authority has about a billion dollars in 

 9 infrastructure outlay.  So no net cost is absolutely a very 

10 important topic that we need to talk about.

11 There's been discussion about the parks and recreation.  

12 There's mechanisms for achieving economic development.  One 

13 of the things that was mentioned earlier is the fact that 

14 there was very little comment from -- about the fiscal 

15 analysis in the Staff Report.  Based upon my knowledge I 

16 believe that the economic development director is actually 

17 on leave for National Guard duty at this point.  So it's 

18 probably very difficult for her to respond in an expedient 

19 manner ultimately for this sort of thing.  So that's 

20 important to consider.  

21 You know, we're talking about the issues associated 

22 with this.  Let me go -- and I don't have a lot of time 

23 here, but we have -- we talked about the TIDs, the public 

24 incentives, that sort of thing.  The details of this, 

25 there's not enough information, I believe, in disclosure to 
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 1 be able to do an assessment and to really evaluate whether 

 2 or not these things are viable.  So, you know, my 

 3 recommendation would be that we need to know these things, 

 4 and we need to know what the "what" of these things are in 

 5 order to be able to make that assessment.  

 6 And, finally, here we're talking about the economic 

 7 housing, jobs-to-housing ratio, the fiscal responsibilities, 

 8 that sort of thing, and I pulled out actually Policy D in 

 9 the BCC criteria that talks about the generic requirements 

10 that must be met.  Certainly the no net expense piece is 

11 that, self sufficiency, economic sensitivity and that sort 

12 of thing.  And one interesting thing that sort resonated 

13 with me when I started looking through these documents -- 

14 and I looked through the air quality report that actually 

15 was -- was presented, is the sense of place.  

16 We haven't talked about sense of place since the very 

17 first hearing that we started about three years ago, and 

18 it's interesting.  If you take a look at this particular 

19 drawing, it was actually figure one in the air quality 

20 document, it shows these various village centers and so 

21 forth that actually are apropos for at least enabling a 

22 sense of place.  

23 And I took a look at the next figure, which is figure 2 

24 in that same report, and I really don't see what sense of 

25 place really is supposed to mean for us and for me 
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 1 associated with sort of the breaking up of this, and we've 

 2 got part of this here.  There's no designation where a 

 3 village center is, and ultimately we have a major disconnect 

 4 out here with this industrial area.  And then one thing that 

 5 folks have not talked about is we have open space out here 

 6 that's designated, and it's fundamentally disconnected from 

 7 any sort of residential area.  

 8 So that's all I have.  Any questions?  I'll move on.  

 9 Thank you very much.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

11 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  I'm going to call, is 

12 Matt Wehling here?  

13 MR. WEHLING:  Could I submit a document to the 

14 Commissioners?  

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  You can give it to Staff there.  

16 Is it for the record or -- 

17 MR. WEHLING:  Yes.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Name and address for the record.  

19 MR. WEHLING:  Commissioners, my name is Matt 

20 Wehling.  I live at 1914 Telesfor Drive, Southwest.  

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Go ahead and start. 

22 MR. WEHLING:  I'd like to make the Commission 

23 aware or remind the Commission about a -- in the document 

24 it's defined as an FAA arrow, and that doesn't -- that 

25 summarizes it, but it doesn't really say a lot about it, and 
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 1 I don't know how much you're aware of it.  This -- this is 

 2 what's out there.  This is the FAA arrow, although it 

 3 precedes the FAA by many, many years.  This is 87 years old, 

 4 and it reflects the early history of aviation in 

 5 Albuquerque.  And as such, I think it's very important to be 

 6 preserved in some way.  

 7 And what I'm asking for is conditional approval based 

 8 on a plan to preserve it.  The developer has already 

 9 indicated that they know it's there, and it's part of an 

10 archeological survey.  Again, I wouldn't want it to get lost 

11 in the process of all of this, and I think it would be 

12 fairly easy to maintain, and it could bring quite a bit of 

13 history to any number of people, travelers on Route 66 or 

14 school kids, just if it could be incorporated into a park or 

15 some such as that.  I think it would be an asset to the 

16 development and also an asset to Bernalillo County and 

17 Albuquerque.  Are there any questions that I might clarify?  

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Where is this located at?  

19 MR. WEHLING:  This is located in the town center 

20 portion.  Let me see.  Basically right here, sir.  It's 

21 about .4 miles from the interstate.  

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  And that was an arrow for 

23 the airlines or the airport to point them where the runways 

24 were or what.

25 MR. WEHLING:  Yes, sir.  It's part of what's known 
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 1 as an airway, a lighted airway.  In the late 1920s airlines 

 2 began to -- well, they started off by moving the mail, and 

 3 then started to move passengers, and if they wanted to move 

 4 them safely, basically during the day that was easy, because 

 5 you could see, and at night, they couldn't, and so they 

 6 started these lighted airways, and this -- this particular 

 7 arrow would have had a tower, a lighted tower that could be 

 8 seen at night, and the aircraft could basically fly point to 

 9 point.  They were located approximately every 10 miles, 10, 

10 15 miles depending on terrain.  So this arrow that you see 

11 here today would have looked like this less this little 

12 beacon hut, because there was electric power available to 

13 it.  So the tower is long gone, would have been probably 

14 taken down during World War II, because it was no longer 

15 necessary as electronic -- electronics, radio and navigation 

16 aids came into effect.  

17 But this is still there, and it serves to remind us of 

18 this -- of these early days.  Aircraft would fly point to 

19 point.  Passenger -- mostly the military would pretty much 

20 go where they wanted to, but the passenger liners would fly 

21 -- this is on the Los Angeles to Amarillo airway, and there 

22 were a large number of airways crisscrossing the United 

23 States during this time period, two major ones across New 

24 Mexico.

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  This -- you know, you 
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 1 submit it to them, and Staff will make sure that the 

 2 applicant gets it and see what we can do with this.  

 3 MR. WEHLING:  Thank you.  

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Appreciate it.  

 5 MR. WEHLING:  Thank you.  

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions.

 7 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Joseph Garcia followed by 

 8 David Vogel and Judy Tall.  

 9 MR. GARCIA:  My name is Joe Garcia.  My address is 

10 2708 Rosendo Garcia, Southwest, 87105, and I represent the 

11 Town of Atrisco.  

12 Chairman Chavez and Members of the Committee, we're the 

13 town of Atrisco, a political subdivision of the State of New 

14 Mexico and a very historical community founded in 1692.  

15 I wanted to thank you for allowing us to give you the 

16 statement if you have -- you accept it?  Thank you.  

17 Commissioners, as a legal description for the request for a 

18 Level B Master Plan located within the Town of Atrisco Land 

19 Grant is presented before this Body.  I respectfully must 

20 remind you that the trustees of the Grant hold the patent 

21 and are opposed to any development that might change the 

22 character of the land and are entrusted with preserving and 

23 protecting our traditional assets.  

24 It would be prudent to identify all cultural resources, 

25 traditional uses, and historical sites within the proposed 
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 1 development area; example, NEPA, the National Environmental 

 2 Policy Act, review that will lead to an EIS, environmental 

 3 impact study, to assess -- to assess all cultural impacts by 

 4 assessment and study.  

 5 It must be noted that the West Mesa escarpment area 

 6 near the Petroglyph National Monument is connected to Las 

 7 Imagenes Archeological District, a sacred landscape to local 

 8 pueblos and Indio, Hispano people.  Historically, these 

 9 aboriginal and official committees are subject to the Treaty 

10 of Guadalupe Hidalgo of 1848 and is contained in the New 

11 Mexico State Constitution.  It has already been noted that 

12 these communities are existent today as a result of their 

13 traditional agricultural heritage, and these land to this 

14 day are agriculture -- or are agricultural and are 

15 traditional agricultural lands of the Atrisco Grant.  

16 This information is contained in all deliberations that 

17 lead up to the formation of the Petroglyph National Monument 

18 as a sacred site.

19 The developer has failed to identify water resources.  

20 This development is developer driven for a strictly profit 

21 motive.  Developer has failed to consider the special nature 

22 of this area and lacks historical understanding, community, 

23 interaction, cultural sensitivity, and community connection.  

24 The County has no business in the development arena as 

25 partner with the developer.  The County fails to provide 
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 1 services to its existing Community, the older areas of 

 2 County, and the City needs to develop priorities in order of 

 3 development.  Existing communities first, new developments 

 4 last.  The County needs to be forthright in existing 

 5 communities and is destabilizing these communities through 

 6 such planning and developmental proposals.  The development 

 7 is clearly out of sink with the land and has created a 

 8 normal -- an enormous public distrust for government and 

 9 private speculation.  The environmental justice concerns 

10 here are profound as are the social and cultural impacts.  

11 Civil rights are now called into question -- 

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Sir, can you wrap it up?  

13 MR. GARCIA:  Yes.  -- as behavioral -- I'm going 

14 to take longer now.  I'm sorry -- as corporate behavior's 

15 working to destabilize the distant communities in favor of 

16 artificial, unsustainable communities ready to build their 

17 dreams on shaky sand without understanding this special 

18 place.  The implications on healthy biodiversity are 

19 staggering to say the least, and both the County and the 

20 developer are the culprits.  

21 There is a lack of understanding and knowledge by these 

22 parties, and it would be wise to stop now before the public 

23 distrust -- public trust is further eroded.  To all my 

24 relations, trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Grant and Atrisco 

25 elders, thank you.  I stand for any questions.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Did you submit that to Staff?  

 2 MR. GARCIA:  Yes, sir.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  No.  Thank you 

 4 very much.

 5 MR. GARCIA:  Thank you.

 6 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  David Vogel followed by Judy 

 7 Call and then Santiago Maestas.  

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Name and address for the record.

 9 MR. VOGEL:  My name is David Vogel.  I live at 

10 601 Aliso Drive, Southwest, in Albuquerque.  Have the 

11 handouts -- have the handouts been distributed?  

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  What -- what is it, the handout?  

13 MR. VOGEL:  If I could --

14 MS. VEREECKE:  Explain what it is.

15 MR. VOGEL:  Yes.  I'm going to give you -- 

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Are you going to hand out copies?  

17 MR. VOGEL:  I'm going to give you my testimony -- 

18 my comments in writing so you can follow them.  

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Just submit them for the 

20 record, and then if you're going to make the comment there, 

21 go ahead.  

22 MR. VOGEL:  Well, there's a couple of graphics in 

23 there that might be helpful.  I don't -- I don't know that 

24 they'll -- okay.  Chairman Chavez and Commissioners, I've 

25 been a resident of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County for the 
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 1 last 45 years, and I'm a professional planner, and I'm 

 2 currently volunteering on several community and economic 

 3 development projects.

 4   I'm asking to you deny approval of the proposed 

 5 Santolina development for the following reasons:  Number 

 6 one, the Santolina proposal is based on an obsolete and 

 7 archaic planning model from the 20th -- mid-20th century 

 8 that is dependent upon the automobile, a design that is no 

 9 longer relevant or appropriate in the 21st century and 

10 contradicts almost all contemporary urban planning 

11 principles that call for in-fill development versus 

12 continued urban sprawl.  

13 Number two, the Santolina development will not be built 

14 or maintained at no net expense to the County or even more 

15 importantly, adjacent communities and jurisdictions.  Number 

16 three, radically speculative land use and planning 

17 strategies not based on economic reality promote sprawl 

18 development and exacerbate private and public sector 

19 disinvestment in economically depressed community.  There's 

20 some examples of that that I can show you just very quickly 

21 that -- that's not going to show.  That's not going to show.  

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Staff, can you help.  

23 MR. VOGEL:  But it will give you a sense of the -- 

24 of the differentiation between the actual growth of 

25 Bernalillo County and the projections being used by 
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 1 Santolina.  Number five, suburban development costs, the 

 2 public, almost more than double -- if we can zoom in on that 

 3 -- more than double the cost of more compact urban 

 4 development.  As you can see in this example, $3,400 per 

 5 household versus $1,400 per household per year.  That's a 

 6 major -- that's a major difference between the two.  

 7 Number six, as you can see in the -- in the graphic 

 8 that hasn't been handed out, there is an abundance of vacant 

 9 land in Bernalillo County, in Albuquerque, more than enough 

10 to meet the housing needs of 90,000 people.  So number 

11 seven, there is a better alternative, I believe, based on 

12 contemporary urban planning principles, which would be far 

13 superior than the current Santolina proposal.  

14 Simultaneously it would give WAHL an opportunity to 

15 move forward with a substantial development effort.  It 

16 would also give Bernalillo County an opportunity to create 

17 major County -- a major County asset by creating over 13,000 

18 acres of open space on the West Mesa.  

19 The alternative I'm proposing is a land swap between 

20 Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque and WAHL, an 

21 approach that would benefit all parties.  The land swap 

22 would involve the County and the City offering WAHL selected 

23 parcels of land for in-fill within the City and County, 

24 along with appropriate economic incentives in exchange for 

25 the current Santolina site, which could then be preserved in 
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 1 perpetuity as open space.  This approach could be a major 

 2 win/win for all parties and should be explored as soon as 

 3 possible.  I am urging you to recommend exploration of 

 4 various land swap structures as an alternative to the 

 5 current proposed Santolina development and as a mean of 

 6 protecting the fragile West Mesa while stimulating economic 

 7 development within the County.  Thank you for the 

 8 opportunity to offer my comments, and thank you all for your 

 9 service to our community.  

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you, and we were seeing 

11 your graphics up on the screen.

12 MR. VOGEL:  Thanks.  

13 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Judy?  Okay.  Let's see.  I'm 

14 sorry.  Santiago.  Wait.  Is Judy here, Judy Call?  Santiago 

15 and then Virginia Necochea and Robert Roibal.  

16 MR. MAESTAS:  Mr. Chairman, Santiago Maestas.  I'm 

17 president of the South Valley Regional Association of 

18 Acequias.  

19 I want to go ahead and concur with your concern over 

20 the lack of a Development Agreement, and I did submit a 

21 letter to the Commission on June the 5th expressing those 

22 concerns.

23 Also, on June the 19th, I addressed a letter to the 

24 Albuquerque Water Utility Authority, which I also copied to 

25 you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the -- of the Commission.  

TR-120
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 With your permission, I'll read that letter out loud 

 2 for the benefit of the public.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  It's not a very long letter, is 

 4 it?  

 5 MR. MAESTAS:  Just one page.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I mean, you submitted it to the 

 7 County for the record?  

 8 MR. MAESTAS:  Yes, I have.  

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  

10 MR. MAESTAS:  We are alarmed by the cumulative 

11 effects of the expansion of both the Westland development 

12 and the Santolina development.  According to the 2014 United 

13 States geological survey investigation, increases in the 

14 aquifer levels that have been promoted and noted by the 

15 Albuquerque Water Utility Authority have not been uniform.  

16 Although conservation on the east side of the river has, in 

17 fact, resulted in increased water levels.  The west buff has 

18 had the most substantial water level decrease equivalent to 

19 minus 3.7 feet per year.  So conservation on the east side 

20 is -- has been good, but the expansion and the continuing 

21 development on the west side is using more water and is 

22 basically balancing out that -- that conservation.  

23 Investigation also noted that the groundwater pumping 

24 has had a lesser effect on the water table elevations near 

25 the Rio Grande and our Valley.  Seepage from the river 
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 1 itself, the river size drains, irrigation by our acequias in 

 2 the Valley have recharged the upper parts of the Santa Fe 

 3 group aquifer, thereby mitigating some of the effects on the 

 4 pumping of groundwater at the water table.

 5 You know, the injections that the Water Authority is -- 

 6 has been making or is proposing to make aren't the source of 

 7 increase levels in the water aquifer.  They're due to the 

 8 irrigation and the seepage from the river in the Valley.  

 9 And we're still experiencing the fifth year of this drought.  

10 The State Engineer recently reported that although El Nino 

11 mitigated a little bit of it, we're still way below average.  

12 And finally, Dr. Phillip King, he's the consultant and 

13 hydrologist at New Mexico State University for the Elephant 

14 Butte irrigation district has noted in his -- his spiral of 

15 death, he calls it, positive feedback group where 

16 conservation initially, you know, mitigates the effects of 

17 pumping, but then it also creates more economic expansion, 

18 which we're now seeing a demand for now, which ultimately 

19 then does basically take away and negate the gains made by 

20 conservation and will ultimately dry up the river and the 

21 recharge of our aquifer.  

22 So the Water Utility Authority in its resource 

23 management strategy L requires that the other entities, such 

24 as Bernalillo County and the City, consider the cumulative 

25 effect of your land-use decisions on the water needs of the 

TR-122
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 Water Authority.  So it's not just the Water Authority makes 

 2 a decision, and it's okay to give water.  They base it on 

 3 your decision whether to approve this land and these 

 4 developments.  So please don't approve this -- this 

 5 development.  

 6 I think Mr. Vogels' proposal that this land be 

 7 maintained in reserve while in-fill within the core of this 

 8 -- of this City is allowed then to be developed.  Thank you, 

 9 Mr. Chair.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you, and I have a question 

11 for you.

12 MR. MAESTAS:  Yes.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  That picture you have, is that me 

14 or the developer, or is that the Water Authority?  

15 MR. MAESTAS:  Mr. Chairman, it's Chairman Del 

16 Cruz's face.  

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

18 MR. MAESTAS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Are there 

19 any other questions?  

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

21 MR. MAESTAS:  You're welcome.  

22 MS. NECOCHEA:  Good afternoon.  I'm Dr. Virginia 

23 Necochea.  I'm at 1212 Montrose Place, Southwest, 87105.  

24 I'm a longtime educator, parent of APS students, concerned 

25 citizen, and I want to, first of all, point out that drought 
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 1 conditions continue in our state just like Mr. Maestas just 

 2 stated and across the Southwest and beyond.  Globally, 

 3 drought conditions worsen every day if some of you are not 

 4 aware.  According to a Cornell study, this is one of the 

 5 worst droughts in a thousand-year period that we're facing.  

 6 I also want to point out that Dr. King, the professor 

 7 at New Mexico State, also has stressed that it's not just 

 8 about decreases in water in drought.  It's also we have to 

 9 be very wary of increased temperature, and that's something 

10 that we always seems to leave out of the conversation.  So 

11 increased temperature actually worsens conditions in our 

12 state.  

13 And so the developer continues to refer to an increased 

14 population growth in Albuquerque, Bernalillo County, and 

15 although this can be contested with current census dated 

16 that has shown slow population growth including significant 

17 number of individuals who are leaving the State -- New 

18 Mexico's population growth, it grew only 1.3 percent from 

19 2010 through 2015.  This trend has been accelerating over 

20 the past five years.  Population growth from 2010 to 2011, 

21 both natural increase in migration was 0.9 percent.  

22 Growth dropped year after year until it was negative 

23 0.1 percent.  Again, negative 0.1 one percent from 2013 to 

24 2014, and from 2014 for 2015, it showed no population growth 

25 at all.  
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 1 But if there is population growth, aren't the 

 2 developers assuming that incoming individuals would even 

 3 want to live in Santolina?  Vast amounts of studies and 

 4 surveys have shown that especially the millennials who this 

 5 development is being projected to, they prefer to live in 

 6 core areas, and that many progressive cities across the US 

 7 are moving away from sprawl development.  

 8 And I just have one last point that concerns APS and 

 9 APS schools.  Can I continue that?  

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  If it's short.  

11 MS. NECOCHEA:  It is short.  And so as an educator 

12 and a parent of students who are in APS, I work visiting 

13 numerous schools across APS, and I personally witness the 

14 overcrowded conditions throughout, and what I heard this 

15 morning is that $160 million will be needed for schools in 

16 Santolina for this first phase, and that's contingent on 

17 taxpayer approval; meaning, that not only do we have to 

18 approve it, but we also have to use our tax dollars to pay 

19 for this.  

20 And given that the current needs of APS schools are not 

21 being met at this given point, allotting money to a new 

22 development does not make sense.  As a parent, taxpayer, you 

23 know, the developer continues to state that it's no net 

24 expense, but obviously that doesn't apply to the taxpayers.  

25 And the other last thing I want to remind the Commission or 
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 1 the Board is that -- I brought this up the last time.  There 

 2 is a resolution that was signed by APS Board unanimously on 

 3 March 18th, 2015, that asks the Commission to deny the 

 4 Santolina Master Plan unless certain conditions were met, 

 5 and I'll gladly forward all of that information, studies to 

 6 you.  I've already sent them in.  They're in the record, but 

 7 we also need to be reminded of that as well.  Thank you.

 8 MS. HERTEL:  I have a question.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you very much.  Hold on.  

10 Go ahead.  

11 MS. HERTEL:  What is the source of your statistics 

12 on the population growth or decline?  

13 MS. NECOCHEA:  That's from the US census data, and 

14 I could gladly forward that information to you.

15 MS. HERTEL:  That's all right.  Thank you.

16 MS. NECOCHEA:  Yes.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.  And as far as APS voting 

18 against Santolina, I think we have school board member here 

19 last time, and he stated that, that they had voted against 

20 it.  It's in the record.

21 MS. NECOCHEA:  Okay.  Great.  Thank you.

22 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Roberto Roibal followed by Don 

23 Hyde and Elaine Hebard.  

24 MR. ROIBAL:  Good afternoon.  My name is Roberto 

25 Roibal.  I live 2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest, 87105.  
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 1 I'm the president of the Pajarito Village Association, 

 2 and our neighborhood association continues to be extremely 

 3 concerned about Santolina Master Plan and particularly Level 

 4 B.  We're concerned about the water.  The illusions that we 

 5 have water in perpetuity for this area is nonsense.  We're 

 6 in drought, as people have testified before, people here 

 7 today.  Norm Gaume, our water expert before with the BCC has 

 8 explained we are going to run out of water if we're not 

 9 careful, if not stewards, and we're -- our neighborhood 

10 association is also concerned about the huge tax increases.  

11 Yes, the developers keep talking about no net expense.  I 

12 guess no net expense to the County, but we know that there's 

13 a billion -- there's going to be over a billion dollars in 

14 increased taxes to the taxpayers.  That's a net expense to 

15 the taxpayers. 

16 No net expense?  I guess developer means there's no net 

17 expense to the developer, obviously, and there's a 

18 multibillion dollar net profit by the developers, and that's 

19 what this is all about.  It's not about giving it -- helping 

20 out our communities and everything.  I totally support 

21 Mr. Vogel's proposals that we should leave those areas 

22 pristine like they are.  The sand dunes, our kids' sand 

23 dunes, they need to be protected and not developed.  The 

24 sand dunes will not hold the houses that they want to build 

25 on there.  So there are so many huge questions.  

TR-127
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 Mr. Barney expressed there wasn't any -- wasn't enough 

 2 information about the open space, who's going to pay to it, 

 3 the cost to maintain it.  The no net expense, I really wish 

 4 that you, the Commissioners, would have had another hearing 

 5 on no net expense and the TIDs, but in light of that and all 

 6 the questions, we highly recommend that you just develop -- 

 7 that you just deny the Santolina Master Plan Level B and 

 8 just wipe it out.  Thank you very much.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

10 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Don Hyde followed by Elaine 

11 Hebard and Sarah Beltran.  

12 MR. HYDE:  I'm Don Hyde, 4326 Pan American 

13 Freeway, Northeast, 87107, and I forgot my jacket today.  

14 And anyway, Chairman Chavez and Commissioners, I 

15 support the previous comments and proposals.  I wasn't aware 

16 of those.  They sounded really good to me.  

17 On the fiscal matter, one little thing from the August 

18 2015 agreement.  If the owner chooses to construct and/or 

19 pay more than its proportionate share of any system 

20 infrastructure, the County will reimburse the owner for that 

21 share.  So it's like the owner has the power to do those 

22 things, and the County has to pay half of it back.

23 Okay.  The City/County Comprehensive Plan, I'd like to 

24 read it a little bit.  "We need policies and encourage 

25 in-fill location in appropriate places in sustainable growth 
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 1 patterns over time.  Outward expansion is problematic, 

 2 because it puts additional strain on the limited 

 3 infrastructure funding and finite natural resources and 

 4 doesn't achieve the kind of place making goals and makes it 

 5 least attractive.  Santolina is not on an urban fringe as 

 6 specified by the Planned Communities Criteria, page 23.  

 7 Santolina is sprawl and an example of global real estate 

 8 investor, which is not responsive or beneficial for our 

 9 communities.  And lastly, I hope the County respects the 

10 cultural concerns of the people of the local pueblos.  Thank 

11 you.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

13 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Elaine Hebard, Sarah Beltran, 

14 and Antonio Maestas.

15 MS. HEBARD:  My name is -- sorry, my name is 

16 Elaine Hebard.  I live at 1513 Escalante, Southwest, 87104.  

17 I would echo a lot of the comments about the concerns of the 

18 lack of the TIDs being evaluated in terms of economic no net 

19 expense and also the lack of the Development Agreement for 

20 water with ABCWUA.  

21 This is the planning approval board according to the 

22 BCC, and yet, you don't have the tools in front of you to 

23 make those kinds of decisions.

24 Specifically, with -- with water, for the past three 

25 years the Water Utility Authority's water rights and return 
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 1 flow credits from their pumped water have not been 

 2 sufficient to cover the demands they're pumping now and 

 3 before have created on river flows.  They have had to 

 4 release excess water that they have stored in Abiquiu to 

 5 cover those.  

 6 More currently, San Juan/Chama water provides about 55 

 7 to 60 percent of water needs.  The rest are covered with 

 8 groundwater.  If that continues, then the Water Utility will 

 9 have to buy more water rights to cover additional depletions 

10 that the pumping, additional pumping requires on the river.  

11 That will in effect have to come from current users.  Those 

12 current years typically are farmers.  

13 The impact then of transferring wet water rights to 

14 cover those depletions will impact the County, and those are 

15 not being considered by the land-use agency, and I think 

16 they have to be in order to provide additional information 

17 for you to make your decisions.

18 Summed up, what additional -- while additional users 

19 and uses are projected to needing water, where will it come 

20 from?  All surface water is appropriated, if not overly so.  

21 The ABCWUA has sufficient paper water rights but not wet 

22 water rights, and so in a very short time that I have 

23 remaining, I would also say under climate change, surface 

24 water supplies will also be reducing, so, again, forcing us 

25 to probably rely more on groundwater.  All of that should be 
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 1 in front of you before you make this very important 

 2 decision.  

 3 I raised a lot of those issues last year, and I have a 

 4 list of the information that I did include in my 

 5 presentations last year, and I'd ask that it also be 

 6 included in the record this time, and I have a list of those 

 7 submissions for catherine.  

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

 9 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Sarah Beltran, Antonio 

10 Maestas, and Michael Roberts.  

11 MS. BELTRAN:  Hello.  My name is Sarah Beltran.  I 

12 live at 3911 Silver Avenue, and I'm here to represent 

13 Juntos, our water.  It's from the League of Conservation 

14 Borders of New Mexico.  

15 First of all, I want to thank you for your service to 

16 our County and to its.  Citizens I'm also just representing 

17 myself as a concerned citizen.  As we all know, our 

18 resources are very scarce, specifically water, and they're 

19 already many pressing issues that are effecting our 

20 communities right now, like the fact that we've got a great 

21 F for the quality of air for the Bernalillo County, and I 

22 wanted to just comment that focusing our resources whether 

23 it's economical or natural towards a new development will 

24 only put a major and bigger strain on our communities that 

25 are already struggling. 
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 1 We survey our communities.  We try to be the voice for 

 2 our communities for clean air and clean water, and we know 

 3 that they're struggling.  Just wanted to make you aware of 

 4 that.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Any questions?  Thank 

 6 you very much.

 7 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Antonio maestas and Michael 

 8 Roberts.  

 9 MR. A. MAESTAS:  Good afternoon.  My name is 

10 Antonio Maestas.  My address is 94 Moriarty Road, Tijeras, 

11 New Mexico, 87059.  So you may or may not recognize my 

12 address as part of the la Merced de Pueblo de Chilili, and I 

13 know what it's like to lose land that is, you know, cultural 

14 and part of heritage and part of your identity, because of 

15 this Dog Head fire that just took about 10,000 acres of 

16 ours.  

17 But we've heard, you know, about the past years and 

18 even today about the cultural significance and traditions of 

19 this traditional land to the Town of Atrisco and to the 

20 people who live here, and you know, we can all, you know, 

21 agree that the Dog Head fire was tragic, but why doesn't 

22 anyone bat an eye, you know, when these lands that are being 

23 taken away by settler colonialism.  

24 And I want -- you know, I'm just standing here today to 

25 say that these plans, the Level A and Level B is passing by 

TR-132
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 very quickly despite, you know, the huge resistance from 

 2 community members saying they do not want this and, you 

 3 know, coming to countless meetings, community members have 

 4 come here and testified in front of boards saying they do 

 5 not want this, because it does not benefit them.  They don't 

 6 see it as benefiting them.

 7 So also, you know, developers talk about this 

 8 development being for the millennials and being for the 

 9 youth, and it's going to be in my generation when I 

10 eventually -- you know, on down the road 15 years from now.  

11 I don't see myself in this development, and I don't see this 

12 development, you know, helping my communities, help our 

13 communities, and what I want to see is, you know, these tax 

14 dollars and our money being spent and bettering our 

15 communities, our schools instead of, you know, trying to 

16 fund, you know, new schools in this, you know, supposedly 

17 privately funded development.  You know, we -- you know, 

18 when I was in APS, I remember my books were falling apart.  

19 I went and bought my own books on Amazon.  

20 And, you know, just driving around town, we can see the 

21 effects of, you know, the economy, and I just want to see 

22 these tax dollars and this money being spent into my future 

23 in the City of Albuquerque and not in this corporate 

24 development of Santolina where they say that they have my 

25 best interest and our community's best interests in mind 
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 1 when they actually don't. 

 2 So, you know, please consider that, and please consider 

 3 everything that community members have been saying for the 

 4 last three years of in these past meetings when you make 

 5 your decision, and thank you for your service to our 

 6 community, and thank you.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

 8 MR. ROBERTS:  Hi.  My name is Michael Roberts.  My 

 9 personal address is 18 Davis Street in East Hampton, 

10 Massachusetts.  The zip code is 01027.  

11 So I'm a graduate students.  I'm a researcher from the 

12 University of Massachusetts, and I have a background in 

13 water resources management.  Like many other researchers in 

14 my field, I spend a lot of time thinking about and worrying 

15 about present and future water security particularly here in 

16 the desert southwest and particularly given the challenges 

17 that we're facing due to climate change.  

18 My primary concern with the Santolina Development Plan 

19 -- and I'm only just sort of to begin to digest this 

20 information -- is its unsustainable water development.  

21 While most cities around the world and in this country are 

22 trying to find ways to shrink their footprint and conserve 

23 resources, it seems clear to me that plan is doing the 

24 opposite in this sort of out of touch and out of step with 

25 where the rest of the country is headed in terms of future 
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 1 development and water resource management.  And so I would 

 2 really urge this Commission to take that into consideration 

 3 when they're considering passing this current plan.

 4 I grew up in New Mexico, and even though I'm going to 

 5 school right now in Massachusetts, my future plan is to come 

 6 back and come back to Albuquerque.  And I can second some of 

 7 the comments that have been made in terms of that this plan 

 8 does not represent the economic realities of my generation 

 9 or the way that we want to live our lives.  

10 And so I am questioning whether or not this plan 

11 actually has this generation in mind, and I would goes ask 

12 you to think about that, too, as you consider passing this 

13 plan, because I think that if this plan is developed, that 

14 it will eventually be a ghost town with nobody living in it.  

15 Thank you.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Okay.  We're -- we're 

17 through with this.  

18 Agent, did you have any closing comments?  

19 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman and 

20 Commissioners.  It's been a long day, long morning so far.  

21 We certainly appreciate your time and attention to this 

22 matter.  We have heard the comments both by the Staff and 

23 agencies and comments and questions from you all.  We will 

24 be addressing those and providing revisions and comments 

25 back to Staff.  We've been working with them diligently on 
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 1 the schedule for each of these hearings, and we'll continue 

 2 to do that for the scheduled next hearing in July, which I 

 3 believe has us providing those comments and materials back 

 4 to them in the next two weeks, which we have -- many of 

 5 those things are in process and under way, and we will make 

 6 the additional modifications between now and then, get that 

 7 in.  

 8 We will also as we go through this process and as we 

 9 went through the Level A, we continue these -- the dialogue 

10 and the communication with Staff as we go through this 

11 process and preparation.  

12 So with that, we looked forward to coming back before 

13 you at the next hearing with a full, complete, red-line and 

14 updated compilation of all the matrices addressing the 

15 comments that we've heard today. 

16 We will continue to be working with the Water Utility 

17 Authority on that agreement, and we'll have -- obviously 

18 have an update.  Hopefully we may have representatives from 

19 the Authority here at that next meeting.  That will be my 

20 personal goal.  We'll see if -- if we can effectuate that.  

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

22 have here at the end of this hearing.  Otherwise we look 

23 forward to being back before you next month.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Jim, you know, there was a 

25 lot of concerns here, a lot of I think very important 
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 1 concerns that we're asking, you know, and I know we had 

 2 scheduled these hearings for July to kind of finalize 

 3 everything.  To tell you the truth right now, I don't think 

 4 we're going to be able to finalize it at the next meeting 

 5 unless everything is supplied to us.  We don't want things 

 6 coming to us that they're going to be taken care of down the 

 7 line.  If it's something that's our responsibility here to 

 8 take care of, we are going to take care of them.

 9 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And we're not going to expedite 

11 things just because something's not submitted to us that 

12 we're asking for.

13 MR. STROZIER:  Correct.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I know some of the board 

15 members are going to have discussions with Staff between now 

16 and the next meeting as to, you know, what they're concerns 

17 are, and you know, I just hope that, you know, you're able 

18 to provide to Staff what all the concerns that were brought 

19 up or at least some answers to what you're looking at, you 

20 know, and -- 

21 MR. STROZIER:  Yes, sir.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  But, you know, we had scheduled 

23 one more meeting, and if it's -- if we're not done, we're 

24 not going to move it forward.  Okay.  I just want you to 

25 understand that.
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 1 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  When this goes to the County 

 3 Commission, it's going to be a complete package that's 

 4 approved by us that we feel comfortable recommending to the 

 5 County Commission, and we're not going to send them a 

 6 package saying, "You fix it over there."

 7 MR. STROZIER:  Yes, I understand.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  It's our responsibility to 

 9 recommend to them.  That's what's going to happen.  So just 

10 try to work as hard as you can in getting everything done, 

11 and you know, so when we make the final decision, our 

12 recommendation -- you know, we don't -- we don't approve or 

13 disapprove here.  All we do is recommend to the County 

14 Commission.  They're the ones that approve it, but they 

15 expect us to send them a package that's complete.  That's 

16 our job is to recommend to them, and they're elected by the 

17 people, and we're appointed by the Commission for that 

18 purpose, and you know, we're going to do what we have to do 

19 here.  

20 So hopefully everything's -- I know you've -- there's a 

21 lot of information that has come forward, and there's a lot 

22 more I think that needs to be done.  This is not a small 

23 project for this County.  This is the biggest project that 

24 has happened in this County and that might ever happen -- is 

25 going to be happen.  So we've got to make sure that we have 
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 1 everything right here, and not only for us benefit but for 

 2 the community's benefit and for the Commission's benefit and 

 3 everybody else that, you know, that's coming in front of us.  

 4 So, you know, I really appreciate the cooperation that 

 5 you and your people have done, and I know Staff is -- we 

 6 have a great Staff.  I mean -- 

 7 MR. STROZIER:  I agree.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And they're very thorough, and 

 9 that's the way we want them.  So I just want to, you know, 

10 make sure that we're not going to send something to the 

11 Commission that's not complete.  So okay.

12 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you very much, and we 

13 certainly acknowledge that, and once again, we appreciate 

14 all the -- all the hard work that Staff has done and all the 

15 comments and work that you all have done as a Commission, 

16 and we certainly appreciate that, and our goal is to get 

17 everything resolved and a complete package before you so 

18 that we have that, so that you can -- and we recognize and 

19 understand that if you're not comfortable moving it forward, 

20 that it won't happen.  So our goal is to try and make you 

21 comfortable and get everything addressed.  If we're not 

22 there, we understand that you'll let us know, and it won't 

23 move forward.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And my job as the Chairman is to 

25 let -- you know, every Commissioner has a different view at 
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 1 this or they want different -- you know, I just want when it 

 2 comes to the end that each Commissioner here is comfortable 

 3 with the way they're voting and to have the proper 

 4 information that they had need to be able to make a decision 

 5 on this thing.  

 6 MR. STROZIER:  Agreed.  

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So thank you very much.

 8 MR. STROZIER:  Thank you.  

 9   MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Staff, do we have anything else?  

10 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, just one comment, that 

11 we did try to see that the Utility Authority would be here 

12 at the hearing.  They're staff was on vacation, wasn't 

13 getting into until very late last night, and they just 

14 reiterated that the comments that I read to you are their 

15 current position, and that's the current status with the 

16 review of the request to the Utility Authority.  

17 And then also, our economic development is in the 

18 process of reviewing the new fiscal materials that have been 

19 submitted.  Just that they did say that it appeared that 

20 what was submitted was similar to what they had reviewed for 

21 the Level A plan, and that it seemed like a sound argument, 

22 but again, that, you know, it depends on the current 

23 conditions, the market conditions as to whether that would 

24 materialize in the future.  So they did say that they were 

25 going to be here today, but I guess they couldn't make it.  
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 1 So just those updates.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I understand that.  I mean, 

 3 you know -- I mean, my main concern is not that they're here 

 4 but that we have a Development Agreement in front of us that 

 5 we -- you know, we need it in front of us and economic 

 6 development is, too.  I mean, they're trying to create jobs, 

 7 but you know, right now we have a document, Level A.  We 

 8 want to follow that.  What we approved there and what we 

 9 wanted for Level B to come from Level A, we need that 

10 information in front of us.  That's -- you know, like I say, 

11 I appreciate -- I know everybody can't make every meeting, 

12 and really my concern with the water part of it is -- is 

13 between the developer and the Water Authority.

14 I don't -- I don't really want to know details of 

15 what's going on between them.  All I want to know is where's 

16 the agreement.  That's all I'm concerned about, because we 

17 -- you know, when we first started this thing as far as the 

18 water goes was something that we said, "Look, we don't have 

19 authority to allocate water.  We don't have authority to 

20 that.  That's the water board responsibility and the 

21 developer."  So we just expect them to do their job.  so 

22 okay.

23 MS. VEREECKE:  So, Mr. Chair, Commissioners, the 

24 next hearing is schedule for July 21st.  So we will be 

25 providing you with an update on where we are with everything 
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 1 and for you to decide how you want to proceed.  

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And we'll play it by -- you know, 

 3 we'll play it to see what we have in front of us.  I just -- 

 4 the next hearing, don't advertise it as a final decision.  

 5 We'll decide that at the hearing.

 6 MS. VEREECKE:  Okay.  

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

 8 MS. VEREECKE:  Thank you.

 9 MS. KELLY:  We're going to be able to share 

10 closing thoughts or --

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Sure.  

12 MS. KELLY:  Well, I'm really concerned about how 

13 deliberative of a process we're conducting, I guess.  You 

14 know, we started into it that we thought certain portions of 

15 it were fairly complete, and I would like to just plan on 

16 the next hearing touching base back on all of those topics.  

17 Zoning was huge.  I was looking at the Minutes, and there 

18 was a big difference of opinion of how detailed zoning 

19 should be and whether something should be still left for 

20 site development plan and what -- what the leap was from 

21 Level B to C.  I mean, those -- those are big issues, 

22 transportation, DOT's comments.

23 SPECTATOR:  We can't hear.  

24 MS. KELLY:  I'm -- I'm really intrigued by MRCOG's 

25 idea that in smaller parcels this -- it could be phased in a 
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 1 way that makes sense to us.  I mean, I've got big picture 

 2 concerns.  So I just wanted to put that out there that I 

 3 would like the next meeting that we kind of touch base on 

 4 what we've already gone over and just sort of assess where 

 5 we're at without any expectation that we're going to make a 

 6 decision.  

 7 And I said this at the last meeting, but I really -- 

 8 whenever the final meeting is I want to be sure that there's 

 9 time for the public to make written comments that become 

10 part of the package that we get a week before the hearing.  

11 I just really got concerns similar to what I sent to 

12 County Staff about the Westland Master Plan on June 1st, 

13 that this was submitted without a lot of neighborhood 

14 meetings, not a lot of meetings with Staff before this was 

15 submitted, and so things are coming in piecemeal, and I 

16 think it's made for a very difficult process.  

17 So I guess that's it.  I just wanted to put those 

18 concerns out there.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Go ahead.

20 MS. HERTEL:  Are you suggesting that in the next 

21 meeting we revisit the -- basically the four topics, perhaps 

22 go through transportation and what are all the loose ends on 

23 transportation, and likewise, zoning, what are all the -- is 

24 that kind of where you're -- 

25 MS. KELLY:  That's kind of where I'm heading, and 
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 1 then based upon how that conversation goes, we maybe set a 

 2 new schedule.

 3 MS. HERTEL:  So -- and I'm just trying to clarify 

 4 what you're saying so that if there is going to be that type 

 5 of organization for the next meeting, that Staff and the 

 6 applicant are, you know, prepared to go at it that way.

 7 MS. KELLY:  Well, I don't have it in front of me, 

 8 but the next meeting was basically to make a decision, 

 9 right?  

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Our next meeting is basically to 

11 make a decision.

12 MS. KELLY:  So that covers all those things.  

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And we're going to discuss the 

14 whole package at that meeting.

15 MS. HERTEL:  Those topics again.  

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Now, if we feel that we're not 

17 comfortable at that meeting to make a decision, you know -- 

18 I mean, we might have a vote.  Each Commissioner votes yes 

19 or no.  I mean, you know.  

20 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  But we're not -- we're not going 

22 to prolong this thing more and more, because you know, the 

23 Commission's expecting us to make a recommendation to them, 

24 and this is a recommendation.  It's not a final approval.  I 

25 mean, they'll have another shot at it, but when we feel 
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 1 comfortable that we can make a decision, that's when we'll 

 2 make it, and at the next meeting we've asked for certain 

 3 things that we'd like to see as a Commissioners, and we'll 

 4 see what happens at that meeting.  But if everybody feels 

 5 comfortable at that meeting or -- you know, we're going to 

 6 vote on it.  We'll vote on it, you know, but I mean, 

 7 concerns, we'll always have.  I mean a project this big 

 8 never are we going to have everybody agree to everything.  

 9 At some point we've got to vote yes or no as Commissioners, 

10 you know, but -- so, I mean, we've just got to get ready 

11 ourselves, every Commissioner.  We have questions, ask 

12 Staff.  They're there every day, you know, and then -- you 

13 know, but our meeting, our last meeting was scheduled for 

14 July.  Now, at that meeting is when we're going to decide do 

15 we vote on it or if we don't vote on it, but I want to see 

16 what comes at that meeting before we make that decision, and 

17 I don't want to start scheduling meetings -- now, Level A 

18 took us almost a year.  This one's -- we're almost six 

19 months into it.  I mean, we've had plenty of time to look at 

20 this thing, but still if we don't have enough -- you saw 

21 what I told the developer.  If we're not ready, we're not 

22 going to move on, but I'm not ready to make a decision to 

23 schedule more meetings at this point, and we might be at our 

24 next meeting.  It depends what we -- we come -- if we're not 

25 satisfied to vote on it, I mean, we're not -- we'll defer it 
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 1 or -- defer or continue it, you know.

 2 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I mean, that's a decision we can 

 4 make at that point.

 5 MS. NELSON:  I have a question.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

 7 MS. NELSON:  Catherine, I think, at what point 

 8 will we have for our perusal, our study the redlined, marked 

 9 up, final version of the Level B plan?  

10 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Nelson, so 

11 the plan is to have a digital version of the plan, a 

12 redlined version of the plan and hopefully supporting 

13 documentation by July 1st.  So that would be a week from 

14 Friday.  And we will get that out to Staff.  We can sent it 

15 to the Commission as well, and then the plan is to have hard 

16 copies available for you at the next CPC hearing on July 

17 6th.  So that would give about three weeks for review.  

18 We'll ask Staff to take about 10 days and get their comments 

19 back to us to allow me to incorporate into the Staff Report.  

20 Potentially if issues, outstanding issues have been 

21 addressed, those comments may come back in the form of 

22 conditions from some of the departments.  If departments 

23 feel that it's not ready, then they'll let us know, and they 

24 won't offer conditions.  So that -- that's the framework 

25 that we're working with now is next week to have a document 
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 1 that we can circulate among everybody to allow about two to 

 2 three weeks for review.

 3 MS. NELSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And then for Level B, there's a 

 5 criteria, you know, that they have to submit for approval?  

 6 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that -- that's correct.  

 7 So that is something that we -- we will need to revisit 

 8 prior to the recommendation of approval.  That would be if 

 9 the request adequately addresses the Planned Communities 

10 Criteria.

11 I know that there's been some discussion, too.  There 

12 are matrices that have been compiled with lists of Staff's 

13 comments that I think we could take another look at that 

14 prior to the next hearing, too, that we can make sure that 

15 Staff goes through those matrices to make sure that they're 

16 complete, that all of the comments are reflected on those, 

17 and then also, that Staff provides the current status of 

18 those items on the matrices.  I know some of you have 

19 suggested that, and that's also something that could come 

20 into play at the next hearing, too, as you're deciding how 

21 you would like to proceed.

22 If -- if this is ready for approval, then certainly 

23 looking at if there are outstanding comments, that that may 

24 be one thing that figures into your decision, but just to go 

25 back to what Commissioner Kelly said that, yes, the plan 
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 1 will be to revisit each of those areas.  Like you said, the 

 2 land use, the zoning, the transportation, natural resources, 

 3 parks, and to spend -- ask Staff and the agent to spend some 

 4 time stating exactly where -- where we are with everything 

 5 particularly for zoning where there's been a lot of work 

 6 being done on the zoning for Santolina.  That will be -- 

 7 hopefully will be ready by next week.  You'll have a chance 

 8 to look at it, and we'll see how -- we'll see how it goes.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  

10 MS. VEREECKE:  I guess it'll be -- sounds like 

11 there's going to be --

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And our next meeting is scheduled 

13 for?  

14 MS. VEREECKE:  July 21st.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  July the 21st.  

16 MS. VEREECKE:  So that's four weeks from today.  

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  That's not a regular meeting.  

18 That's a special -- 

19 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that's correct.  

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  That's all we're going to have 

21 that day.  

22 MS. VEREECKE:  You have the room for the whole 

23 day, too.  

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Any other questions?  If 

25 not, we're ready to adjourn.
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 1 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  So moved.  

 2 MS. NELSON:  Second.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Second.  All those in favor 

 4 signify by saying aye.  

 5 COMMISSION:  Aye.  

 6 (Note:  Hearing in recess at 1:14 p.m.) 

 7
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 1 (Note:  Hearing in session at 9:15 a.m.)

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Let's call this meeting to order.  

 3 MR. GRADI:  Good morning, Chairman Chavez, Members 

 4 of the County Planning Commission.  Today, Thursday July 

 5 21st, 2016, this is the continuation of the public hearing 

 6 series for the Santolina Level B Master Plan.  

 7 Staff has created a format for the hearing presentation 

 8 this morning, which has been distributed, I believe, to all 

 9 who need one, and if you don't have one, people in 

10 attendance, we can provide you with one.  We have prepared a 

11 form or a matrix for presentation, and Catherine will be 

12 making the presentation this morning regarding the Level B 

13 plan, and I stand for any questions having said that.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions of Staff?  If not, 

15 thank you very much.  

16 Next order of business is approval of the Minutes for 

17 June 23rd.  

18 MR. MALRY:  So moved.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Been moved.  

20 MS. NELSON:  Second.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Second.  

22 MS. KELLY:  I had one correction which I already 

23 mentioned to Julian.  On page 142, he attributes something 

24 to Irene Serna, and she wasn't here, and it's something I 

25 said.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is that correction okay?  All 

 2 those in favor signify by saying aye.

 3 COMMISSION:  Aye.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Opposed?  Motion carries.  

 5 MS. VEREECKE:  Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members 

 6 of the Commission.  My name is Catherine VerEecke, and this 

 7 is a continuation of SPR2016-0001.  It is a request for 

 8 approval of the Santolina Level B Master Plan.  

 9 So as you are aware, this request is -- is the 

10 continuation of a process that began back in 2013.  Now, 

11 this is the Level B request.  The Santolina Level A Master 

12 Plan, together with planned community zoning, was adopted -- 

13 was recommended for approval by this Commission in December 

14 of 2014, and then it was approved and adopted by the Board 

15 of County Commissioners on June 16th, 2015, and the Level A 

16 approval was for the entire 13,700 acre property, and you 

17 can see, this is the Level A plan that was approved.  The 

18 request was approved with 24 findings and 22 conditions.  

19 There was also a Development Agreement that was agreed to by 

20 the County and the developer.

21 For the Level A plan, the County Commission agreed that 

22 the plan had adequately addressed the planned communities 

23 criteria and policies for such a community.  So we do have 

24 that approval in hand.

25 The current Level B request continues to be guided by 
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 1 the planned communities criteria, but this time, for more 

 2 specific Level B policies that are for specific geographic 

 3 areas such as villages with more detailed provided in the 

 4 plan.  So as you recall, this is the Level B land-use plan 

 5 and that this encompasses about a third of the Level A plan 

 6 area.

 7 So this should be to the point when it is approved that 

 8 the applicant or subsequent owners of the property would be 

 9 able to apply for subdivisions or site plans.  So this is 

10 really the last time that this Commission will -- will see 

11 this as a whole.  And also to mention, too, the request is 

12 guided by the Comprehensive Plan Reserve Area policies that 

13 are specific for this type of development.

14 The Level B request was first submitted in January, and 

15 the first public hearing was on March 2nd, and at that time 

16 as you recall, the CPC decided to hold four hearings.  So 

17 we've had already three specialized hearings for 

18 transportation, land use and zoning, and then government and 

19 public service, and environment and open space.  At each of 

20 the hearings, there were new materials that were submitted 

21 by the agent including a matrix that summarized the 

22 different comments that were coming up, particularly the 

23 ones that were submitted at the beginning of the process 

24 when the plan and the technical documents were first 

25 submitted.  
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 1 So we have had a lot of comments that have come in, and 

 2 Staff has noted comments, and the agent in the matrices has 

 3 made an argument that many of the comments would -- were 

 4 addressed or that they would be addressed.  

 5 So for the July hearing, again, this is the fourth and 

 6 final special hearing that is scheduled, and it's intended 

 7 to provide a summary of the areas under consideration, so 

 8 we're not going to represent what we've already presented 

 9 but instead to identify the outstanding issues and then to 

10 have the Commission weigh in about where they think this -- 

11 this request should go.

12 So on July 1st we did get a submittal from the 

13 applicant for today's hearing including a revised master 

14 plan with language added or previous language that had been 

15 included in submittals to be added.  So it's now a complete 

16 document.  Also, transportation plans have been revised, and 

17 there is also a revised consolidated matrix that was 

18 submitted by the applicant that took all of the matrices 

19 from each of the hearings and put them all in one.

20 So the one that was provided by the applicant has a 

21 blank column for Staff to fill in their response and to 

22 indicate whether or not the comments have been addressed.  

23 So some of the changes that have taken place recently have 

24 included additional language related to density where Staff 

25 in -- Staff in particular has had a concern with ensuring 
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 1 that the density level from the Comprehensive Plan is 

 2 maintained related to land use, additional information on 

 3 parks and open space types and information on services.  

 4 Revisions to the zoning chapter have been provided, although 

 5 the design section has not been fully reviewed by Staff, 

 6 because it was submitted after that July 1st deadline.  So 

 7 it's not complete yet.  Additional language for 

 8 transportation revisions to the transportation plan, 

 9 language for phasing, information on possible funding 

10 sources, because funding becomes a more important element as 

11 we go through this plan have been submitted.

12 So several Staff have looked at the matrix, and they 

13 have filled in their responses.  Not everyone has done that, 

14 but thank you to Staff for dealing with that, and I think it 

15 was very helpful for us to go through that exercise of 

16 having Staff respond to the comments, and we're hoping that 

17 we'll have more time to continue working with that.

18 So overall, while it appears that changes continue to 

19 be made, Staff is still noting that there are still 

20 outstanding issues.  The comments cover nearly all of the 

21 areas within Public Works, Parks and Open Space, land use 

22 and zoning, and specific services.  Comments include such 

23 issues as the yet-to-be-completed zoning chapter, the lack 

24 of a Development Agreement and other documentation with the 

25 Water Utility Authority, the need for an acceptable phasing 
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 1 plan for land use and facilities and including parks and 

 2 open space, along with concerns about the jobs-to-housing 

 3 ratio that was agreed to in the course of the Level A plan.  

 4 And there are other comments that have been included 

 5 that have been carried through into the comments matrix.  

 6 Some of them are not major comments, like semantics as Don 

 7 Briggs said, language that needs to be changed.  On the 

 8 other hand, there are portions of the plan that still need 

 9 revision that -- that is significant.

10 There are also some -- we just received an 

11 archeological study that is one of the requirements, and 

12 there may be some concerns with as we proceed through the 

13 discussion.  The archeological -- class II archeological 

14 study is required with a mitigation strategy as one of the 

15 planned communities criteria.

16 You may have also noted from the packet that the Water 

17 Utility Authority has requested that the CPC move ahead with 

18 this request and that they feel this -- the CPC needs to 

19 weigh in on the land use before they want to weigh in on a 

20 Development Agreement.  So that's something we may discuss 

21 further along today.

22 At this point we're going to have Staff and agencies 

23 get up and state the outstanding comments related to their 

24 respective areas, but overall, Staff would conclude that 

25 more than a third of the conditions of approval from the 
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 1 Level A plan have not been met, including such areas as 

 2 jobs-to-housing, water, and open space.  

 3 Based on the matrices completed by Staff and agencies, 

 4 it appears that a little bit less than 50 percent of the 

 5 comments have not been fully addressed.  So there are still 

 6 quite a few comments out there that need some work.  They're 

 7 either partially or fully -- like I said, some are major, 

 8 like, the zoning chapter and design standards.  Water is 

 9 definitely an issue, and some of them are really just 

10 requesting additional language, but it still needs some 

11 work.  

12 And although attempts to address the planned 

13 communities criteria have been made -- and there is 

14 reference to that throughout the plan, throughout the matrix 

15 where they're pointing to specific language in the plan that 

16 attempts to address the criteria, several of Staff feels 

17 that many of the criteria have not been fully addressed and 

18 potentially could not be addressed until all of Staff's 

19 comments are addressed or until we have a complete plan.

20 Staff is, therefore, recommending continuation of the 

21 request, but that the CPC facilitate the discussion with 

22 directions for the applicant for proceeding with the 

23 request.

24 Just to note that there has been community concern 

25 about this request.  Yesterday, we also received a request 
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 1 from the Atrisco Land Grant, and I -- are you here?  You're 

 2 here, and they wanted to be able to speak as an agency or as 

 3 a jurisdiction.  They could also -- and that would be up to 

 4 you.  They could also sign in and speak as part of the 

 5 public.  I think we've had this discussion with Level A.  

 6 So, Mr. Chair, I just wanted to point that out to you, and 

 7 with that I stand for questions.  

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Questions of Staff.  I'll start 

 9 with some.  You know, we got a letter from the Water 

10 Authority, and exactly -- is there somebody from the Water 

11 Authority here?  

12 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, it does not appear that 

13 there is.  I did have a conversation with a couple of their 

14 Staff and especially where they're requesting some changes 

15 in our process in the way we've been proceeding and have 

16 requested that some of the conditions not be considered at 

17 this point and instead be passed along to the BCC.  I did 

18 strongly encourage them to attend the hearing and to come 

19 with a statement as stated in that letter and that they 

20 should be prepared to answer questions from the Commission, 

21 but it doesn't appear that they are here.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So has the Water Authority had a 

23 board meeting where this thing is discussed, or is this all 

24 coming just strictly from Staff?  

25 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, if you 
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 1 read the comments from the Utility Authority historically -- 

 2 and we can also come back to this later when we talk about 

 3 service, but their comments did indicate from the last 

 4 hearing that their requirements, including a Development 

 5 Agreement agreed to by the Utility Authority and the 

 6 developer would be required along with a water master plan 

 7 and a serviceability letter, and that that was all required.

 8 At this time they have specified that those 

 9 requirements would need to be met that they haven't -- that 

10 they are not in process with -- they haven't yet submitted 

11 anything to be considered, and I don't know.  There may have 

12 been some documents submitted, but that nothing is currently 

13 under consideration by the Utility Authority and that those 

14 documents, which are fairly involved would need to be 

15 submitted.  So -- so just to get to the point that the 

16 documents have not been submitted, and the Board has not met 

17 to consider this request or a Development Agreement.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So it's a condition that the 

19 County Commission put on this.  You know, we as a Board here 

20 don't have authority to change any conditions that were 

21 approved by the County Commission.  They're the only ones 

22 that can change that, but the condition was that, you know, 

23 they get to some agreement, and if they haven't even 

24 submitted it to their Board, it looks like they're just not 

25 doing anything, and that concerns me, because that was a 
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 1 condition that the County put -- am I getting a signal or 

 2 what?  Is that the Water Authority?  

 3 MS. NELSON:  They're cutting off our service.

 4 MR. MALRY:  Mr. Chairman, I move we adjourn.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And that's concerning me.  It's 

 6 concerning me a lot, because we've been going through this 

 7 thing for quite a while.  The -- I think the Level A was 

 8 approved -- I mean, it's been how long, six months?  

 9 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, it was approved by the 

10 BCC in June 2015.  

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And they don't seem to be in any 

12 hurry or care about this project, because they haven't 

13 acted.  We're talking about Staff sending me letters.  I'd 

14 like to get a letter from the Chairman of the Water 

15 Authority, of the Board, not from Staff, because this thing 

16 is getting a little ridiculous.  I'm getting a little bit 

17 concerned and dissatisfied with the Water Authority, and I 

18 don't know if it's the Staff or the Board or who it is, but 

19 you know, they also have a responsibility to this community 

20 to come in with their recommendation to this thing.  

21 The County has been having hearings for it's over a 

22 year now between us and the County Commission.  That was -- 

23 that was a condition that the County Commission put on.  

24 It's something that should have been at least at a hearing.  

25 I don't know what the disconnect is over there, because you 
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 1 know, the Water Authority is made up of City Counselors and 

 2 County Commissioners.  So we need to find out what's going 

 3 on and why they're not acting on it.  

 4 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, just to say that when I 

 5 spoke to the Staff at the Utility Authority, they said they 

 6 were of the position that the CPC needed to approve this 

 7 plan before they would enter into the process with the 

 8 developer to consider the Development Agreement.

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well -- 

10 MS. VEREECKE:  And I told them that this would -- 

11 would need to be considered by this Body as well because of 

12 the conditions of approval, and then also that this is the 

13 technical body that works with Staff as applications are 

14 being evaluated.  

15 I also told them that we do have a land-use plan before 

16 us and that our thought is that this land-use plan could be 

17 approved.  We were not anticipating any major changes that 

18 -- that would necessitate this Body having to grant an 

19 approval so that it could proceed to the next level, and 

20 then -- and then be considered by the Utility Authority.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Now, are they asking us for us to 

22 do our work and then -- and then before the County 

23 Commission approves it, they will have an agreement?  

24 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, from speaking to the 

25 Staff, initially they wanted to even have the complete 
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 1 approval from the BCC, but when I informed them or reminded 

 2 them of the conditions of approval, then they said that it 

 3 should be prior to the approval by the BCC but after the CPC 

 4 recommends approval, so that there would be some certainty 

 5 about the land-use plan, but what was suggested to me by one 

 6 of their higher level Staff -- 

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Who's the higher level staff?  

 8 MS. VEREECKE:  John Stomp.  

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Who?  

10 MS. VEREECKE:  I believe John Stomp.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.

12 MS. VEREECKE:  He suggested that after the CPC 

13 recommends approval of this request, that the Development 

14 Agreement could be considered by the Utility Authority 

15 concurrently with the consideration by the BCC.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And, you know, that's something 

17 that -- because we don't have -- we, as Commissioners here, 

18 if the County Commission puts a condition on it, we don't 

19 have the authority to change that.  That condition's going 

20 to have to stay on there until it gets back to the County 

21 Commission.  I mean, but all the conditions that were put on 

22 the Level A are going to have to be met, because we don't 

23 have the authority to change any of those conditions that 

24 the County Commission approved, and I think that's where 

25 we're getting -- you're not getting all the information.  
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 1 All those conditions have not been met, and we're, like, at 

 2 a standstill here, and I mean, the conditions by the County 

 3 Commission cannot be changed by us.  Everybody better 

 4 understand that.  Those are conditions that they put on 

 5 there.  We can recommend things to the County Commission, 

 6 but I don't think that we're going to start challenging the 

 7 County Commission on their conditions that they approved.  

 8 So I think that, you know, this is getting -- and then 

 9 we get a Water Board, they want to tell us how to run or 

10 meetings, and that's not going to happen.  So somebody -- 

11 maybe I need to have a meeting with the Water Board.  Who's 

12 the chairman of the Water Board?  

13 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I'm not sure who of the 

14 -- who's the chair of the Board.  I know we have three 

15 Commissioners on the Board.  If it's the Mayor, it may be.  

16 We also have the director of the Utility Authority.  It's 

17 still Mark Sanchez as far as I know.  

18 But just to say, Mr. Chair, too, that's one component 

19 in this discussion, and that Staff has noted a number of 

20 other issues that -- that need to be addressed with this 

21 request so that it may be appropriate to proceed with those 

22 and then also to convey the concerns to the Utility 

23 Authority, and if the Commission conditions this request as 

24 Staff has recommended, that we can try to get them more 

25 involved and possibly communicating with management and 

TR- 15
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 legal that we can try to work this out.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, if the Water Board is 

 3 saying that they're waiting for us to see what we do and 

 4 then before the County Commission approves the plan, then 

 5 they could have an agreement done, and -- because we don't 

 6 have the authority here to agree to any agreements with 

 7 anybody.  That's -- only the County Commission can do that, 

 8 but you were talking about Mr. Stomp making that statement, 

 9 but that letter that we got didn't say that.

10 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, yeah, if you read 

11 through there, there were a series of emails and comments 

12 where they did -- they did state that, but there were 

13 discussions that I had as well.  So it sounds like maybe it 

14 would be appropriate as you proceed through this discussion 

15 to provide some direction about how to -- how you would like 

16 to deal with this, and Staff can work towards that.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, I think that we all want is 

18 for them to deal with it.

19 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, so the chair of the 

20 Water Board is City Counselor Trudy Jones.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  And maybe I need to get 

22 some communications with them, from Board to Board to see 

23 what's going on.  So let's get -- other Commissioners?  

24 MS. VEREECKE:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I think 

25 there was another question, or I'll be back in a more 
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 1 specific discussion about land use.  

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Anybody else has a 

 3 question?  Okay.  We'll move on.

 4 MS. VEREECKE:  So we now have Staff, and first 

 5 we're going to have transportation, Richard Meadows, and 

 6 then NMDOT is here and MRCOG.  

 7 MR. MEADOWS:  Good morning, Mr. Chair and 

 8 Commissioners.  Richard Meadows with County Public Works, 

 9 and I just wanted too quickly go through the conditions and 

10 the comments and summarize what -- what we have recommended.  

11 So, first of all, for the Level A Master Plan all of 

12 those conditions have been met as far as transportation.  

13 Those mostly dealt with -- we had asked for some 

14 improvements to the roadway network and to remodel that 

15 network using the 2040 MRCOG projections, and that -- that 

16 was done.

17 So then for Level B, we had a number of comments, and 

18 most of those comments have been addressed.  There's only a 

19 handful left to be addressed.  They're fairly minor.  One of 

20 them has to do with there was a new roadway cross-section -- 

21 -section that was submitted, and we asked to remove that one 

22 and make some changes to another cross-section.  

23 And then finally, we have modified our conditions for 

24 Level B, and basically we are just asking that the final 

25 report address the few remaining comments that are there, 
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 1 and then when a Development Agreement is prepared, that it 

 2 identify which roadway improvements are system roadway 

 3 improvements and which ones are system -- I mean, I'm sorry, 

 4 which ones are project-related improvements and which ones 

 5 are system-wide improvements, and that way we'll know how 

 6 the costs are going to fall out from the -- from the 

 7 improvements, and then that pretty much summarizes it.

 8 MS. HERTEL:  I have a question.  

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Questions?  Go ahead, 

10 Commissioner.  

11 MS. HERTEL:  So you've gone through the matrix, 

12 and can you confirm that all your comments ended up in the 

13 -- in the matrix, and I'm just holding up this document, but 

14 all of your documents ended up in the matrix?  

15 MR. MEADOWS:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, yes.  

16 All the comments were reflected in the matrix, and the 

17 majority of them -- the vast majority of them were 

18 addressed, and if you'd like I could list out the ones that 

19 have not been addressed, but there's only four, four or five 

20 of them that were not addressed and -- 

21 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Actually I would like to see 

22 your response in the matrix as well, and I know there's 

23 slightly more recent matrix that I haven't printed out yet.  

24 So I know some comments have been put in there or responses, 

25 but I'd like to see all your responses in the matrix, and 
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 1 then there's a status there where you can indicate that it's 

 2 now a closed item, that no further action is necessary.  So 

 3 if you put your comments in the matrix, it would be a much 

 4 -- I think a much more useful document for this whole group, 

 5 for everybody to work with, because it would all be 

 6 summarized there as opposed to I see your papers there with 

 7 lots of tabs here and there.  All in the matrix with your 

 8 response and the current status, and that would be really, 

 9 really helpful.  

10 MR. MEADOWS:  All right.  

11 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Thank you.

12 MR. MEADOWS:  And, Mr. Chair and Commissioner 

13 Hertel, we did -- we did put our responses in the matrix and 

14 indicated if it's completed.  There were some that were 

15 partially completed, and some were fully completed, so --

16 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Thanks.  I probably just don't 

17 have the most current print of them, but I'm sure we will 

18 before, you know, we have additional discussion on this 

19 topic.  Thank you.

20 MR. MEADOWS:  Thank you.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  If not, 

22 thank you very much.  

23 MR. MEADOWS:  All right.  

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Who's next?  

25 MR. JULIAN:  Good morning, Commission -- or Chair 
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 1 and Commission members.  My name is Brad Julian.  I am here 

 2 representing the New Mexico Department of Transportation, 

 3 District 3 Office.  

 4 The comments we submitted, I guess, for Level A I would 

 5 like to address their status.  Note 20, we have no 

 6 additional comments.  The comment was resolved.  Note 21, 

 7 we've asked for additional response from the developer on 

 8 the statement that says, "We anticipate that the approved 

 9 Level A Master Plan and future Level B Plan will impact 

10 future MTP efforts."  The NMDOT would like to reiterate that 

11 the -- there is no guarantee that the design and phasing of 

12 the Santolina plan will coincide with the projects that are 

13 in the outlying years of the MTP, and so we'd like some 

14 additional clarification on what was meant by that comment.  

15 And note 22 we have no additional comments.

16 We did submit five comments on the land-use plan dated 

17 June 28th, 2016, and the Santolina Level B Plan.  The first 

18 one is that, in general, DOT concurs with the transportation 

19 analysis with the understanding that Level C will provide 

20 more detailed transportation analysis, and there may be 

21 additional recommendations from the DOT to be implemented 

22 that fall out of that analysis.

23 The second comment is concerning the NMDOT frontage 

24 road that is going to be used for basically the primary 

25 access for the initial stages of the development.  NMDOT is 
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 1 contemplating a planning-level-type study for I-40 from -- 

 2 you know, for this section of I-40, and one of the 

 3 considerations from that study may be that -- may be that -- 

 4 the addition of one-way frontage roads, and if that is the 

 5 case, that would impact the -- the access that is proposed 

 6 for the Santolina development in the early stages.

 7 The third comment involves the industrial and business 

 8 park land use that, again, is using the NMDOT frontage road 

 9 for the primary access.  Currently that road is a -- it's 

10 classified as a minor collector, and there's about -- I 

11 think there's about 2,500 vehicles that use that on a daily 

12 basis.  Depending on the increase in volume of that road, 

13 that many bump that up into a different classification which 

14 would require some improvements on that facility.  Right 

15 now, that road -- the typical section of that road reflects 

16 a minor collector.  It's just two lanes in each direction, 

17 and there's very little shoulder.

18 The fourth comment was on a -- on the land-use plan, 

19 that exhibit dated June 28th, 2016.  It did not appear to be 

20 -- appear to be consistent with section 4.4, access of the 

21 Santolina Level B Plan, and I believe the concern there was 

22 that the text stated a half mile spacing increment for 

23 access, and it looks like the exhibit was showing 

24 quarter-mile spacing.  

25 And then the fifth and final comment is that NMDOT will 
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 1 be seeking a separate Developer Agreement with Santolina to 

 2 establish the fund requirements for the system 

 3 infrastructure that's mentioned in the Level B plan.  That 

 4 will be established through public and private funding, and 

 5 with that, I stand for questions.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Are there any questions?  Go 

 7 ahead, Commissioner.  

 8 MS. HERTEL:  I'm going to have the same comments 

 9 that I had for the previous gentleman, and that is, can you 

10 confirm that all your comments have been put in the matrix?  

11 And then, if you could add your responses in the matrix, so 

12 that we have one document that we can get our arms around?  

13 MR. JULIAN:  Chair and Commissioner Hertel, yes, 

14 we will -- we will provide that.

15 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  And so the next time we have 

16 any discussion that relates to NMDOT, we'll be able to refer 

17 to this matrix, and then, when you're saying comment 22 or 

18 whatever, we'll be just be able to go here and kind of 

19 follow along with what you're talking about.  It will be a 

20 lot easier.  Thank you.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other comments?  

22 Thank you very much.  

23 Who's next, Staff?  

24 MR. GINGRICH:  Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members 

25 of the Commission.  My name is Andrew Gingrich.  I am here 
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 1 on behalf of the Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning 

 2 Organization, which is in -- within the Mid-Region Council 

 3 of Governments.  

 4 I have comments for transportation and land use, so 

 5 I'll just speak to the transportation comments here.  I've 

 6 also been informed that I think there's an attachment in the 

 7 packet, attachment 13 that has the matrix with the Staff 

 8 comments.  That might be helpful.  

 9 So we have a few outstanding comments for the 

10 transportation components to the Level B plan.  The -- in 

11 terms of the matrix, most of the edits have been either made 

12 or they have -- they've been basically agreed to be changed 

13 for some of the minor text edits especially.  We had a 

14 meeting with the County Staff and Bohannan Huston, who's the 

15 -- who's in charge of the transportation modeling piece for 

16 the applicant on a couple Fridays ago and went through the 

17 matrix and tried to work out some of the nitty gritty.  So 

18 in a lot of the minor text changes, those have been made, 

19 and most of them have been agreed to change.

20 So I think probably it's best use of time to talk about 

21 the larger outstanding transportation issues.  The first is 

22 that there's a -- there's a -- in the Level A Development 

23 Agreement, there's categories of roadway infrastructure that 

24 are broken up into system infrastructure and project 

25 infrastructure, and project infrastructure is completely up 
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 1 to the applicant or the developer to take care of, and 

 2 system infrastructure is that which there's a -- you know, 

 3 impacts or -- it serves broader than Santolina, and so that 

 4 could be outside of Santolina or inside of Santolina, and in 

 5 those situations, it's our understanding that the County 

 6 would be responsible for paying for their proportionate 

 7 share of that infrastructure.

 8 This is important to the MPO, because we are 

 9 responsible for kind of gathering all the significantly 

10 regional roadways into our MTP network, or that's our 

11 long-range plan network, and we've them categorized as 

12 publicly funded, privately funded, or a combination of 

13 publicly and privately funded.  And so what gets onto the 

14 MTP list has to be claimed by somebody that's -- they're 

15 going to pay for.  It's a physically constrained project 

16 list.  

17 And so reading through some of the documents again in 

18 this last round, we're not sure exactly which roads are 

19 system infrastructure and which are project infrastructure, 

20 and so as we do our MTP list, we need to know which ones of 

21 those are anticipated to be privately funded and a 

22 private/public partnership.  So it would be helpful to us if 

23 there was some kind of map that would show the system 

24 infrastructure and then what the proportion of the share 

25 would be to the public, and so -- and so that's kind of our 
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 1 -- there's some -- there seems to not be some clarity around 

 2 exactly which roadways are considered which.  

 3 Kind of related to that in our comments is the added 

 4 section 8.5 to the Level B plan, which talks about the 

 5 different funding mechanisms.  We would recommend -- I mean, 

 6 most of our funding concerns are around transportation 

 7 infrastructure.  We would recommend if you're going to 

 8 clarify the different mechanisms for paying for 

 9 infrastructure, that you would also clarify, which I think 

10 is the case but maybe should be clarified, that in that -- 

11 if those -- if those funding sources, outside funding 

12 sources aren't available, that the developer's still 

13 responsible for providing adequate infrastructure to 

14 whatever level of development there is.  So that's the basic 

15 concerns there.  

16 And then, finally, as Mr. Meadows mentioned, that 

17 concern about the ride -- the wide right-of-ways, we'll go 

18 with what the County's recommending there.  There's, you 

19 know, maybe a way of mitigating some -- you know, being 

20 creative with the width of some of the different facilities 

21 to -- if we would do a multiway boulevard or something like 

22 that, but definitely getting over 200 feet of right-of-way 

23 is a very wide road for pedestrians to cross by an urban 

24 center.  So we'll just go with the County there.  We've had 

25 conversations with the County and the applicant on that, and 
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 1 I'm confident something can be worked out there.  

 2 So with that, I'll stand for questions on 

 3 transportation.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  Commissioner, go 

 5 ahead.

 6 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  In your -- in your letter or 

 7 memo on July 11th, you were mentioning the forecast data for 

 8 growth projections, and it seems to be specific for open 

 9 space.

10 MR. GINGRICH:  Yeah.

11 MS. HERTEL:  Do you want to comment on that, 

12 because what you're saying here is that the growth 

13 projections -- I'm just reading it for the benefit of 

14 everybody else -- is inconsistent with the most recent 2040 

15 MTP data.

16 MR. GINGRICH:  Okay.  Yes, Madam Chair and 

17 Commissioner -- sorry, Mr. Chair and Madam Commissioner.  

18 That was in regards to a specific diagram.  I was going to 

19 bring that up in the land-use comments, but I can talk to 

20 that now.  That's for this exhibit, Exhibit 3 that was 

21 added.  And that's just this -- we were just talking about 

22 this exhibit specifically.  It uses -- 

23 MS. HERTEL:  Open space.

24 MR. GINGRICH:  And I put it in the open space 

25 comments, because it was kind of, you know, connected to the 
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 1 open space section and I think taken maybe from the Open 

 2 Space Master Plan, but it was -- but in the context that it 

 3 was presented in the plan was an overall growth forecast, 

 4 and this doesn't use -- this map does not contain the 

 5 current growth projections for which we are to now to 2040 

 6 and are -- actually forecast quite a bit less growth than 

 7 what was previously forecasted, because this is prerecession 

 8 data.

 9 MS. HERTEL:  So the basic population growth 

10 projections for Santolina is not exactly the same as what 

11 your -- your, MRCOG's current 2040 road projections are?  Is 

12 that kind of what I'm hearing you say?  

13 MR. GINGRICH:  Mr. Chair and Madam Commissioners, 

14 so let me separate this exhibit first, and then I can talk 

15 about --

16 MS. HERTEL:  In general.  

17 MR. GINGRICH:  And then I can talk in general.  So 

18 the -- the 20- -- our current forecast in the 2040 

19 long-range master plan, those were incorporated into the 

20 transportation analysis for Santolina Level A.  It was 

21 redone for Level A and done for the Level B transportation 

22 document.

23 The reason why it had to be redone for Level A was 

24 because while the Level A Master Plan was being heard was 

25 while we were writing the MT- -- the 2040 MTP, which had not 
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 1 been finalized, and the -- so the 2035 MTP would have been 

 2 the most current while the first Level a was being heard.

 3 The 2040 MTP forecast showed quite a bit less growth in 

 4 the region than the 2035, because the population numbers 

 5 were reprojected.  That -- we knew that that drop was 

 6 coming, and we were very -- everyone knew that at the 

 7 beginning of the Level A process, and the applicant knew 

 8 that, also, but those official numbers hadn't been -- hadn't 

 9 been put forth -- hadn't been approved yet in the plan, or 

10 the plan hadn't been approved, I should say.  

11 So the -- so the -- the total growth numbers for the 

12 region in the 2040 MTP are consistent with the 

13 transportation master plan.  The difference is in the -- in 

14 order to -- to study the transportation system that's being 

15 proposed for Santolina at the level of development that is 

16 anticipated by the developer, that level of development is 

17 -- is quite a bit different than the level of development 

18 that is in the trend scenarios, which is our official 

19 forecast in the Santolina area.  

20 So the total number of people in the region is the 

21 same, but there's almost a separate scenario for Santolina 

22 where the growth was reallocated from other parts of the 

23 region in the trend scenario and put into Santolina to build 

24 out Santolina so that we could measure -- what we're 

25 measuring is the impacts of Santolina if Santolina would 
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 1 grow and other places wouldn't grow, because we have to keep 

 2 the same number of people in the region.  So to make up that 

 3 difference in what's anticipated by the trend scenario and 

 4 what's anticipated by the developer's level of development, 

 5 that's where the difference comes from, but the -- but we 

 6 worked with them to help them do that study, but that's the 

 7 assumptions going into the study.

 8 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.

 9 MR. GINGRICH:  So I know that -- sorry.  That's --

10 MS. HERTEL:  Yeah.  I think I understand that.  

11 We're saying that the growth projections are -- the 

12 population is going to be the same.  

13 MR. GINGRICH:  In the region.

14 MS. HERTEL:  It's just there's shifting 

15 population.  Like, some areas may decline, but Santolina 

16 would increase.

17 MR. GINGRICH:  That's right.  Yeah.  That's what's 

18 was required to make Santolina build so that you could 

19 analyze the Santolina development as built and the roadway.

20 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  That explains a lot, because 

21 in various places in the attachments there's different 

22 population projections that population is not drawing at 

23 all, but now, I'm understanding that we're just seeing that 

24 may be -- may -- potentially a shift to the Santolina area.

25 MR. GINGRICH:  That's not -- Madam Commissioner 
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 1 and Mr. Chair, that's not -- that's not MRCOG's position 

 2 that development will shift.  

 3 MS. HERTEL:  "Potentially," I said.  

 4 MR. GINGRICH:  But that's taking this -- you know, 

 5 the applicant's expectation of level of development.  You 

 6 know, we didn't -- we don't go to them and say, "This is the 

 7 level of development that's going to happen in Santolina.  

 8 That was them saying this is we anticipate, and the basis 

 9 for that is -- that's for them to --

10 MS. HERTEL:  It's their pro forma --

11  MR. GINGRICH:  Yeah, but for us, it was just 

12 saying in the scenario, that that would happen.  This is how 

13 -- this is the appropriate way to -- 

14 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  I have one more question, and 

15 that's the same I asked the previous gentleman, and that is, 

16 do you think -- do you think all your comments are in the 

17 matrix.  My version is June 30th.  I know there's another, 

18 you know, subsequent version, but I'd like you to confirm at 

19 some point that all your comments are in here, and then add 

20 your staff response, your response in the matrix, too.

21 MR. GINGRICH:  Yes, Madam Commissioner, Mr. Chair, 

22 our -- we work to fill out those comments.  The most recent 

23 one that came out in July '06 or something like that, and so 

24 we worked hard to get those in.  I can go back and check for 

25 sure, but I believe that all of our comments from our first 
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 1 round of comments from February or whatever the -- the very 

 2 first one that had our bigger -- our first review, those 

 3 were in the matrix.  There was -- there were comments beyond 

 4 that on -- for the land-use hearing and some correspondence 

 5 that I added as an attachment to those comments with the 

 6 applicant that were not in the matrix.

 7 MS. HERTEL:  Yeah.  Let's try to get all of it in.  

 8 I don't want to miss anybody's comments when we, you know, 

 9 look at this matrix.  Okay?  Thanks for that extra effort.  

10 MR. GINGRICH:  Sure.  

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  

12 MS. KELLY:  Quick question.  Thank you.

13   On Exhibit 9, the cross-section of the arterials, I 

14 know that it's wide, but I was noticing that there's a 6- to 

15 10-foot trail with what appears to be a wall.  So that's the 

16 end of the right-of-way.  I'm just observing that that's 

17 really not a pleasant trail corridor experience, and in 

18 fact, it might not comply with standards which requires a 

19 little bit of space, and I was just thinking that maybe some 

20 extra -- the median is 30-foot wide.  So I would ask the 

21 applicant and the road designers to consider putting a 

22 little more space next to the trail.  Thank you.

23 MR. GINGRICH:  Yes.  Thank you, Mr. Chair and 

24 Madam Commissioner.  We can keep working on it.  The 

25 long-range roadway -- the LRTS Guide, the long-range 

TR- 31
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 Transportation System's guide does show trails along side 

 2 the proposed roadways, and I believe that those were taken 

 3 from the Level A plan, and -- yeah and, you know, there are 

 4 different contexts that this arterial will go through.  Some 

 5 of them may be more urban where there's more buildings close 

 6 by, and some of them may be more suburban where there's more 

 7 space.  So that might be another thing to -- to recommend is 

 8 that you have sections for the different kinds of context 

 9 that the roadway goes through, like this is a suburban 

10 context versus the urban street context.  Yeah, but I think 

11 we can -- I don't know what's going on here.  

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  I think your time's up.

13 MR. GINGRICH:  That's my time.  Yeah.  All right.  

14 I'll take the hint or whatever from speaking.  Yeah.  We can 

15 keep working on that, and I'll say, too, that our -- we're 

16 at a loss because our transportation -- our bike/ped 

17 planner, Julie Luna, who's wonderful, she's moved your 

18 County Planning Staff.  So you have her, which is good for 

19 you and bad for us, but she's the one who wrote the LRTS 

20 guide, so she can fill you in for sure.  So anyway, thank 

21 you.  

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  If not, 

23 thank you very much.

24   MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I would like to propose 

25 a small change to the order of speakers.  We have APS here, 

TR- 32
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 and their representative needs to leave at 10:30.  So if 

 2 it's okay, she could speak now so that -- 

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

 4 MS. VEREECKE:  -- give her comments and stand for 

 5 questions.  So Alvira.  

 6 MS. LOPEZ:  Good morning, Mr. Chair, 

 7 Commissioners.  My name is Alvira Lopez.  I'm senior 

 8 planner, manager with APS Capital Master Plan, and I'm here 

 9 to reiterate our comments submitted July 12th, 2016 and to 

10 answer any questions you may have.  

11 In reference -- in reference to our previous comments 

12 submitted, all previous Albuquerque Public Schools comments 

13 continue to apply to the current applicant's submittal.  In 

14 particular for the scale of development as proposed for the 

15 Santolina Level B plan calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the 

16 district would need at least 101.6 acres of land, five 

17 schools, assuming a typical and traditional educational 

18 curriculum.  I want to clarify that, because I know the plan 

19 talks about a K through 12 school.  Our analysis was based 

20 on traditional models of instruction, and at least 162 

21 million, approximately 163 million for new construction, not 

22 including the cost of land.

23 Such figures are consistent with APS's previous 

24 comments regarding the applicant's submittals.  I want to 

25 reiterate, all new and future construction is contingent on 
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 1 taxpayer approval.  

 2 Regarding the most current Santolina Level B plan 

 3 revised July 2016, the applicant identifies in section 7.6 

 4 schools, pages 86 and 87, that 134.6 acres are needed to 

 5 plan for new APS school facilities.  That would sustain the 

 6 9,444 dwelling units, and we concur with that.  As 

 7 indicated, we said we needed 101 acres, and in -- in their 

 8 plan they state 134 acres are needed.

 9 The district continues to work with the applicant and 

10 hopes to come to an agreement with the applicant so that 

11 land can be conveyed to Albuquerque Public Schools as per 

12 the quantity of land acreage indicated in section 7.6 

13 schools of the Level B plan.  

14 Again, according to the Santolina Level B plan the 

15 quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134 

16 acres.  APS would also like to note that curriculum model of 

17 all future schools to be located within Santolina Level B 

18 plan, in other words, a K through 12 model versus a K 

19 through 5, middle school, high school, traditional model 

20 will be determined by the district and in response to 

21 community educational needs and their academic master plan.  

22 And I have one last comment that I noted on page 88 of 

23 the plan.  There's a section, 7.76, a separate section to 

24 the other sections just referenced.  It's called Existing 

25 Schools.  There's a comment in there in reference Atrisco 
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 1 Heritage Academy High School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy Carter 

 2 Middle School, and G.I. Sanchez, the newly -- recently 

 3 constructed K through 8 school, there's a comment that 

 4 states, "These existing APS facilities can temporarily 

 5 accommodate the initial residential development within the 

 6 Level B plan until the APS facilities within Level B plan 

 7 are constructed and open for enrollment."  I believe my 

 8 comment to -- to that statement in the current July 2016 

 9 draft, Santolina Level B plan, is that that comment is 

10 really incomplete and inconsistent with our previous 

11 submittals in that it dismisses the fact that population 

12 growth from Santolina -- Santolina development would 

13 exacerbate existing overcrowding at Atrisco Heritage High 

14 School, Jimmy Carter -- and Jimmy Carter Middle School.  I 

15 think all of your previous comments have spoken about that 

16 existing overcrowding at those particular schools.  So to 

17 simply say that the future development will be addressed by 

18 those schools or accommodated by those schools, I think it's 

19 -- we're going to have to take a look at that, and we have 

20 provided comments on how we might address that.  There's a 

21 list of strategies that have been provided through -- in our 

22 comments on how we would provide for new capacities or look 

23 for efficiencies and perhaps even entertain boundary changes 

24 which are very difficult, but we would have to look at 

25 various measures.  So to simply say that our currently 
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 1 crowded schools, Atrisco Heritage High School or Jimmy 

 2 Carter Middle School would simply just accommodate that 

 3 growth I think is an incomplete and maybe contradictory to 

 4 our concerns of overcrowding on the west side right now, 

 5 some of our schools.  And besides that, I can stand for any 

 6 questions.

 7 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  

 8 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  The same question, I don't 

 9 think -- I don't think all of your comments are included in 

10 the matrix, and I think it would be a good idea if you could 

11 go back and review that, and from your -- as an example, 

12 from your May 16th memo, you had Roman Numeral, i through vi 

13 or i through iii are in the matrix.  Iv, v, and vi never 

14 made it for some reason.  Now, maybe that was corrected in a 

15 later version.  I don't know, but I'm just to suggesting 

16 that to get the full attention to all your comments and your 

17 responses.  Just check through the matrix and make sure it 

18 reflects your position, please.

19 MS. LOPEZ:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner, I will 

20 certainly do that.  I concur with that.

21 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Great.  Thank you.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

23 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that concludes the 

24 presentation for transportation.  We now move on to the 

25 second area, and that is land use and zoning and -- and, 
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 1 again, this goes into other areas besides -- besides just 

 2 land use and zoning.  It does run into services, 

 3 transportation, but we're trying to fit everyone into a 

 4 particular place.  

 5 So -- so I just wanted to say a few words about the 

 6 land-use plan.  I already mentioned this, and to say that 

 7 this is the land-use plan.  I think you're familiar with it.  

 8 It includes areas designated as residential of different 

 9 densities now.  It includes a town center, an employment 

10 center, industrial and business park, and an urban center, 

11 and over time more details have been provided for these 

12 areas.  Recently, we've had open space added more clearly 

13 shown as a land use, and then there is zoning, a zoning map 

14 that goes along with the land-use plan so that for the 

15 different land uses, there are particular -- particular 

16 zones.

17 So overall the land-use plan does reflect the Level A 

18 submittal but with -- with more -- more detail.  Most 

19 recently acreage has been provided for each of these areas 

20 that you can see here, and these are land use -- residential 

21 land uses ranging from high density to lower density.  So 

22 the acreage of these individual -- all of these individual 

23 areas has been provided, and this is an attempt to address 

24 the planned communities criteria.

25 The zoning chapter is in process now, and this -- the 
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 1 zoning is one way of providing more specific details and 

 2 implementation for the land use, the land-use plan in terms 

 3 of land uses, area requirements, design standards that 

 4 really help to give more character and more specific -- more 

 5 specific elements or use information than what is -- what is 

 6 shown on the land-use plan, and the Zoning Administrator is 

 7 going to say a few words about that, but that -- once we 

 8 have that completed, then that would add important component 

 9 to the land-use plan.

10 But Staff has noted that, again, there -- there's a 

11 concern, a general concern among the planners about whether 

12 or not enough details have been provided in -- in this plan 

13 and where it does show smaller pieces, but it doesn't really 

14 show if they are cohesive entities within this -- within 

15 this plan such as smaller villages or neighborhoods or 

16 specific areas within the town center or the urban center 

17 that can more clearly be identified, and that is called for 

18 in the planned communities criteria.

19 As I said, there are little pieces here that have sort 

20 of been created by the road network, and the acreage has 

21 been provided for that, but it's still not clear what these 

22 little pieces are.  If they're subdivisions or they're 

23 neighborhoods?  Are they portions of neighborhoods?  That 

24 still is not clear, and I'm thinking that there is supposed 

25 to be more of a description of what these different areas -- 
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 1 what they are and then also, how they're -- how they figure 

 2 into the phasing plan.  Which one is going to develop first, 

 3 or are they will all going to be develop at the same time?  

 4 I know there's been a lot of discussion about that where it 

 5 looks like these potentially are little neighborhoods that 

 6 they each have a school.  They have a park.  They have a 

 7 fire station, and I know we've had that discussion with the 

 8 agent, but so far that doesn't appear to be clearly depicted 

 9 in the land-use plan.

10 So there are some other comments that were provided in 

11 the Staff Report, but overall to say that the land-use plan 

12 appears to be generally acceptable, but that maybe we do 

13 need some more -- more details that give more character to 

14 the specific areas, and then also, again, insurances -- 

15 assurances that the overall density that has been agreed to 

16 or is required following the Comprehensive Plan, an overall 

17 density of three dwelling units per acre -- or it's a little 

18 bit different for this plan, because it also has some rural, 

19 that that be achieved or may not exceed it, and there is 

20 language in the plan about that, but as we proceed through 

21 this process, I think we're going to need additional 

22 mechanisms to ensure that the allowed density is not -- is 

23 not exceeded.  

24 So I'm thinking that those are my comments.  So I stand 

25 for questions if you have questions for me.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Hold on.  Go ahead.

 2 MS. NELSON:  Yes, I do.  Thank you.  When you said 

 3 you needed further assurance that the overall land is going 

 4 to be complying with the planned communities criteria for 

 5 the Reserve Area, what form would these assurances take?  

 6 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Nelson, so 

 7 in the plan there is a chart that includes the allowable 

 8 density for Level B.  It comes out to approximately 10,000 

 9 dwelling units.  So there is an attempt to break that out in 

10 terms of the different zones, the low density, medium 

11 density, high density, so that -- and there is a statement 

12 that they're not going to exceed that in the course of 

13 development.  So there is additional language that was added 

14 that Staff will need to work with the applicant to establish 

15 some benchmarks about how this will be maintained or how it 

16 will progress over time, which might be like -- like what 

17 was done for jobs-to-housing jobs-to-housing, that by such 

18 and a time there can be this many dwelling units and there 

19 needs to be this many jobs.  So there could be some kind of 

20 graphic that shows the number residential units that will be 

21 allowed over a certain period of time.  

22 So there could be by 20 -- 2025 that there could be 

23 3,000, and I think it is actually already depicted in the 

24 Development Agreement from what we're talking about, so that 

25 that could kind of be carried forward into a condition, and 
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 1 then a section of the Level B Development Agreement that 

 2 limits how much residential development will occur over 

 3 time.

 4 So we haven't really discussed this yet.  It's 

 5 something that we're still working on and would need to.  I 

 6 could envisage this as a condition of approval if this 

 7 proceeds, but just like for jobs-to-housing, where we're 

 8 thinking there needs to be -- for Level B that there needs 

 9 to be more discussion about -- about how we're going to keep 

10 track of all of this, the jobs-to-housing, the number of 

11 dwelling units that -- the agent has suggested that Staff be 

12 responsible for that, and I'm not sure how that's going to 

13 work out.  I'm sure he's going to explain more to you about 

14 that.  We haven't -- we haven't yet resolved that, but it 

15 reminds me, too, we did have a condition of approval in 

16 Level A and for where Level B there needs to be more 

17 discussion about jobs-to-housing and how that goal of 

18 creating -- and I think it's 75,000 jobs that are 

19 anticipated as part of the entire plan and about, I think, 

20 it's 25,000 as part of Level B is what is the strategy for 

21 achieving that.  And that's something that we -- you know, 

22 we're hearing that there are going to be so many jobs and in 

23 these areas, but will the land-use plan by itself ensure 

24 that, or are there other strategies that will ensure that 

25 this development takes place as it is being proposed.  
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 1 So those are issues that I feel haven't been resolved, 

 2 and to -- you know, to work that out in an acceptable way to 

 3 Staff and to the agents and then to see it carried through 

 4 into conditions of approval, and the Development Agreement, 

 5 I'm thinking this is where that would go.

 6 MS. NELSON:  Okay.  So when you were talking about 

 7 this, it seems to me that this would be part of a -- I don't 

 8 know, a phasing plan for the development of the density of 

 9 the housing because we're just talking about land use right 

10 at the moment, and -- and some way to report or to guarantee 

11 that the overall density is being maintained; is that 

12 correct?  

13 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair and Commissioner Nelson, 

14 yes, and I did want to mention that phasing is an important 

15 component of this, too, and where -- right now there are two 

16 phases that are being proposed, and they're mainly in the 

17 context of transportation but not specifically related to 

18 land use and density and community facilities that are 

19 shown, and yes, phasing, this could also be shown as part of 

20 a phasing plan and where several of us have been asking for 

21 more specific phasing than what has been provided.

22 MS. NELSON:  Thank you.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  

24 MS. VEREECKE:  Next, we have John -- no.  We have 

25 Andrew.  We'll have Andrew and then John, and then Juanita 
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 1 will go last.

 2 MR. GINGRICH:  Mr. Chair, Members of the 

 3 Commission, again, my name is Andrew from the Metropolitan 

 4 Planning Organization.  

 5 So one of the comments I was going to make was about 

 6 the -- that Exhibit Number 3.  So I think I covered that in 

 7 the last section.  I did forget to mention one thing in the 

 8 transportation, and that's just I wanted to emphasize, 

 9 again, that when we talk about -- sorry to go back to that, 

10 but when we talk about funding for -- public funding to 

11 roadway infrastructure, that in the MTP or the long-range 

12 plan, it says that -- that the priority for public funding 

13 is going to be in preserving existing infrastructure, 

14 redevelopment, and that funds, federal funds that were 

15 programmed through us are competitive, increasingly 

16 competitive and that roadway expansion, capacity expansion 

17 projects on the edge of the City is not something that's 

18 being prioritized.  So just that's on the record.  When we 

19 talk about public funding for some of these shared-cost 

20 roadways, that the federal dollars are likely to not 

21 prioritize those.

22 Anyway, so back to land use.  I can start with, I 

23 guess, the -- you know, one of the bigger concerns that's 

24 been talked about, and that's the concern around phasing.  

25 We still have the same general concern we shared before that 
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 1 the phases, the 2025 and 2040 are quite large.  Again, to 

 2 reference, Mesa del Sol had four phases on smaller -- 

 3 smaller acreage than this.  The Westland -- the Westland 

 4 Plan that's just to the north and the same group has six 

 5 phases and also has some of the same kind of transitional, 

 6 multistep, you know, like phase one to three or whatever a 

 7 maybe an urban center or village center, something like 

 8 that, but it's been -- it's been demonstrated before.  This 

 9 light doesn't like me.  I don't know.  

10   So we still have that basic concern, and it doesn't 

11 seem that the 2025 and 2040 phase will necessarily even be 

12 in subsequent phases, because my understanding is that there 

13 could be another Level B plan that's submitted and begun 

14 before the end of this one.  So, you know, again, to just -- 

15 to clarify, our anticipation of what a phase is, is, you 

16 know, it's a subsequent development.  So you do this piece, 

17 and then you do the other piece, and then you do the other 

18 piece.  And the actual years are probably less important to 

19 us than the actual sequence.

20 And Catherine mentioned, and I think the Commissioner 

21 brought this up, too, that the jobs-to-housing condition, 

22 which is very important to the transportation system, that 

23 was a condition of approval, to submit a plan to achieve the 

24 jobs-to-housing balance so that as Santolina develops, it 

25 develops in a way that is reasonably balanced.  It's not 
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 1 waiting for full build-out to achieve some of these 

 2 benefits.  

 3 That, as far as we have seen, does not seem like it's 

 4 been developed much further than Level A, and so we would 

 5 expect that that condition implied that there be more detail 

 6 around the jobs-to-housing plan, and we do think that this 

 7 dovetails very nicely with our concerns around phasing, and 

 8 that the different phases could be a way of evaluating this 

 9 plan to achieve this jobs-to-housing balance, because as 

10 Commissioner mentioned, that would have those measures in 

11 it.  So that's maybe not the way it has to happen, but it's 

12 a suggestion as opposed to a possibility.  So that's -- 

13 that's our concern on phasing there.  

14 And then I'll talk about zoning and the design criteria 

15 section.  The zoning there was a lot of good progress made 

16 over the past hearings, and things, I think, were tightened 

17 up.  There's still some contradictory components that we 

18 found where, you know, the urban center is described, for 

19 example, as mixed use place, but then, as I looked at the 

20 zoning, it doesn't look like it allows mixed use in the 

21 zoning and things like that.  I think there are some tweaks 

22 that need to maybe be cleaned up.  

23 Also, we disagree with -- we appreciate the -- the 

24 attention to mixed use that was put in.  There's talk of 

25 horizontal mixed use versus vertical mixed use, and the 
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 1 vertical mixed use piece we're fine with those -- with those 

 2 -- with parsing that out.  The definition of horizontal 

 3 mixed use is saying the different uses on the same block, 

 4 and we -- we don't believe that that's quite specific enough 

 5 that it needs -- language needs to be that those are 

 6 integrated, that -- you know, it's not just that you have 

 7 this use on the same block as this use, but that all of 

 8 those developments are integrated with each other in a 

 9 pedestrian kind of a way or whatever so they're not just -- 

10 you know, they can't be separate from each other.  They need 

11 to be designed in a integrated way.

12 So that brings then -- me to the final point, which is 

13 the design criteria section.  That was -- it was drafted for 

14 the Level B hearing.  It was never part of the first draft.  

15 It's not included in this most recent draft, and I thought 

16 that -- we thought that the design guideline section really 

17 had made a lot of progress to some of our concern about 

18 creating these kinds of environments that would be 

19 pedestrian-friendly, that would create the kind of 

20 environment that would created a sustainable community, 

21 create the kind of environment that would benefit active 

22 transportation.  And that section's not -- wasn't submitted 

23 with this last round.  We haven't been a part of any 

24 conversations since the land-use hearing.  So I'm not sure 

25 what happened with that, but that was going in a good 
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 1 direction I -- we thought.  So we're -- we hope that that is 

 2 put back in and continued to be developed.  In fact, that 

 3 had to do with the sidewalks and orientation of parking and 

 4 building to the street, and those kinds of design features 

 5 that we thought were going in a good direction.  So we'd 

 6 like to see those back in.  

 7 So that's all I have.  I'll stand for questions.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  Go ahead.  

 9 MS. HERTEL:  I have one really quick comment for 

10 you, and this is back to the matrix, and maybe you will find 

11 this helpful, but your May 3rd memo and your May 12th memo, 

12 I could not find them any place on the matrix.  So when you 

13 go back and you're reviewing your stuff, you can start with 

14 those.  And maybe it's redundant with some other memo, but I 

15 couldn't find them.

16 MR. GINGRICH:  Yes.  That's correct, Mr. Chair and 

17 Madam Commissioner.  Those weren't in the -- in the matrix 

18 that came out, but we tried to address the basic concerns in 

19 our most recent comments and some of the follow-up in the 

20 matrix, but we can make sure that we can put that into a 

21 matrix and go through -- 

22 MS. HERTEL:  If they're closed?  

23 MR. GINGRICH:  Yeah.

24 MS. HERTEL:  Great.  I'd just like to see that 

25 recording and showing that they're closed and what probably 
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 1 got close.  Okay.  All right.  Thank you.  

 2 MR. GINGRICH:  Sure.  

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  If not, 

 4 thank you very much.  

 5 MR. GINGRICH:  Thanks.  

 6 MR. BARNEY:  Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Members 

 7 of the Commission.  My name is John Barney.  I am the 

 8 planning manager for Parks and Open Space at the County.

 9 I'm going to refer to basically an email.  First of 

10 all, we -- Mr. Chair, Members of the Commission, we have met 

11 with the applicant, and we've made -- a number of changes 

12 have been made to the plan based on that meeting, based on 

13 other correspondence.  However, to address Commissioner 

14 Hertel's question, we do not have all our comments in the 

15 matrix, nor are all of our responses.  So we will work with 

16 the applicant to -- to get those in before the next time 

17 this comes before this Body.

18 MS. HERTEL:  Thank you.  

19 MR. BARNEY:  So I just wanted to reiterate, you 

20 know, this is the first Level B plan under the planned 

21 community criteria that's come before this Body, and it's 

22 the first one I've had a chance to review as the Parks 

23 Planner.  So I think it's a really important precedent what 

24 we do here and what you do here and what the Bernalillo 

25 County Commission decides to do, and so I just want to -- 
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 1 you know, I think we're setting a precedent for future Level 

 2 B plans, and if that's been stated perhaps by other -- other 

 3 members of Staff, but I just think this is really important 

 4 -- a really important process.  I really appreciate the 

 5 opportunity to comment.

 6 I just want to read a couple things into the record and 

 7 talk a little about -- through some of my comments and how 

 8 they've been addressed up to this point.  In general, it 

 9 should be stated that Parks and Recreation at this time has 

10 no funding or plans to plan, design, construct, or operate, 

11 maintain any parks or recreation facility or open space in 

12 the Santolina Level B plan area.  

13 Parks and Recreation has met with the agent for the 

14 applicant, appreciates the changes that have been made to 

15 date.  However, there remains some outstanding items that 

16 we'd like to see addressed further, and changed in the plan 

17 prior to recommending approval, because this is a Level B 

18 plan and will be the last time that these concerns, 

19 especially those surrounding phasing and physical 

20 implications of the plan can be addressed in a comprehensive 

21 manner to ensure that the dedication and subsequent 

22 operations and maintenance of Parks and Recreation 

23 facilities at the Level B plan area will be at no net 

24 expense to the government in this plan area.

25 So I'm going to refer to, I think -- Mr. Chair and 
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 1 Members of the Commission, I think this was included as part 

 2 of your comments, our comments to Catherine.  I think this 

 3 was included in your packet or attached at one point or 

 4 another, but I just want to go through them.  There was six, 

 5 essentially six comments that were addressed to the plan, 

 6 itself.  A number of them focus on the need to meet the -- 

 7 the planned community criteria and to meet the requirements 

 8 in the Parks and Recreation and Open Space plan.  And a 

 9 number of -- progress has been made.  We really, really 

10 appreciate what the applicant has done.  I mean, we now feel 

11 like the facilities that are projected for the Santolina 

12 Level B plan area are sufficient to meet the level of 

13 service requirements in the Parks, Recreation, and Open 

14 Space Master Plan.  The only issue -- and that's in -- if 

15 you look at one, three, four, in those -- the only issue we 

16 still are concerned about is the way they're described as 

17 either system infrastructure or project infrastructure.

18 Now, from our perspective, if these are -- facilities 

19 are intended to meet the level of service for this community 

20 area, they are, by definition, project infrastructure, 

21 because it's for that community.  That's what -- that's why 

22 we have a level of service standards.  So we should not be 

23 considered system infrastructure, and this has important 

24 fiscal implications based on the Level A Development 

25 Agreement, because basically there's a delineation between 
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 1 project infrastructure and system infrastructure.  

 2 Project infrastructure must -- the cost both in terms 

 3 of capital expenses and operating expenses must be sustained 

 4 by the revenues of the project for that area.  Whereas, a 

 5 system infrastructure it's maybe kind of a split between 

 6 potentially between the County, other entities and the 

 7 developer for that -- for that particular area.  So that's 

 8 why that's a very important consideration from our 

 9 perspective.

10 Moving down to comment 5 relative to dedication, I 

11 think, again, a lot of progress has been made in terms of 

12 our conversations with the applicant and what is now in the 

13 plan.  The problem we're still having, it's been addressed 

14 by other members of Staff, but it's just the issue of 

15 phasing, and how do we -- you know, how do we ensure that we 

16 have the facilities to support the community as this project 

17 gets built out over time as the overall area gets built out.  

18 So in terms of our response to the bullet item no. 5, 

19 we came up with what is a suggested strategy.  We haven't 

20 really discussed this in detail with the applicant yet, and 

21 I'm not sure if they've had a chance to really respond to 

22 it, but this is something we will be talking with them 

23 about, but this could also change depending on how they're 

24 going to deal with phasing relative to some of the other 

25 comments today.  
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 1 But basically we established sort of thresholds or 

 2 benchmarks when, you know, a certain number of dwelling 

 3 units that is -- is being planned and coming before our -- 

 4 be coming before this Body, again, through the subdivision 

 5 process, we want to make sure that there is also the 

 6 appropriate facilities in terms of Parks and Recreation to 

 7 support that community at that point in time.

 8 So moving on to our comment 6, which really is focused 

 9 on phasing, it was helpful to -- for -- the applicant had 

10 laid out in the very last section of the plan a series of 

11 tools, what I would call for -- for how these facilities 

12 will be funded over time, and I think that was helpful, and 

13 that was -- came out of the discussion we were having.  

14 However, they're -- the way they're laid out at this point 

15 is a series of tools.  There isn't a strategy, and I -- and 

16 just to refer back to the planned community criteria, there 

17 is -- it does require, under D, for -- for a Level B plan, 

18 under D, Government Services, no. 1, strategy for funding 

19 and maintenance of public facilities in sight, including 

20 open space.  So the strategy would show us, you know, which 

21 of these tools are going to be used and how, because 

22 otherwise, it's difficult for us to evaluate is there going 

23 to be enough revenues to actually support our facilities in 

24 the future.

25 So again, you know, the tools are really helpful, I 
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 1 think, but there, again, the concern is, you know, how do 

 2 they get put together into an overall strategy so that we 

 3 can be sure that we can -- that we're going to have 

 4 sufficient funding to support those facilities in the 

 5 future.  

 6 And I think this is all goes back also to a request 

 7 that we made both at Level A and Level B that the financial 

 8 analyses, you know, be updated, so that -- again, so that we 

 9 can really evaluate what's going on.  The financial 

10 analysis, which is document here, at this point, the fiscal 

11 and economic impact study has different numbers than the 

12 numbers in the plan at this point, and I know -- I mean, I'm 

13 sure they're struggling as much as we are to try to keep up 

14 with all -- everything that -- you know, that's changing, 

15 but those -- that really should fit lock step with this 

16 document, and if it doesn't, then it's hard for -- again, 

17 hard for us to evaluate what's happening here in terms of I 

18 can't come before you say, "Yes, this will occur at no net 

19 expense."

20 These are the tools that I'm using to value it, and 

21 it's not clear to me, and so the -- in B under my email 

22 letter, there's also a couple other comments relative to the 

23 fiscal analysis, which have not yet been addressed.  

24 I think -- oh, and one other thing.  Just to -- just so 

25 it's clear to everybody else, the map that is shown here, I 
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 1 mean, this question has come up.  This actually did come 

 2 from the Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan.  We 

 3 started -- it is not -- does not reflect the most current 

 4 projections of the Council of Governments.  This was part of 

 5 our planning process.  This plan was adopted last year in 

 6 October.  It actually went before -- into -- into the 

 7 commission-review process.  Actually, I think, back in 

 8 August, we were making changes.  So this -- this -- the 

 9 numbers for the MTP 2040 were not included.  I mean, this 

10 map dates back to very early last year.  So I don't think 

11 that it's necessarily relevant to anything in the plan.  It 

12 probably should be removed at this point, I would say.  

13 Basically, we were using it to show where the overall areas 

14 are -- of major growth were going to be in the County, and 

15 however, this -- you know, wherever that growth is 

16 projected, still that new growth if it's, you know, pursuant 

17 to the planned community criteria and in a Reserve Area, it 

18 still has to meet the no net expense.  It doesn't matter.  

19 So it's not some -- so an area in the Reserve Area.  It's 

20 not an area that we would plan to have facilities, because 

21 we would expect the applicant to come forward and show those 

22 facilities and their correlation to the development that 

23 they're proposing.  And I think with that, I stand for 

24 questions.

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Questions.  Go ahead, 
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 1 Commissioner.  

 2 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.  

 3 John, I have one question about the open space on the 

 4 western edge.  Have you physically looked at that, and is 

 5 the open space sufficient to allow for a space between the 

 6 steep slopes of the western escarpment and the flatter playa 

 7 area up on top of the mesa?  Do you understand what I'm 

 8 saying?  Okay.  The plan shows industrial development along 

 9 Shelly Road, and then the open space that's shown to the 

10 west of that, my question is, is it sufficient to keep the 

11 development away from these steep eroding slopes that go 

12 down to the Rio Puerco.  I'm just asking if you've 

13 physically looked at how that open space looks in the field 

14 compared to the proposed industrial?  

15 MR. BARNEY:  Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Kelly, I 

16 have not physically gone out there and looked at that, but 

17 I'm happy to do so prior to the -- again, before this 

18 appears before the Body again.

19 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  If not, 

21 thank you very much.

22 MR. BARNEY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of 

23 the Board.  

24 MS. JUANITA GARCIA:  Good morning, Mr. Chair, 

25 Commissioners.  My name is Juanita Garcia, and I'm the 
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 1 Zoning Administrator for Bernalillo County, and I just kind 

 2 of want to give an update on what has happened with the plan 

 3 since we met in May, which was the zoning focus for these 

 4 meetings, and so since that May hearing, I met with the 

 5 applicant and their staff probably around eight times 

 6 lasting around two to three hours to go over the zoning 

 7 chapter.  

 8 So there was lots of work that needed to be done, lots 

 9 of clarification in regards to how the uses were to be 

10 structured, trying to get what their intent was for some of 

11 the language to make sure that how it was written was going 

12 to be enforceable.  That's my major concern is that the 

13 language is written well and that somebody down the road can 

14 understand, read the language, understand the language, and 

15 interpret the language.  So it's -- that's very important.  

16 I see the Level B plan as a sector plan.  It's 

17 equivalent to a sector plan in my mind, so it needs to be 

18 written similar to a sector plan in terms of the zoning 

19 aspect and the permissive uses, conditional uses, prohibited 

20 uses.  So as you can imagine, it's very detailed, and so -- 

21 so we did meet, and I think that we -- we covered a lot of 

22 the process part.  We covered the definitions part, and then 

23 we went through the actual zone categories, went through 

24 some of the uses, permissive uses, and you know, what the 

25 applicant is trying to do is bring in uses that are found in 
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 1 the County, bring in uses that are allowed in the City of 

 2 Albuquerque and try to regulate, mesh them together into 

 3 this one document, and you know, the fortunate part for me 

 4 is that I have experience in the City, so I know where 

 5 they're going.  I know where the pitfalls are when they're 

 6 coming in with specific language and how -- how it needs to 

 7 be clarified, and so there was a lot of -- a lot of work 

 8 done in regards to that.  

 9 So it got to the point where we ran out of time 

10 unfortunately.  We could not finish through the design 

11 standards, and that's why that was not included in the 

12 version that you see that was submitted July 1st, I believe.

13 So the design standards are intended to be within the 

14 zoning chapter, but we are still needing to work through the 

15 zoning section, and -- I mean, the design standards.  So I 

16 also found that there were instance where is things were 

17 getting removed just for the sake of, you know, let's try to 

18 speed this along, let's move this along.  Let's just remove 

19 sections instead of reviewing those sections.  So I did find 

20 that happening, but you know, I'm hoping that with some 

21 sometime we'll add some more stuff, so -- and I do know that 

22 the applicant submitted the design standards, the latest 

23 version of them, I believe it was last week for your review 

24 and consideration, but I have not had time to review those 

25 design standards, and so they are still -- you know, I have 
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 1 no comments for those.  

 2 But I do believe that we've made a lot of progress.  

 3 What I did indicate to the applicant, indicated to our Staff 

 4 that, you know, what I'm finding in terms of permissive uses 

 5 in the residential zones is that the zones allow for what is 

 6 considered accessory dwelling units.  So some of the zones 

 7 would allow for an accessory dwelling unit typically as a 

 8 conditional use, but in my mind, that would impact the 

 9 overall number of dwelling units for the general area.  So I 

10 think that needs to be vetted, considered by all to make 

11 sure that even though we may allow for some as a conditional 

12 use, I think those need to be considered as the count -- and 

13 the number of dwelling units and the count of dwelling 

14 units.  

15 Potentially in some areas you could have a conditional 

16 use, not knowing how many lots you're going to have in some 

17 of these areas.  You've seen the areas -- sorry, Catherine, 

18 can you bring me that map again -- that where you have 

19 middle density or high density residential where you can 

20 have some of the accessory dwelling units.  So -- so that 

21 was a concern of mine.

22 The other concern of mine was that we didn't have the 

23 zone category for the open space.  I thought that was 

24 important to include in the -- in the document, and the 

25 applicant has done that.  Thank you, catherine.  If you'll 
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 1 see that they -- the language is similar to what was 

 2 recently reviewed and approved for West -- for Westland, and 

 3 so we're -- we're kind of duplicating some of the language 

 4 there, and then still modifying it to fit the needs for 

 5 Santolina.  So I was glad to see that we had that new zone 

 6 category inserted into the list of zone categories in the 

 7 sector -- in this chapter.

 8 So, you know, I don't have specific comments for the 

 9 matrix.  I can tell you right now if I include my comments 

10 for the matrix, it would be very bombarding, because I just 

11 have so many comments in regard to that, and so right now, 

12 my only comment is that it's still being reviewed.  The 

13 design standards are still -- need to be reviewed and work 

14 through with the applicant, and so once we finish that 

15 section, then I'll start to get to some general comments, 

16 and hopefully, I won't have any comments because everything 

17 has been reviewed and vetted through, and I have no comments 

18 so -- so that's where I'm at with zoning.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Questions?  Commissioner.  

20 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  I mean, I just have a 

21 question.  You talked about it a lot.  What are you looking 

22 at in timeframe?  I mean, if you were to put it out there, 

23 how long do you think a process for you and your section 

24 would take to get there?  

25 MS. JUANITA GARCIA:  Well, right now, we have a 
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 1 meeting scheduled with the applicant next week.  I honestly 

 2 don't think that we're going to be able to complete it 

 3 within -- and have it finalized and printed out for you all 

 4 to consider in 30 days.  So I would say probably at least 60 

 5 days for me, and that's, again, working really hard like we 

 6 did between May and now, so --

 7 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

 8 MS. KELLY:  I had that same question.  

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  Staff, is that 

10 it?  

11 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, we now have government 

12 and public service.  So we have Don Briggs, Dan McGregor, 

13 and I believe, we have PNM is here as well.  

14 MR. BRIGGS:  Good morning, Commissioner Chavez, 

15 Commissioners -- Chairman Chavez, I'm sorry.  

16 I had approximately 11 comments on this case, and the 

17 applicant has essentially agreed to fix all of them, and 

18 what it boils down to is essentially two things.  There's 

19 terminology in the document that I would like revised.  It 

20 has to do with the MS4 permit requirements.  We have a water 

21 volume requirement that we have to meet, and the terminology 

22 that the applicant used was "first flush," and I'm asking 

23 them to change that to water quality volume, and so that's 

24 an easy fix.  I went through the latest revision of the 

25 document.  They had found and corrected some of that, 
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 1 although they didn't catch every instance, so that's an easy 

 2 fix.

 3 The second issue that I had was this area that lies 

 4 outside the urban area of the MS4 urban area, so I'm asking 

 5 them that they provide us with predevelopment hydrology to 

 6 determine the water quality volume requirements, and they 

 7 have done that, and they've presented a revised technical 

 8 report to this Board, and however, they haven't submitted it 

 9 to Public Works yet.  Public Works has a separate case file.  

10 It's a grading and drainage case file that this document 

11 will go into and be commented on ultimately, and that has 

12 not been done yet, and so essentially those are the only two 

13 things that I have outstanding, and with that, I'll stand 

14 for comments or questions.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Questions?  Go ahead.

16 MS. HERTEL:  And those two outstanding things, 

17 could you add that to your matrix?  And what was your name, 

18 also?  

19 MR. BRIGGS:  Don Briggs.  I'm very sorry.  I'm the 

20 drainage engineer for Bernalillo County, and they are in the 

21 matrix.  

22 MS. HERTEL:  They are?  Okay.  Great.  

23 MR. BRIGGS:  Yes.  They are on page 1 and 2 of the 

24 government and public services section.

25 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Thank you.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you very much.  

 2 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioners, my 

 3 name's Dan McGregor.  I'm interim director for 

 4 infrastructure, planning, geo resources.  

 5 First off, my comments and response have been compiled 

 6 and put into Attachment 13.  They are all there.  The 

 7 changes that we want have been indicated that they would be 

 8 in the zoning section, which was submitted after the review 

 9 deadline, so I've not had chance to see that those were -- 

10 have actually been implemented.  They're more design 

11 criteria.  So while they're important, I don't know that 

12 they're particular show stoppers.  It's a matter of just 

13 moving forward with the developer to make sure we know where 

14 they're headed.

15 The large issue obviously for us is the ABCWUA 

16 Development Agreement, and I think Chairman Chavez 

17 summarized the situation closely.  I do feel strongly about 

18 that, and with you all's forbearance, I prepared some 

19 comments that would like to read through and enter into the 

20 record in that regard.

21 So we have before us an unsatisfied condition of the 

22 Level A Master Plan for an ABCWUA Development Agreement.  

23 The Level A approval was based in part on July 29, 2014, 

24 letter from ABCWUA wherein the ABCWUA outlined certain 

25 contingencies, expectations, and requirements.  More 
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 1 specifically, that letter recommended that if approved, the 

 2 CPC provide conditional approval, which requires the 

 3 developer successfully execute a Development Agreement with 

 4 the Water Utility Authority for the Santolina Master Plan.  

 5 And it also stated that if the Santolina Level A Master Plan 

 6 is approved by the Bernalillo County Commission, only then 

 7 will Water Authority staff proceed in negotiating the draft 

 8 agreement with the developer.  

 9 Accordingly, finding 18 made reference to the letter as 

10 being sufficient proof of water availability for a Level A 

11 Master Plan approval.  Based on the letter, Staff developed 

12 and the CPC recommended condition number 8, that prior to 

13 approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the 

14 applicant will provide a fully executed Development 

15 Agreement with the ABCWUA, and also indicating the general 

16 structure needed in such an agreement as outlined by the 

17 ABCWUA. 

18 Approval of the Level A Master Plan by the BCC occurred 

19 one year ago.  To date no draft agreement, status update, or 

20 other communication regarding status of the ABCWUA 

21 Development Agreement has been formally submitted to the CPC 

22 by the applicant or by at ABCWUA.  The most recent 

23 communication from the Water Utility Authority occurred on 

24 July 13st, 2016, wherein a staff from ABCWUA is now 

25 requesting the CPC proceed with making a determination on 
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 1 the Level B plan to provide some certainty on the approved 

 2 land uses for the Level B plan.  

 3 I would comment that certainly changes can occur during 

 4 the land-use approval process between Level A and Level B, 

 5 but those changes can also be reflected in amendments to a 

 6 Development Agreement, or a Development Agreement can be 

 7 crafted to incorporate such changes once they occur and are 

 8 approved.

 9 I cannot recommend approval of the ABCWUA request to 

10 revise the condition to state prior to BCC approval or 

11 approval of the Level B Master Plan at the current time for 

12 the following reasons:  First, consideration was previously 

13 been given to ABCWUA and the applicant regarding the July 

14 29th, '14, letter as the basis for approval of Level A and 

15 which resulted in the CPC condition.  The resulting 

16 condition has still not been satisfied after a year.  

17 However, as it is a CPC condition approved by the BCC, the 

18 CPC has the responsibility or option to determine when the 

19 condition, before approval, must be satisfied.  

20 Secondly, I believe that I should also point out that 

21 the Level A Development Agreement with the County 

22 specifically precludes the County involvement with ABCWUA 

23 concerns and negotiations between the developer and the -- 

24 and the developer.  I, then, wonder whether extension of the 

25 deadline at the request of the ABCWUA, which happens to 
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 1 benefit the applicant, constitutes such an infringement to 

 2 the responsibilities of the Utility.  It is a legal question 

 3 that may need to be addressed before approval.  

 4 Information on land use provided in the Level B 

 5 application when coupled with the Level A approval should be 

 6 a sufficient basis for a Development Agreement negotiation 

 7 at least insofar as Level A land uses have been identified 

 8 and approved.  The intent of the land use was approved for 

 9 Level A and does indicate by ABCWUA, should have allowed 

10 negotiation of a draft agreement to have occurred.

11 Again, certainly minor changes can occur during 

12 land-use approval process, but any major changes would 

13 necessitate -- presumably necessitate resubmittal of the 

14 Level A plan.  I, also, after hearing other Staff members 

15 this morning wonder if part of the reason for not being able 

16 to enter into a Development Agreement is the lack of a 

17 phasing plan and/or lack of specificity in zoning.

18 If uncertainty in Level B prohibits determination by 

19 ABCWUA at this point, then I also have to wonder what's to 

20 prevent a later request that it be delayed until Level C or 

21 subdivision plan.  As stated in the July 29, 2014, letter, 

22 ABCWUA ordinance requires that a land-use master plan be 

23 approved prior to the Water Authority providing service to a 

24 master planned community outside the service area.  Hence, 

25 the concurrent process requested in the July 13, 2016, 
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 1 letter is already in place.  Level A approval allows ABCWUA 

 2 to proceed with negotiations as an approved land use, and 

 3 master plan has been designated.  A truly concurrent process 

 4 would be the completed Level A, Level B, and Level C 

 5 agreements be provided by the Utility to the applicant to be 

 6 included with subsequent level planning submittals to the 

 7 CPC and prior to consideration of the next level of 

 8 planning. 

 9 As stated in the July 29, 2014, letter, ABCWUA requires 

10 that a land-use master plan be approved prior to the Water 

11 Utility providing service to a master plan outside of the 

12 service area, and it's through this agreement that the 

13 planned community criteria will be addressed.  I would agree 

14 with the latter portion of the statement inasmuch as that 

15 without the ABCWUA Development Agreement, the planned 

16 community criteria have not been adequately addressed.

17 Without a Development Agreement and without the 

18 associated serviceability statement, which outlines the 

19 specific water and sanitary sewer improvement needed to 

20 serve the entire development and the Level B plan as stated 

21 in the July 13 letter, then the planned community criteria 

22 for a detailed plan including detailed location, phasing of 

23 water systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and mobility 

24 systems can not have been satisfied, nor can the requirement 

25 for statements of water availability and availability of 
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 1 public services, including liquid waste, have been -- have 

 2 been adequately addressed either.

 3 Secondly, without the Development Agreement in place, 

 4 CPC approval would in essence be accepting the applicant's 

 5 Utility Master Plan as a recognized an appropriate document 

 6 without any assurance from the accepting utility that the 

 7 plan was, in fact, acceptable.  What we have before us is 

 8 only the applicant's conceptual plan without adequate -- or 

 9 assurances from ABCWUA that that is implementable.

10 If, in fact, the final negotiated utility plan was 

11 significantly changed, say, for instance, use of existing 

12 capacity versus extension of other areas was not acceptable 

13 to the Utility for the initial development or say water 

14 reuse was not adequately addressed by the ABCWUA, then the 

15 level plan may to have been resubmitted to CPC as the 

16 applicant's utility plan would be one of the basis for 

17 approval and had been significantly altered.  

18 I'm also concerned in that ABCWUA has indicated in the 

19 July 13 letter, again, from Staff, not from upper 

20 management, that they will determine the forecast of potable 

21 and non-potable water demands, along with projected sanitary 

22 service flows.  I raise this concern because if the ABCWUA 

23 determination differs significantly from the analysis 

24 provided by the applicant at Level A, then this could also 

25 trigger need for a resubmission if the change is determined 
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 1 to be material.

 2 Thirdly, approval of the Level B Master Plan without an 

 3 ABCWUA Development Agreement that at least addresses the 

 4 general infrastructure associated with the Level A approved 

 5 plan, which should, again, outline the specific water and 

 6 sanitary sewer improvements needed to serve the entire 

 7 development, hence, Level A, would essentially be approving 

 8 a subsequent plan with the -- no documentation of physical 

 9 or legal water availability, quantity, and quality, which is 

10 actually a Level A planned community criteria, which brings 

11 us full circle to the Level A approval that was based on the 

12 ABCWUA letter indicating that ABCWUA needed a Level A 

13 approval to be able to proceed with negotiating a 

14 Development Agreement, which they also requested as 

15 condition of approval.  

16 By extension, then, approval of the Level B Master Plan 

17 without a Development Agreement in place could then call 

18 into question whether the July 29, 2014, letter documented 

19 as finding 18, which required the Development Agreement, 

20 was, in fact, sufficient documentation to have done the 

21 Level A approval.

22 I think moving forward without the Development 

23 Agreement puts us in several quandaries, and I just would 

24 summarize it as this.  I do understand when starting these 

25 master plan applications for the applicant, it is a chicken 
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 1 and egg question with regard to water availability, and I do 

 2 appreciate the Utility's need or nod from this CPC saying, 

 3 "Yes, this is a development that we're intending on seeing 

 4 going forward."  That's occurs at the Level A proposal.

 5 So I guess my challenging question and meant to lighten 

 6 the letter a little bit is, yes, we have a chicken-and-egg 

 7 problem.  With the approval of the Level A Master Plan, we 

 8 provided the chicken, and what we really need from the 

 9 ABCWUA for the applicant to move forward is the egg.  Thank 

10 you.  I'll stand for any questions.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  You know, what bothers me is that 

12 they haven't had board meeting to discuss this thing, and we 

13 keep talking to Staff.  I don't know.  Are they -- do they 

14 make policy there for everything?  I mean, what -- it looks 

15 like they -- the board is not interested in even hearing 

16 this proposal, or what's going over there?  

17 MR. McGREGOR:  Chairman Chavez -- and I don't want 

18 to speak or get too far into the Utility process as I'm 

19 intimately involved with that.  I think the basic problem we 

20 have is that a draft of the Development Agreement hasn't 

21 been able to be reached between the applicant and the Water 

22 Utility Authority.  Barring that, there's no way that 

23 Utility staff could take something forward to the Board for 

24 a decision or determination, and I'm not sure I'd really 

25 want to go into any more detail than that.  That's how I 
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 1 understand the --

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, you know, the process here 

 3 is somebody applies.  They come in front of us, okay, and 

 4 then decisions are made here.  Is it different other there?  

 5 If staff don't want to hear it, the Board doesn't hear it?  

 6 MR. McGREGOR:  Again, Chairman, I don't -- don't 

 7 really have knowledge to speak as to their process.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Because that's what it sounds to 

 9 me, that the Staff is saying, no, the board's not even going 

10 to look at it.  I mean, if staff can recommend it not be 

11 approved, but I still think that they should be able to have 

12 a hearing.  I mean, that's why they have a board there, and 

13 I don't know what the process is over there, if the 

14 applicant has applied for this Development Agreement and 

15 it's just stuck there with Staff.  I mean -- you know, so, I 

16 mean, I would like to hear those answers, you know, and I 

17 think something's going to have to be done here, because we 

18 have -- I mean, you know, it's not the applicant's fault 

19 either if they don't even hear it, and if the board hears, I 

20 mean, they can deny it or approve it, but here we have staff 

21 denying and approving things, and I don't know if that's 

22 their place.  So that's one area that I want to get into 

23 with them, because this thing is -- you know, this went -- 

24 like you said, they sent a letter with the Level A.  We 

25 pushed it over to Level B.  The County Commission approved a 
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 1 condition that says that they have to have one before it's 

 2 approved.  They knew that, and now, nothing has been done 

 3 over there.  

 4 Now, they're trying to change the rules, our rules 

 5 saying that we're not going to do anything until Level B is 

 6 approved, and the next thing they're going to say is we're 

 7 not going to approve anything until Level C is approved.  I 

 8 think that this needs to get to hearing somewhere over there 

 9 with the Board, and to make a final decision, because staff 

10 keeps sending us letter from over there, but those letters 

11 don't really have no teeth to them.  They don't mean 

12 anything, and I'd like for the Chairman of the Water Board 

13 to send us such notice, you know, that that's where they're 

14 at or whatever, but I think we're going to have to 

15 communicate this to them through our Staff and saying this 

16 is where we're at, and we need -- we need some action.  I 

17 mean, you know, either hear it or don't hear it, but they're 

18 not going to be over here telling how we're going to run or 

19 process so -- 

20 MR. McGREGOR:  And, Chairman Chavez -- and, again, 

21 you know, I have a lot of respect for the particular staff 

22 member that sent the letter, and I do understand being in 

23 similar position.  Sometimes it's hard to know how to 

24 navigate through some of these difficulties.  

25 What I am concerned about is that, you know, they do 
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 1 have a Level A approval with an outlying of land use, and 

 2 yet, we've not even been able to get to an agreed to 

 3 conceptual plan in terms of how to serve the larger scale of 

 4 the development, and that's alluded to in the letter, and 

 5 that is the piece that I don't understand.  I can understand 

 6 some reluctance to go too far with the Level B until they 

 7 have an approval, but even with that, you know, they have 

 8 the applicant's plan in front of this.  It would be 

 9 something that I would consider an 80 percent plan if you 

10 want to think of it that way, which should be adequate room 

11 for discussion and at least some preliminary determinations, 

12 and then it could be conditioned in a Development Agreement 

13 just like we have conditions in ours with the applicant, and 

14 therein lies my concern.  I just don't understand the lack 

15 of forward progress at this point in time.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, you know, it just bothers 

17 me that their agency is running this thing, and I understand 

18 where we have our Staff and they come and recommend to us 

19 what, you know, we should be doing, and they guide us in the 

20 right direction.  Over there, they're just saying we're not 

21 going to get it, and I don't think they have the authority 

22 to do that.  And, you know, I'm going to instruct our Staff 

23 to start drafting a letter to the Chairman of the Water 

24 Board, and I'll sign it, and we'll go through it, and I 

25 think we need to put them on notice that, hey, we want some 
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 1 action here, and you know, what they're telling is the 

 2 conditions that the County Commission put on here don't mean 

 3 nothing to us, and it kind of bothers me, because the County 

 4 Commission is part of that Board, you know, and I don't know 

 5 where the disconnect is, and we haven't been able to get to 

 6 that.  So I'd like to get to the bottom of that, and I will 

 7 proceed on this thing as soon as, you know, we -- 

 8 MR. McGREGOR:  And, Mr. Chair, I'll be more than 

 9 happy to work with Zoning Staff on moving that -- drafting a 

10 potential letter for you.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  And, you know, so we get 

12 some official notices here of what's going on.  I mean, you 

13 know, we keep -- somebody said that they sent emails or 

14 texts about -- I understand some of them.  We get a letter 

15 from -- this last one that we got saying that they want us 

16 to change the condition and which we don't have the 

17 authority to do.  The County Commission's the only one that 

18 has that authority, but at the same time here we are trying 

19 to recommend to the plan -- to the County Commission the 

20 best document we can send up up there, and without those 

21 documents, it's not a complete document, you know, and I'm 

22 not blaming the developer, and I'm not blaming anybody.  I'm 

23 blaming the Water Board at this point that their inaction 

24 when somebody -- some staff is making decisions for the 

25 Water Board, and I think that we need to get past that.  So 
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 1 thank you very much.  

 2 Commissioner Chavez.

 3 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Thank you, Mr. McGregor, for 

 4 to that thorough summary.  Could you -- in your -- while you 

 5 were reading the document, I just want to make sure I heard 

 6 something clearly, that you think there may be a legal issue 

 7 that would -- I didn't watch that.  Could you please restate 

 8 that and then -- 

 9 MR. McGREGOR:  Yes.  Chairman Chavez and 

10 Commissioner, there were a couple of things, and I'm not a 

11 legal expertise, so I really see my job is to raise 

12 questions for Mike to answer.  So kind of put Mike on the 

13 spot a little bit with this.  The problem that we have is 

14 that at Level A, the applicant is to show physical and legal 

15 availability of water.  We have the initial letter, which I 

16 do thank the Utility for, because at least it was a nod 

17 saying, yes, we are willing to enter into negotiations, but 

18 there are certain things that have will to be met.  One of 

19 those that they said was they wanted a condition of 

20 approval; i.e., that they -- the applicant had the 

21 Development Agreement.  That was the basis for the Level A 

22 approval, and my question or query is if we were to move 

23 forward with an approval without a Development Agreement 

24 that was specified in the basis for the Level A approval, 

25 does that then open the satisfaction of the Level A 
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 1 requirement to question in retrospect, and therein lies the 

 2 question, and I would hate to see the County, particularly 

 3 the CPC, get opened up to that unknowingly.

 4 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Thanks.  That's 

 5 what I was -- 

 6 MR. GARCIA:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Chavez, 

 7 I'll try to make this as clear as possible.  It might take a 

 8 few steps to explain, but I think the short answer is that 

 9 the Bernalillo County Commission is the only body that can 

10 change the condition that it adopted for the Level A Master 

11 Plan.  That said, anything that comes up from the CPC will 

12 only be a recommendation.  So the CPC cannot change the 

13 condition that's in the Level A Master Plan, and there -- 

14 whether the -- so whatever the Commission here would 

15 recommend would be only that.  It would only be a 

16 recommendation at any stage and on any part of the Level B 

17 that we're looking at now.

18 So -- and I think maybe the gentleman, Mr. Cadena, from 

19 the Water Authority maybe misunderstood possibly what the 

20 CPC's actual authority was when he wrote that last line of 

21 the letter, or maybe he's asking for some sort of a 

22 provisional recommendation of approval that could go to the 

23 BCC.  It's possible that that's what he's asking for, but 

24 that's just a guess on my part.  So the bottom line though 

25 is that only BCC can change a condition.  
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 1 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:   That's what I wanted to hear.  

 2 MR. McGREGOR:  And, Mr. Chair and Commissioner, I 

 3 do -- in fairness to the applicant, the way the condition is 

 4 stated it says, "Prior to approval of the Level B."  It does 

 5 not specify whether it's at the CPC or is it the BCC, so 

 6 there is a little bit of vagary in there, but again, I just 

 7 believe that that's your responsibility as a Board, not 

 8 meaning to tell you what to do, but I think that 

 9 determination does need to be -- 

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I understand that, that we 

11 don't approve the plan here.  It's approved at the County 

12 Commission level, but the County Commission has instructed 

13 us with commission -- with conditions that have to be met, 

14 and our recommendation, how can we start applying zoning if 

15 we don't even know if there's water available for this 

16 place.  So, you know, it's kind of catch 22 here that, yeah, 

17 we could send it up to the Commission without the approval.  

18 I mean, we're not going to change the condition.  It's going 

19 to stay there.  I mean, you know, but I think the Water 

20 Board here is -- needs to take some action.  I mean, they 

21 need to -- and I think it needs to gets up to the Board.  I 

22 mean -- because this is a thing that's been going on for 

23 over a year.  They know what is required of the County, and 

24 they could -- that Board can say yes or no, too.  I mean, 

25 you know, if it's -- and if they're not going to give them 
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 1 water, well, then what's the use of us wasting our time here 

 2 trying to put zoning on there.  So that's -- I think that's 

 3 where we're at.  So thank you very much.  

 4 Any other questions?  Thank you.

 5 MR. McGREGOR:  Thank you, sir.  

 6 MR. MAESTAS:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioners, 

 7 thank you for the opportunity to speak in front of you 

 8 today.  My name is Ken Maestas with public Service Company 

 9 of New Mexico, 2401 Aztec, Northeast, 87107.

10 I have one comment.  It's regarding permissive use 

11 language in the Zoning Code.  Our concern -- and we have met 

12 with the applicant's agent, and I believe we're on the same 

13 page going forward to make sure that this language is 

14 addressed.  Our preference is for explicit language stating 

15 that -- well, I can't speak for the other dry utilities, but 

16 that the dry utilities are permissive use in all zones.  

17 That's for clarification going forward.  I think Juanita 

18 mention that, too, that someone looking at this document at 

19 a later date, we want to make sure that this is consistent 

20 and clear.  We want to be able to provide service.  

21 Obviously we're mandated by the PRC to provide service to 

22 individual houses and businesses, and we would like to just 

23 see the explicit language in the Zoning Code, and I stand 

24 for any questions.  

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions.  If not, thank you 
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 1 very much.

 2 MR. MAESTAS:  Thank you.  

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Staff, is that it?  Is that it?  

 4 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, that concludes the Staff 

 5 presentation.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  There was a request that 

 7 you mentioned a while ago.

 8 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, yes, there was a request 

 9 from the Atrisco Land Grant to speak as -- as an agency.  So 

10 you could consider that now, or they can speak later.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Now, I mean, we're not here to 

12 decide who's an agency and who's not.  So, you know, I can't 

13 recognize them as an agency, but who is here from the Land 

14 Grant?  Okay.  And how much time did you need?  

15 MR. J. CHAVEZ:  Enough to just read this letter 

16 into the record.

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  And I am going to give you 

18 the courtesy of doing that, and why don't you come up and do 

19 it right away, and then we're going to take a five-minute 

20 break.  And name and address for the record and who you 

21 represent.  

22 MR. J. CHAVEZ:  I'm reading this letter into the 

23 record on behalf of the Town of Atrisco Grant, and the 

24 Atrisco Elders Board, and it comes from Jerome Padilla, 

25 who's the President of the Board of Trustees and the Elders 
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 1 Board of Town of Atrisco Grant, address 2708 Rosendo Garcia, 

 2 Southwest, Atrisco, New Mexico, 87105.  

 3 This is addressed to Bernalillo County Commission, 

 4 Mr. Joe Chavez, Chair, and to the Members of the Commission.  

 5 Subject, Town of Atrisco Grant, denial of the Santolina 

 6 Master Plan, today July 21st, 2016.  Mr. Chavez and Fellow 

 7 County Planning Commissioners, the Town of Atrisco Grant 

 8 Board of Trustees and the Town of Atrisco Land Grant Elders 

 9 Board have not received any requests for review or approval 

10 from WALH, Barclays, or the Garrett Group for development 

11 within the exterior boundaries of the Town of Atrisco Grant.  

12 land patent area.  

13 Furthermore, large scale development is not included in 

14 our comprehensive plan.  Water rights and impairment is a 

15 major concern.  Evaluation of in-fill versus sprawl 

16 development and violations of the Treaty of Guadalupe 

17 Hidalgo preserved, which rights and privileges are recognize 

18 and humanity's civil, political, and religious guarantee to 

19 people of New Mexico by the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo 

20 shall be preserved inviolate.  I said "inviolate," Article 

21 II, Section 5, New Mexico State Constitution.  

22 The Atrisco Board of Trustees has previously 

23 communicated concerns at both the CPC and County Planning 

24 Commission meetings that Bernalillo County does not have 

25 sole jurisdiction to approve or deny large-scale development 
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 1 without the approval of the Town of Atrisco Grant Board of 

 2 Directors and Trustees and the Elders Board.  

 3 Any future review would require addressing this 

 4 tremendous outcry by the Atrisco community against Barclays, 

 5 WALH, and the Garrett Group, whose lack of collaboration 

 6 with the residents of our great community has created huge 

 7 divide and distrust. 

 8 Therefore, it is decision of the Town of Atrisco Grant 

 9 Board of Trustees, Atrisco Grant Elders Board to deny the 

10 Santolina plans and request that Bernalillo County refer the 

11 developer to submit their plans for review to the Town of 

12 Atrisco Grant political subdivision and entity, Elders Board 

13 and Atrisco Planning Commission.  The Town of Atrisco Grant 

14 is also a municipal corporation as noted in numerous court 

15 cases having voted to incorporate January 15th, 1892, under 

16 the territorial laws and the Board of Elders successfully 

17 petitioned the New Mexico legislature to a political 

18 subdivision -- to become a political subdivision operating 

19 under Chapter 49, New Mexico Statutes Annotated of the State 

20 of New Mexico.  Submitted sincerely by Jerome Padilla, 

21 President Board of Trustees, Elders Board, Town of Atrisco 

22 Land Grant.  

23 So, yes, we're submitting this as --

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you very much.  

25 MR. J. CHAVEZ:  -- an agent.  
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 1 reflected in Accela.  So they're not in the matrix.  

 2 We responded to those as sort of -- I'll refer to them 

 3 as outside Accela memorandums with a memorandum of our own 

 4 responding back.  We can and will incorporate those into the 

 5 matrix, but I just wanted to be clear, that's where that 

 6 disconnect may be, is there are comments that are -- that 

 7 have come in from outside of that process separate.  We've 

 8 responded to those separately, and we'll bring those into 

 9 the matrix.  We were trying to figure out why -- where that 

10 -- where that wasn't all covered in the matrix as we were 

11 going through the hearing.  So that's -- 

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.  

13 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  I think that would be great if 

14 you went through and made sure that every agency's, whether 

15 it's a memo or, you know, a handwritten note, whatever, that 

16 it ends up in that document and that you are actually able 

17 to get the Staff response or that the Staff can add their 

18 response, and so things can get closed.  It's only going to 

19 serve everybody's purpose to have items closed out so that 

20 we keep narrowing down and focusing on open items.

21 MR. STROZIER:  Correct.  

22 MS. HERTEL:  And so I'd really appreciate -- 

23 MR. STROZIER:  I completely agree.  

24 MS. HERTEL:  If I was in your shoes, I'd go and 

25 probably meet with every single agency and make sure that 
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 1 you've got all their comments, so that there's something -- 

 2 that there is nothing lingering out there that all of a 

 3 sudden pops up in a memo.  Okay?  So that's a strong 

 4 recommendation.

 5 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  Agreed.  

 6 MS. HERTEL:  Thank you.

 7 MR. STROZIER:  And so I wanted to explain -- 

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Jim, give me your name and 

 9 address for the record.  

10 MR. STROZIER:  I did.  

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Oh, you did?  

12 MR. STROZIER:  I did.  I'm sorry.  

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Let me ask you a question before 

14 we get into this and, you know, about the Water Authority.  

15 Now, you have applied -- because, you know, we've been 

16 hearing from them directly and -- but not from you, what did 

17 -- did you apply for an agreement with them?  

18 MR. STROZIER:  So let me just make sure.  I did 

19 write down some notes relative to that in terms of the 

20 status.  So -- so basically soon after the Level A approval, 

21 we have been -- we have reached out to the Water Authority 

22 recognizing that we had this condition.  So those -- those 

23 discussions and meetings started taking place soon after the 

24 Level A Development Agreement.  We have -- as part of our 

25 Level B submittal, we prepared the more detailed water and 
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 1 wastewater master plans, which we submitted not only to the 

 2 County as part of this process but directly to the Water 

 3 Authority.  We -- and then we have actually prepared a draft 

 4 Development Agreement, which we have formally submitted to 

 5 the Water Authority for their review, and to date we have 

 6 not received comments back, and we have not been scheduled 

 7 for any agenda before the Water Authority's Board.

 8 So as -- I think from our side, all the materials have 

 9 been provided to them.  It is in their hands, and I know 

10 that, just as another update, they are in the process of 

11 updating their water resources management plan and are 

12 incorporating Santolina and some of the -- trying to make 

13 that as current an effort as possible.  They're in that 

14 proceeds, and I understand that they will be -- they 

15 anticipate being complete with that process in September.  

16 So I think that's one of the things that is, from their 

17 side, from an internal side from the Water Authority, has 

18 been -- they wanted to wait until they got that done.  

19 We certainly welcome any input or assistance from this 

20 Body and the County in helping to move this along.  It is 

21 outside of our control to make that happen.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Let me ask you a question, and I 

23 don't have any -- I don't know how that process is when you 

24 apply for something with the Water Board like you applied.  

25 What's the process?  I mean, do you apply and then they go 
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 1 through what we go through and then have a hearing?  Is 

 2 that -- 

 3 MR. STROZIER:  My understanding is it's not -- 

 4 it's not like that, and so I'm not sure that I can speak to 

 5 exactly how it works, but basically the director determines 

 6 what's going to be on the agenda, and they work with the 

 7 chair to set those agendas as they go toward.  

 8 We would welcome the opportunity to be -- basically our 

 9 goal is, I think, similar to yours that we have a condition, 

10 and we're trying to move this forward so that we can say 

11 that we have met that condition and --

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So do you feel that you have sent 

13 all the documents that they need to have a hearing?  

14 MR. STROZIER:  I believe -- I believe so.  There 

15 probably are some interim steps.  I would -- I would assume 

16 that we would get some comments back on the documents that 

17 we've submitted.  We could make any revisions and move 

18 forward in preparation for a hearing.  So right now, it's -- 

19 and we have been -- we have had meetings.  We're in 

20 communication.  It's not that we haven't had those 

21 conversations.  It's just moving it from where it is today 

22 to getting an actual agreement done.  Getting before the 

23 board hasn't happened to date, and we don't -- we don't seem 

24 to have the authority to make that happen.  

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Now, one of the things that 
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 1 they're talking about is that they don't want to do anything 

 2 until Level B is done.  

 3 MR. STROZIER:  That's the -- 

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Who makes those decisions over 

 5 there?  Is there a policy?  I mean, who -- I mean, it sounds 

 6 like the staff is just saying no, and that's it.  You know, 

 7 "We're not -- we don't need to consult the board on this 

 8 thing."  I mean, what's going on there?  

 9 MR. STROZIER:  I don't know.  I think we share 

10 your frustration a little in that -- in that regard.  I 

11 think it would be helpful if we -- if we were to get 

12 communication from the board as to what they -- what they 

13 want to see happen.  I mean, this is -- and this is 

14 something that was recognized in the readoption of the 

15 planned communities criteria when the County readopted that 

16 document.  When the planned communities criteria was 

17 originally developed, the Water Authority didn't even exist, 

18 and so there was an addendum that was included at the front 

19 end of the PCC that said we recognize that some things have 

20 changed, and that was certainly one of the big items that 

21 have changed as it relates to that process.  

22 So when the PCC was done, the City was in control of 

23 the Water Authority, and it was anticipated that all of 

24 these urbanizing areas would be annexed into the City prior 

25 to their development.  Obviously we are in a very different 
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 1 world.  Annexation is not the -- is not what's anticipated 

 2 to happen for these areas.  They're anticipated to stay 

 3 within Bernalillo County, and the Water Authority is now a 

 4 separate political jurisdiction that controls the water.  

 5 And we're -- and so it's -- this is one of the problems 

 6 whenever we have a condition that requires a third party who 

 7 neither the County nor the applicant has control over, but 

 8 they have to do something in order for us to meet that 

 9 condition, and so we're kind of stuck in between on that, 

10 but we would welcome any -- any help we could get towards 

11 moving that along.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And, you know, I understand, you 

13 know, but we keep getting communications from them to us, 

14 but they don't communicate with you, and you're the 

15 applicant.

16 MR. STROZIER:  Well, we have -- we're having 

17 communication with them as well, so we are -- we are --

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  No, but you were saying that you 

19 haven't had any -- telling you, "This is what we need."  

20 MR. STROZIER:  We have not -- we have not gotten 

21 specific comments on the draft Development Agreement, and we 

22 have not -- we don't have a schedule from them other than 

23 their -- I think now, we have pretty clear indication from 

24 the staff that their preference is that they would rather 

25 have this condition moved, if you will, revised and moved to 
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 1 post Level B, and that's where their comfort level lies, but 

 2 that's not what the condition says, and so we've been 

 3 working towards trying to get a Level A Development 

 4 Agreement with the Water Authority.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, I think that if they want 

 6 that condition moved, it should come from the board, not 

 7 from the staff, because this is a legal thing that the 

 8 County Commission put a condition on there, on Level A, and 

 9 it's -- you know, that's almost like law.

10 MR. STROZIER:  Right.

11 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Because, you know, it's done in a 

12 public meeting, and these people, they're -- just have staff 

13 telling us, "No.  We want this.  We want that."  I mean, 

14 this is -- this is getting a little serious not only for 

15 this case but for any other case that we have to deal with 

16 the Water Authority, you know.  I mean, and if we have a 

17 board just like we do -- I mean, we have two boards.  We 

18 have this one, and we have the County Commission, and what 

19 confuses me is that the County Commission is part of that 

20 board, and I don't know where the disconnect is or what's 

21 going on with this thing, but the Commission put a condition 

22 on there.  This condition is not -- it can't be removed by 

23 us.  The only one that can take the condition off, I guess 

24 if they wanted to, is the County Commission, but the point 

25 is that we're in the County Planning Commission stage now of 
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 1 hearing this thing, and we've got to abide by what the 

 2 Commission told us to do.  It's a condition that this thing 

 3 has to be in place.

 4 MR. STROZIER:  Right.  I share your --

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Now  I grant you that it's not us 

 6 that's going to approve the agreement.  It's the County 

 7 Commission, but how do they expect us to do zoning not 

 8 knowing that there's any water available to this place?  And 

 9 they want us to zone this big project, and they're not 

10 saying, "Yeah.  We'll provide water if it happens," you 

11 know.  So that's where we're at, so -- and I know your 

12 frustration, and we're frustrated, and I don't know if 

13 they're frustrated or what, but I think we need some 

14 communication, who's frustrated more.  

15 Commissioner, go ahead.

16 MR. MALRY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

17 Jim, who are -- who are the individuals you're 

18 communicating with Water Authority?  Last I heard, I think 

19 Mr. Sanchez was heading it up.  Is that still true?  

20 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  We are in communication with 

21 I would say all levels of -- multiple levels of the staff 

22 from Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Stomp, on down.

23 MR. MALRY:  It's my understanding when they put -- 

24 when they created the Water Authority, as I remember exactly 

25 when they did it -- it's my understanding that there are a 
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 1 couple of County Commissioners, maybe a couple of City 

 2 Counselors, and -- 

 3 MR. STROZIER:  The Mayor.  

 4 MR. MALRY:  -- the Mayor and some other 

 5 individuals that serve on that board; is that correct?  

 6 MR. STROZIER:  That is correct.

 7 MR. MALRY:  Mr. Chairman, I kind of share your 

 8 frustration toward that.  I think we need to have someone to 

 9 -- maybe someone else besides staff.  If our Staff are not 

10 getting any information, maybe we ought to go to plan B, 

11 which I don't know what plan B would be, but what I'm really 

12 saying is that we need to get someone to really talk to 

13 Mr. Sanchez who's headed this up since its inception, and 

14 someone can maybe communicate with him and see whether he 

15 can communicate with the board.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I'll be drafting a letter, 

17 and it will go to the chairman of the board so that maybe we 

18 can start some communication there.  I mean, we don't want 

19 to tell them what to do but -- 

20 MR. MALRY:  Mr. Chairman, we need some directions.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Because the water and sewer is 

22 very important to any zoning that we --

23 MR. MALRY:  Sure.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- create in this County, you 

25 know, and --

TR- 90
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 MR. MALRY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So I appreciate that, and -- 

 3 okay.  I just want to do -- because I hadn't talked with the 

 4 applicant as to what's going on between the Water Board and 

 5 them, and so, you know, and trying to clear this thing up, 

 6 and I hate to hold anything back, because somebody -- but 

 7 they keep changing the thing, you know.  First, I think it 

 8 was an agreement almost that, you know, we push it from 

 9 Level A to Level B, and that was done by us and the County 

10 Commission.  Now, they want us to push it from Level B to 

11 Level C, and then what after that?  I mean, you know, we get 

12 it all approved, and then they might not give you water, you 

13 know.  So thank you.  Go ahead and do your presentation.  

14 Oh, Commissioner.

15 MS. HERTEL:  Do you have more of your 

16 presentation?  Otherwise, I have some other questions that's 

17 non-water related.  

18 MR. STROZIER:  I do have -- I do have, so if it -- 

19 MS. HERTEL:  All right.  I'll wait for you.  

20 MR. STROZIER:  And I'm happy if you stop me when 

21 I'm at the appropriate time and get your questions in.  That 

22 would -- that would be great.

23 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.

24 MR. STROZIER:  All right.  So, once again, we 

25 compiled the different components of the matrix, and once 
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 1 again, those agency comments were the ones in Accela.  We 

 2 broke out the planned communities criteria and the Level A 

 3 conditions of approval, and we provided that both in hard 

 4 copy and then in the Excel spreadsheet for Staff so that we 

 5 could start filling out those -- those additional columns 

 6 that you had requested at the last meeting, and we're just 

 7 now going through those.  We just got those comments -- some 

 8 of those comments back from the various agencies that we're 

 9 reviewing right now, and I agree that our goal is to provide 

10 that -- 

11 MS. VEREECKE:  Do you want that shown on the 

12 screen?  

13 MR. STROZIER:  Oh, did it go away from the screen?  

14 Let's see if we can -- it was on there.  

15 MS. NELSON:  I guess our lights are on, but the 

16 screen is off.

17 MR. STROZIER:  But they'll flicker occasionally. 

18 There we go.  Okay.  Thank you.  I didn't realize it was not 

19 on the screen.  It was on my little screen.  

20 All right.  So and then the Level A conditions of 

21 approval, and we'll go through those as we move forward.  So 

22 -- and I'm going to go through this real quickly in terms of 

23 this part of the presentation, the various -- the various 

24 hearings and what we -- what we went through in terms of the 

25 initial introduction and then transportation.  So just so 
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 1 you all know, so the Level A transportation document, the 

 2 technical appendix has been revised and amended and 

 3 provided.  The Level B transportation analysis has also been 

 4 revised based on the comments and concerns that were 

 5 expressed, and so those places where we say that we've made 

 6 changes to the document for those technical appendices, 

 7 those have been made, and that new document, revised 

 8 document has been provided to Staff.

 9 We have gotten requests through this process to add 

10 additional cross-sections for the transportation system, and 

11 we got some comments -- We've gotten some additional 

12 comments on those, and we'll continue to make -- make 

13 revisions.  

14 I think just from a graphic standpoint, Commissioner 

15 Kelly, your question about the wall, I think that's just 

16 designed to graphically put an edge to the right-of-way.  

17 It's not necessarily that there will be a wall there.  There 

18 could be additional landscaping.  It could be a low wall.  

19 It could be a building, depending on where we are in the 

20 context of the master plan, and so what that sidewalk -- you 

21 know, these are all done as typical cross-sections.  The 

22 anticipation is that as you move forward with specific 

23 projects in the different character areas, that there -- 

24 these would be slightly revised or enhanced depending on 

25 where they are in the project and what land uses they're 
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 1 adjacent to.  So there is an incorporation and a correlation 

 2 between specific site development plans that will happen 

 3 adjacent to these roadways, but we just have no way of 

 4 nothing what that is, and we can't see them yet.  So we just 

 5 put that up as a -- kind of as a graphic delineated of what 

 6 happens within the right-of-way, and we can't see yet what's 

 7 happening on the outside of the right-of-way, and so it's 

 8 not meant to imply that there will always be a wall.  There 

 9 could be a wall.  There could be a building.  There could be 

10 landscaping.  There could be a number of things that happen 

11 in that area.  So graphically that just indicates what the 

12 -- what the -- what it is.

13 So with regard to land use and zoning, I think, number 

14 one, you heard a lot of work has gone into a lot of 

15 meetings, a lot of collaboration.  I certainly want to thank 

16 Juanita for all of her time and efforts relative to that.  

17 As you heard, we still have a couple of things that we need 

18 to make sure -- we need to go back through it.  PNM's 

19 comments on dry utilities, we will do that.  We're 

20 scheduling a meeting for next week.  We will also include 

21 Andrew from MRCOG in that meeting to make sure that we go 

22 through the design standards at this time.  

23 So we have provided new text in both the land use 

24 element and the zoning element.  That's provided.  Once 

25 again, the design standards, we're still working on those, 
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 1 so they weren't included in that latest draft.  Our goal is 

 2 to get that completed and back to you and incorporated into 

 3 that zoning -- that zoning chapter at that time.

 4 All right.  Government Services, Parks and Recreation, 

 5 make sure I addressed -- oh, so maybe this is a good point 

 6 to go back to transportation just for a moment and talk 

 7 about -- and this applies not just to transportation but 

 8 this idea of system versus project infrastructure, and 

 9 that's a concept that is in the approved Development 

10 Agreement, and basically what that Development Agreement 

11 said is that project infrastructure is infrastructure that 

12 solely serves the project itself, and system infrastructure 

13 are those infrastructure items that may have a regional or 

14 an outside of just the people that live in Santolina 

15 component, and basically the agreement says that anything 

16 that is project infrastructure, so only serves the project, 

17 is 100 percent bourn by the developer.  Something that is 

18 system infrastructure is a shared expense, and so those -- 

19 those -- that share isn't determined at this point, but that 

20 will be determined as you move forward with specific traffic 

21 impact analyses and those type of things, and it's 

22 anticipated that that will be part of maybe the MTP 

23 conversation as that gets updated every five years, and then 

24 we also heard that reference with Parks and Open Space, and 

25 I'll -- I'll speak to that. 
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 1 So I wanted to -- and I think that MRCOG mentioned it 

 2 and also Mr. Meadows with County Staff that we are working 

 3 with them to put together delineation on the transportation 

 4 side of what is project and what is system infrastructure, 

 5 and we're creating a list, and so we're going through the 

 6 process to do that, and that was a condition that Richard 

 7 had mentioned, and we're in agreement with that as -- as we 

 8 move forward.

 9 In terms of government and public services as it 

10 relates to parks, once again, that graphic that's in the 

11 document that is the growth projections from the PROS plan, 

12 if that's not helpful, we're okay with taking it out.  We 

13 were trying to incorporate that in, because we were 

14 referencing the PROS plan, and that plan actually got 

15 adopted by the County in between Level A and where we are 

16 today, and so it's a fairly recent document, so we pulled 

17 that plan in.  If that map isn't helpful, we'll -- we can 

18 take it out.  Sounds like -- it sounds like the 

19 recommendation is to take it out.

20 I've talked to -- and so the project versus system 

21 infrastructure, so what we tried to do in the text, and 

22 we'll continue to work with Mr. Barney on refining this, was 

23 recognize that on certain elements, so aquatics centers, 

24 there's a -- there's a certain level of pool, typical County 

25 pool that's an outdoor pool that's an aquatics center.  Well 
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 1 the West Mesa Aquatics Center is also an aquatics center, 

 2 and so what we were trying to recognize that -- and put 

 3 some, a little bit of an option, clarification, if you will, 

 4 in that text that most likely if it's just a typical pool 

 5 that's aquatics center that's anticipated in the PROS plan, 

 6 that will be project infrastructure.  

 7 If the County and the Parks Department wants to make 

 8 that something bigger, something more regional in nature, 

 9 like the West Mesa Aquatics Center that's going to bring 

10 people in from all over the community to use that facility, 

11 then that would be considered a system infrastructure.  It's 

12 not just for the neighborhoods in Santolina.  It's for the 

13 community as a whole.  So that's why we put that language 

14 in.  

15 It wasn't intended to imply that if it was a standard 

16 -- the standard thing, that it wouldn't be project 

17 infrastructure.  It's just recognizing that there are 

18 different levels of aquatic center or parks, regional parks.  

19 For instance, the new West Side Baseball Complex, it's a 

20 regional park, but it's really regional -- it's going to get 

21 used and attract users from not only the whole City of 

22 Albuquerque and Bernalillo County, but it's designed to 

23 attract tournaments from with people from outside.  So 

24 that's that -- that's the distinguishing element there that 

25 we just wanted to recognize that there is a possibility that 
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 1 some types of facilities might be -- might be needed, might 

 2 be anticipated, might be located here that would be more 

 3 system in nature.

 4 All right.  The land-use plan, significant changes have 

 5 happened to the land-use plan as it has moved forward.  This 

 6 was our original application, and now, you can see that not 

 7 only do we have a finer breakdown in terms of those uses and 

 8 have responded to a number of requests and dialogue and 

 9 meetings that have taken place, but we have also tried to 

10 use this to identify where those future facilities are going 

11 to be, so neighborhood parks, schools and try and get those 

12 incorporated into the land-use plan at this stage.  And so 

13 some of those aren't 100 percent defined yet, because we 

14 don't know exactly how -- where they're going to be located, 

15 but the intent is that this land-use plan sets the 

16 expectation that that's -- that those facilities will be 

17 incorporated.  

18 And I think Mr. Barney's request that we come up with 

19 some thresholds or how -- a mechanism as to how those things 

20 like neighborhood parks that are designed to serve a certain 

21 population threshold, how they're -- what thresholds we have 

22 built in and how they're incorporated into the platting and 

23 development process.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Commissioner, did you have a 

25 question?  
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 1 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.  Will you be seeking 

 2 platting of the zoning districts?  

 3 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  We anticipate that to be a 

 4 condition of approval, and so -- so the zoning which is -- 

 5 which is the zoning map, that is sort of brought out into 

 6 more of a macro, bringing the zoning districts together.  So 

 7 those two things work as companion documents, the land-use 

 8 plan and the zoning plan, and it's anticipated that we will 

 9 plat the zoning districts at this time, and then as 

10 individual neighborhoods come online and that finer grain of 

11 streets and facilities come online and platting occurs at 

12 the Level C plan level, that we start to break out pieces of 

13 that, because we're not going to -- we're not going to 

14 develop anything in -- and these are -- these are really 

15 large blocks at the zoning -- at the zoning level.  So 

16 that's -- I don't know if that answers your question, but 

17 that's -- that's our -- that's what we've been working on 

18 with this. 

19 So the zone map, this was a new map that was -- has 

20 been added, and in reference, I think there was also a 

21 question on the open space and what we'll call the 

22 escarpment areas of the major public open space.  So we did 

23 create a specific zone for those areas, and those are 

24 consistent with what was identified in the Level A Master 

25 Plan that was -- and I'll just real quickly, that was done 
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 1 sort of with two components.  One is those are part of areas 

 2 -- there was a component of that that was identified in the 

 3 Comprehensive Plan as major public open space.  Those were 

 4 more schematic, and then we have actually enhanced and made 

 5 those areas larger based on the topography, looking at the 

 6 actual topography of the area.  So at the Level A we did a 

 7 detailed slope analysis, and that was used to develop those 

 8 areas.  So it wasn't just -- we didn't just take the 

 9 specific areas that were identified as major public open 

10 space in the Comprehensive Plan.  We actually expanded those 

11 areas to more completely conform to the data we that now 

12 have, which I don't think they had when they -- when they 

13 mapped some of those things.

14 All right.  So we've got the planned communities 

15 criteria.  Just a couple of updates, one of the conditions, 

16 PCC requirements is a class II archeological survey.  We 

17 have a letter in your packet from the SHPO on that.  We have 

18 -- it has been completed.  SWCA was the consultants.  They 

19 actually scoped and came up with a survey with the sampling 

20 criteria and the sampling plan in concert with the SHPO, and 

21 they've -- and they've prepared that document.  It's gone to 

22 SHPO for their review.  They had make minor comments back, 

23 and that is being final -- I think that's -- if it hasn't 

24 been finalized, it's being finalized as we speak.  We did 

25 get that letter back, and it actually provided some guidance 
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 1 moving forward with Level C plans as we move forward.  

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Commissioner.

 3 MS. HERTEL:  And when will we see the mitigation 

 4 plan for the sites that were listed?  

 5 MR. STROZIER:  So the mitigation plan for the 

 6 specific sites will come as a part of the -- so there's 

 7 probably a couple things.  One is there are sites that were 

 8 identified as part of this class II that are -- that are 

 9 included in that and that as those areas are developed, we 

10 will -- we will do the mitigation plans and either data 

11 collection.  There's a number of ways that can happen, but 

12 that will take place prior to development of those specific 

13 areas, and then there's a number of areas that based on the 

14 nature of a class II survey versus class III that have not 

15 been class III surveyed yet.  Those will have to be -- have 

16 class III surveys done as a -- prior to development or Level 

17 C planning for those areas, and any sites that are 

18 identified will be mitigated as a part of those specific 

19 projects, so -- 

20 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  My understanding from reading 

21 the letter from SHPO was that some of the sites couldn't be 

22 determined if they needed to be listed sites until they did 

23 further testing like in the near future, not with 

24 development or Level C or anything that's associated with a 

25 class III survey, but they needed to do some additional 
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 1 study on a couple of those with if it scatters and whatnot.

 2 MR. STROZIER:  I will have to follow up with 

 3 Mr. Ray Lee (sic) with SWCA and see if that's part of what 

 4 he has been asked to go back to provide to the SHPO as part 

 5 of the refinements for this.  

 6 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  And then -- 

 7 MR. STROZIER:  I will -- I will check on that for 

 8 you.  

 9 MS. HERTEL:  All right.  This kind of folds into 

10 the whole matrix thing again.  Now, there's a comment that's 

11 not carried in any memos.  It's a comment from this -- from 

12 this Board, from this Commission, and so I'd like that on 

13 the matrix that needs to be followed up on, when mitigation 

14 is necessary for the -- for the sites that were named in the 

15 class II study.  

16 And then the other question related to that is the 

17 arrow that was found, and that was suggested that, you know, 

18 there be a work-around so that arrow could remain in place.  

19 Is that something that you're contemplating?  

20 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  And that basically falls 

21 within that arrow is located within the town center section, 

22 and so we recognize that it's there.  It's actually one of 

23 the few things that a layperson can actually see on the 

24 ground out there as opposed to a lot of what the 

25 archeologists find, and so that has been recommended for 
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 1 preservation, and that is -- that we don't know exactly how 

 2 that's going to be worked around, but it's anticipated that 

 3 it will be as part of a future site plan for that area.

 4 MS. HERTEL:  All right.  And I understand this is 

 5 new topic, but I understand that the air quality report has 

 6 been completed?  

 7 MS. STROZIER:  Yes.

 8 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  And is there -- is that report 

 9 available?  

10 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  It should be as part of the 

11 technical appendices that are online.

12 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  I did not find that.  I'll get 

13 with Staff.

14 MR. STROZIER:  Catherine is shaking her head yes, 

15 so it should be there.  If it's not, we can -- collectively, 

16 we'll make sure that it is.

17 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  I just want to see a summary 

18 of that.  And then when can we anticipate seeing the 

19 jobs-housing ratio, a specific strategy for that?  

20 MR. STROZIER:  So -- so there is a strategy that's 

21 put forth in the Level A Development Agreement, which you -- 

22 I think, is also available as part of -- 

23 MS. HERTEL:  You're saying Level A?  

24 MR. STROZIER:  Level A.  

25 MS. HERTEL:  I'm looking for something more --
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 1 MR. STROZIER:  So then we addressed it in the 

 2 Level B -- in the document, we have broken out the 

 3 jobs-housing component based on the zoning and land uses 

 4 that are anticipated in Level B, and then it is anticipated 

 5 that there will be a refinement of the jobs-housing balance 

 6 component in the Level B Development Agreement.  

 7 MS. HERTEL:  Yeah.  I'm talking about the strategy 

 8 to achieve that ratio, you know, something more specific, 

 9 not general comments like, "We're going to do it."

10 MR. STROZIER:  I'm -- I probably need a little 

11 more guidance from you as to what you're looking for there.  

12 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  It's a comment in the matrix, 

13 and it's from the Level A approval conditions.  

14 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.  

15 MS. HERTEL:  So if you'd refer back to that 

16 comment.  You want me to read it to you?  

17 MR. STROZIER:  So in the Level A Development 

18 Agreement it actually creates thresholds of -- and has 

19 required numbers of jobs per.  So we anticipate a portion of 

20 that -- that table that's in the Level A Development 

21 Agreement is relevant to this initial Level B plan, because 

22 it refers to the first 1,000 dwelling units.  The first -- I 

23 can't -- I can't remember off the top of my head what the 

24 various thresholds were, but it has a specific requirement 

25 in terms of relationship between dwelling units and jobs 
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 1 provided, and there actually is a mechanism for the County 

 2 to hold back new residential approvals if those thresholds 

 3 are not met.  So that is -- 

 4 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  I'll read through that and 

 5 make sure that that answers my question so we can discuss it 

 6 in the future.  And then my last comment is, it's just a 

 7 general concern about the population data.  There's 

 8 population data from MRCOG, and there's population data from 

 9 Albuquerque Economic Development, and there's population 

10 statistics also from APS, and now, there's this business 

11 about how it's just the population may be shifting from one 

12 side to the other.  Just seems like there's a lot of 

13 different fact sets and different agencies.  I'm not 

14 convinced that everybody's using the same -- the same 

15 projections when they analyze what the needs are, just a 

16 concern.  Even you, for your physical analysis and your pro 

17 forma, I don't know.  That's -- that's your business.

18 MR. STROZIER:  So we -- I think that everyone is 

19 trying to utilize -- and I won't get the agent.  It's a 

20 group at UNM that takes the census data and does -- 

21 MS. NELSON:  GPS.

22 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  BBR.  

23 MR. STROZIER:  So Kendra has, I think, in her 

24 testimony has referred to the specific entity over there 

25 that does it.  It used to be BBR.  I think there's a 
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 1 different name now, but it basically -- they put -- they put 

 2 out the control totals that we all collectively work with, 

 3 and Andrew can correct me if I say something wrong here, but 

 4 so in the -- that's what we use.  That's what MRCOG uses in 

 5 those control totals for Bernalillo County, for the 

 6 different counties, and for the region.  That's what they 

 7 use in developing the scenarios that are in the MTP, and 

 8 that's what gets incorporated into the transportation model 

 9 that MRCOG is also the keeper of.  

10 When we -- so Santolina was not an approved Level A 

11 Master Plan at the time of the 2040 plan's adoption.  So we 

12 worked collaboratively together as -- so when we initiated 

13 Level A, those projections weren't ready.  We knew that they 

14 were coming out.  We had a general idea.  We worked with 

15 them to determine where we thought they were going to end 

16 up, and then we subsequently revised it to reflect the real 

17 numbers.

18 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.

19 MR. STROZIER:  It's a -- it's a bit of a moving 

20 tar- -- I mean, every five -- they update them -- I don't 

21 know how often they update, but certainly we update the MTP 

22 every five years.  We update those control totals, and we 

23 update the distribution of those trips based on approved 

24 plans and policies as -- as we move forward.  So what we've 

25 had to do work within that context.
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 1 I believe that APS uses those same control totals maybe 

 2 in a slightly different way, because they have to apply it 

 3 to kid generation and the various age cohorts that are 

 4 concerning to them, and they also probably take it to a more 

 5 micro level, because they look at it within their school 

 6 planning boundaries, the boundaries for each elementary 

 7 school, for each middle school, each high school, and then 

 8 they look at the total.  So they have -- I think they have 

 9 the hardest job in terms of working with those projections.  

10 MS. HERTEL:  Tell me again the agency that you 

11 said -- or the group at UNM that is -- 

12 MR. STROZIER:  I'll find out.  I don't -- I don't 

13 know.  It's -- 

14 MR. GINGRICH:  Geospatial Population Sciences, I 

15 believe.  

16 MS. HERTEL:  G -- 

17 MR. GINGRICH:  GPS.  

18 MS. HERTEL:  GPS.  

19 MR. GINGRICH:  Yeah, Geospatial Population, I 

20 believe, Sciences.  

21 MR. STROZIER:  We can make sure and get the 

22 correct name.  

23 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  As long as everybody's using 

24 pretty nearly the same set of data, that's -- you know, just 

25 seem like various attachments had a little bit different 
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 1 twist on it, so okay.  

 2 MR. STROZIER:  Some of that is dependent upon when 

 3 -- so if you look back at -- so the PROS plan, it was 

 4 started at a certain time.  They used the population 

 5 projections at that time.  By the time it gets through the 

 6 review and approval process, those things have been updated, 

 7 but so it's -- 

 8 MS. HERTEL:  All right.

 9 MR. STROZIER:  -- it's going of an ongoing 

10 challenge, but I think everybody -- everybody in metro area 

11 tries to use that same data set.

12 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  That answers my questions.  

13 Thank you.

14 MR. STROZIER:  All right.  We've talked that the 

15 Water Authority.  I'm not going to talk about that anymore.  

16 Once again, any help about -- about moving off of that dime 

17 -- it's not that we're not talking about water.  We spent a 

18 lot of time talking about water and water conservation, 

19 water delivery, green infrastructure in the design 

20 standards.  So it's -- once again, it's not that water -- 

21 water is very important, and water is an integral component 

22 to the plan, and it's an integral component with our 

23 interface with the Water Authority.  

24 Want to just give you an idea of what we hope to move 

25 forward with from this point on, and that is really drilling 
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 1 down on those -- on the matrix and those areas that are 

 2 complete to the point that we can get them at this stage and 

 3 working with Staff to craft findings and conditions that 

 4 relate to that.

 5 So it is -- it's always part of the process is that we 

 6 have conditions that move up as part of this process, and so 

 7 we anticipate working with the various agencies and Staff to 

 8 make sure that when we come back before you, that we have 

 9 specific conditions that as close as possible we are in 

10 agreement with and have worked collaboratively on.  So 

11 that's what we anticipate doing, and that will help us to 

12 close out those items that are outstanding today in the 

13 matrix, that they may not be -- so some of those things may 

14 be done, may be -- may be completed, and others may be 

15 addressed with a condition, and so that's our goal in coming 

16 back to you all, and I just -- I'm not going to go through 

17 the details of that.  

18 Once again, the Level B, we have -- we have revised the 

19 master plan document.  That's red-lined.  You have a copy of 

20 that.  We've revised the maps.  We've added new maps.  We've 

21 indicated where those are.  We've updated the tables and 

22 information associated with those, and we've tried to 

23 address all of the agency comments and the criteria in 

24 moving forward with that document, recognizing that there 

25 are some things that will need conditions and a few further 
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 1 discussions like the design guidelines and the zones -- 

 2 zoning that we've talked about.  

 3 With that, we would like to schedule a time to come -- 

 4 hopefully come back to you all with a consolidated 

 5 recommendation with findings and conditions and work with 

 6 Staff on that in order to get to the County Commission and 

 7 begin that process.  And -- and so we understand that there 

 8 are some incomplete items.  We are -- hopefully you all 

 9 appreciate the level, not just from our side, but also from 

10 the Staff's side that we really have been working very hard 

11 to address these comments and concerns on multiple levels as 

12 we -- as we try to move forward, and there's been a lot of 

13 -- a lot of work, and I -- and I certainly want to thank all 

14 the different Staff for the level of collaboration that has 

15 been working to get to this point. 

16 We've -- there's really been a lot of good work, and I 

17 think that because of that collaboration, the document that 

18 we have today, while maybe not 100 percent, I think it's in 

19 the high 90s in terms of percent complete, that it is -- 

20 that it is an improved document because of that -- because 

21 of that work.  

22 And with that, I was talking to Mr. Gradi about 

23 potential if -- if there was an opportunity to set a date to 

24 be back before you, possibly a 60-day window that -- 

25 actually a little bit longer than that.  It would take us to 
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 1 the regular meeting in October.  So that would be our 

 2 request.  We think we have the time.  We're close on a lot 

 3 of these items.  You've heard from a lot of the Staff that 

 4 we're in agreement.  We're just making these refinements on 

 5 a couple of things, and the zoning and design guidelines are 

 6 probably the biggest outstanding item outside of the Water 

 7 Authority, and hopefully we can get some movement on that 

 8 side as well.  So with that, I'd be happy to answer any 

 9 additional questions, and go from there.  Thank you.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Questions?  

11 MS. KELLY:  I have one.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

13 MS. KELLY:  It might be in here, Jim, but I didn't 

14 see it.  Are you proposing single-loaded streets next to the 

15 open space areas as was included in the Westland Master 

16 Plan?  

17 MR. STROZIER:  I believe that we are, but I will 

18 verify that.  I -- I don't know off the top of my head.  

19 There's too many parts, but I can check that and verify that 

20 for you.  

21 MS. KELLY:  Thank you.  

22 And, Mr. Chairman, I wanted to just read a very short 

23 email that I wrote and was forwarded to you about the TIDs, 

24 and I wrote this several days after our last Santolina 

25 meeting.  Basically, "Applicant's economic consultant said 
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 1 that he would provide a summary of the 40 pending TIDs 

 2 submitted to the County that are contained in binders.  Not 

 3 knowing much about how they are structured, it seems like a 

 4 useful starting point would be to know for each the 

 5 infrastructure or facility being proposed for financing; 

 6 two, its location; three, the anticipated timeframe for 

 7 construction; four, the cost of the infrastructure or 

 8 facility; and five, what proportion is being proposed for 

 9 public versus private funding?  

10 "No doubt the proposals are complicated, and if there's 

11 a better way to concisely summarize and cover these key 

12 points, that is fine.  I understand that approval of TIDs is 

13 outside CPC's purview, but this summary might provide 

14 information regarding WALH's Level B plan and how it 

15 addresses timing, funding, and responsibility for 

16 infrastructure at Santolina."  

17 And that was dated June 27th.

18 MR. STROZIER:  I don't recall seeing that, so I'm 

19 -- but so we will -- I will address -- I will make sure we 

20 address those questions, and we'll get back to you on that.  

21 I don't think that I -- I don't think I saw that, but -- 

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is that it?  

23 Commissioner.

24 MS. NELSON:  Okay.  One of my serious concerns is 

25 the lack of detailed phasing in the plan.  This effects 
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 1 several areas, transportation, zoning, infrastructure, and I 

 2 would like to know if you intend to remedy that situation.  

 3 MR. STROZIER:  So we were -- we were just talking 

 4 -- one of the things that -- and -- so phasing, in general, 

 5 and that -- and that level of crystal ball, sort of looking 

 6 out into the future for how things happen, we have tried to 

 7 address that to date in more of a strategy standpoint and in 

 8 text as opposed to a map.  I think we've come to the 

 9 conclusion that everybody wants a map.  We will bring a map 

10 back.

11 MS. NELSON:  Good.

12 MR. STROZIER:  So we do try to listen.  It's just 

13 we're a little, you know, dense sometimes, but yes, that was 

14 part of our anticipated changes as we move forward.

15 MS. NELSON:  I'm really glad, because I would have 

16 a real problem if you didn't come back with something.  So 

17 thank you.

18 MR. STROZIER:  All right.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any other questions?  I just have 

20 a comment on the scheduling, and what I would like to see is 

21 we probably won't be having any more special hearings.  

22 We'll schedule it on our regular schedule meeting -- 

23 MR. STROZIER:  Right.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  -- when you and Staff are ready 

25 with it.  You know, I really don't want to see it back here 
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 1 until it's complete, and so, you know, that's something that 

 2 you're going to have to work with Staff where there's a lot 

 3 of conditions, I guess, that haven't been met yet, and 

 4 you're working on them.  So, you know, appreciate it if you 

 5 would really work hard to get all the information back to 

 6 Staff, and it will be up to the Commission after the meeting 

 7 what we're going to do as far as scheduling it for how long 

 8 or, you know, I don't know how much time is going to be 

 9 needed to do something like this to finalize it, but we'll 

10 work on that.

11 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  Thank you.

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any others questions?  If not, 

13 thank you very much.  

14 MR. STROZIER:  We appreciate your time.  

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  So we've got -- we're 

16 going to move into the public comments.  Okay.  She's going 

17 to call three names out.  Please come down and sit down 

18 behind the speaker so that you can move up right away as 

19 soon as we -- you're going to have two minutes to speak.  So 

20 go ahead and start.

21 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Rod Mahoney followed by David 

22 Vogel, and Kristine Suozzi.  

23 MR. MAHONEY:  If I could get the overhead to work 

24 here, that would be much appreciated.

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Staff.
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 1 MR. MAHONEY:  And then the zooming feature would 

 2 be great, too.  All right.  Very good.  Very interesting -- 

 3 my name is Rod Mahoney.  I live at 1838 Sadora Road, 

 4 Southwest.  I'm the current President of the South Valley 

 5 Coalition of Neighborhood Associations.  

 6 Very good discussions here today from all parties.  We 

 7 very appreciate -- very much appreciate that.  The slide 

 8 deck that I prepared today basically would be redundant.  

 9 We've talked about so many topics, I think, that are very 

10 critical here.  I will submit this slide deck into the 

11 record.  

12 Couple things that have actually come out that I think 

13 are very important that I think we need to readdress.  One 

14 is, is the -- the net cost expense, the no net cost expense 

15 piece is woven through all of this.  The economic analysis 

16 that actually was available is dated January of 2016. 

17 There's a number of things, I think, that actually changed 

18 as a result of that.  The definitions of various projects or 

19 system infrastructure is one of those, the issues with the 

20 Department of Transportation.  APS is another one of those, 

21 I think, is very important or that needs to be addressed.  

22 I do have a question here about the zoning piece.  You 

23 know, as we discussed, this zoning is very, very 

24 complicated.  I pulled one out, which is actually concerning 

25 to me.  It has to do with number 3, which is the high 
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 1 density residential zone and wondering whether or not this 

 2 is actually -- should be conditional as opposed to 

 3 permissive.  We're talking about densities here that are 50 

 4 DUs per acre, and heights of building that are up to 78 

 5 feet.  That sort of thing.  That seems to be extremely high.  

 6 A number of us were actually at the presentations in the 

 7 hearings for the Westland Master Plan, and that was also a 

 8 discussion about densities.  I believe that was settled 

 9 upon, 30 DUs per acre, that sort of thing.  There really 

10 needs to be a consideration of that ultimately.  That's 

11 toward the future.  Folks that are actually going to be 

12 residents in these areas need to have consideration of that, 

13 and actually, to have that permissive, I think, is a bit 

14 aggressive.  

15 I touched of the fact that I believe that this economic 

16 analysis needs to be updated to include some of components 

17 that we actually have been talking about today, and this is 

18 a very important one that really stuck out when I started 

19 looking at these documents is that I'd like to have Staff 

20 comment on what is the process for Level C?  It appears that 

21 the Level B is really the only place where findings and 

22 conditions can actually be assigned and be enough -- be 

23 robust, because there is really no further review basically 

24 at the Level C process, and I think that's why your job is 

25 extremely important for the Level B here to make sure it's 
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 1 extremely robust and as clean as possible for any of this 

 2 moving forward.

 3 The -- I think the water aspect of it is the -- is the 

 4 one that's very, very important, because the review of 

 5 anything after Level B, you know, needs to happen at some 

 6 level.  So I'll submit these documents to the record, and 

 7 thank you very much.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Appreciate it.  Questions?  Thank 

 9 you.  

10 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  David Vogel followed by 

11 Kristine Suozzi and Roberto Roibal.  

12 MR. VOGEL:  Good afternoon, Chairman Chavez and 

13 Commissioners.  My name is David Vogel.  I live at 601 Aliso 

14 Drive in Albuquerque, 87108.  

15 I've submitted my comments in writing to you, and you 

16 can see them in packet page number 972 in case you want to 

17 follow.  To summarize my written comments, I'm asking you to 

18 deny approval of the proposed Santolina development for the 

19 following reasons:  One, the Santolina proposal is based on 

20 an obsolete and archaic planning model.  Number 2, the 

21 Santolina development will not be built at no net expense to 

22 the County or to adjacent jurisdictions.  Number 3, 

23 radically speculative land use and planning strategies such 

24 as -- let me see if I can -- such as are being used by 

25 Santolina promote sprawl and sprawl development.  They 
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 1 exacerbate private and public sector disinvestment in 

 2 economic -- economically depressed communities, and it's 

 3 clear that the projections used by WAHL are in the radically 

 4 speculative arena, and I just point out to you the 

 5 distinction in terms of the current projections and the last 

 6 ten years of growth.  

 7 The last ten years of growth are under 10 percent of 

 8 what is being projected in the current Santolina proposal.  

 9 What is going to change economically or population-wise to 

10 grow at the substantially faster than that rate, ten times 

11 that rate in the next decade or two?  There's no evidence of 

12 that whatsoever.  It's -- these fall in radically 

13 speculative categories.  Number 4, the Santolina development 

14 is simply not needed.  Number 5, suburban development costs 

15 the public more than double the cost of compact urban 

16 development, and let me wrap up.  There's already an 

17 abundance of vacant land within -- within the County.  There 

18 is a better alternative that I presented to you in June at 

19 your meeting, which involves a land swap between Santolina, 

20 the City, and the County.  That idea, I would encourage you 

21 to explore it as an option to the plan that's currently on 

22 the table as a win-win for everybody, including the County, 

23 for WAHL and Barclays Bank and particularly the residents of 

24 Bernalillo County.  Thank you very much for your service and 

25 your time.  I appreciate it.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

 2 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Kristine followed by Robert 

 3 Roibal and Renee Horvath.  

 4 MS. SUOZZI:  Thank you.  Mr. Chair and Members of 

 5 the Commission.  My name is Dr. Christine Suozzi.  I live at 

 6 1312 Bryn Mawr, Northeast.  I have several comments.  Some 

 7 of them are redundant, and I apologize for that.  

 8 First of all, though, I want to thank each and 

 9 every one of you for all the work that you've done on this 

10 and all the other things that you hear.  Your service is 

11 greatly appreciated.

12 I strongly urge you to vote no to this proposal, and 

13 I'll give you several reasons.  Number one, it's neither 

14 wanted by your constituents, and as David pointed out, it's 

15 not needed, and if you question the need, I would ask to you 

16 drive around Mesa del Sol and look at the vacancies there or 

17 do a search on vacancy rates within Bernalillo County and/or 

18 look at the statistic on out-migration and lack of growth.  

19 This is a proposed development that will, if it were 

20 approved, make some few people a lot of money at a great 

21 cost to the rest of us.  $2.8 billion in TIDs, I just can't 

22 understand how that is no net expense and especially when we 

23 look at that would be diverting much needed funding for 

24 infrastructure within the County already.  So it is not no 

25 net expense.  
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 1 Water, you know we're in a drought, and just -- you 

 2 have a lot of questions about the Water Utility Authority.  

 3 Just for the record, I wrote them over a year ago and asked 

 4 them where the water for this project would be coming.  I 

 5 haven't heard back from them.

 6 The notion of three jobs per roof -- or, sorry, two 

 7 jobs per roof top is absurd.  Even Minneapolis, one of the 

 8 richest cities in our country, can't guarantee two jobs per 

 9 rooftop.  I fully support David's suggestion that we do a 

10 land swap, and I also want to thank Mr. McGregor for 

11 pointing out our problem with the chicken and the egg and 

12 that we don't have an egg.  So I just urge you to do your 

13 job and deny this egregious development.  Thank you.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

15 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Roberto Roibal, Renee Horvath, 

16 and then Antonio Maestas.  

17 MR. ROIBAL:  My name is Roberto Roibal.  I live at 

18 2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest.  I'm the President of the 

19 Pajarito Village Association and Vice-President of the South 

20 Valley Coalition of Neighborhood Associations, and I do work 

21 at the Southwest Organizing Project.  

22 Again, the Pajarito Village Association, our 

23 neighborhood association is dead opposed to Santolina, and 

24 we beg you to deny Santolina, to recommend denial to the 

25 County Commission for many reasons.  We're very concerned 
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 1 about the water.  As the Staff has said, as you are also 

 2 frustrated by the lack of a water development agreement, it 

 3 can't happen without that, and I can't imagine that's going 

 4 to happen even before October as was suggested as the next 

 5 hearing be.  

 6 We also have concerns about the money, the TIDs, the $2 

 7 billion in TIDs is just ridiculous, because the developer, 

 8 Mr. Strozier, all along they've been talking about no net 

 9 expense.  All of a sudden, today, he's talking about shared 

10 expense.  That's not no net expense.  Those TIDs are going 

11 to cost us money.  It may not cost the developers money or 

12 the County, per se, money.  It's going to cost the 

13 taxpayer's money.  So we're dead oppose to do it.  

14 The schools, our schools are overcrowded on the West 

15 Side already.  The developer is saying that, "Oh, we can 

16 just incorporate the students in these overcrowded schools."  

17 Those students are going to be -- ended up being bussed all 

18 over the city, more transportation problems and headaches to 

19 all the parents there.  Just way too many questions that are 

20 still outstanding that are laid out by the Staff, open 

21 space, the archeology, et cetera.  Way too many questions.  

22 I was taken aback by Mr. Strozier's request that the 

23 County Planning Commission assist them, the developers in 

24 moving this plan forward.  That's their job.  I don't know 

25 if it's inappropriate question to ask.  It's definitely not 
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 1 personal, but I'd love to see Mr. Strozier lay that egg that 

 2 we're talking about.  Please deny Santolina.  Thank you very 

 3 much.

 4 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Renee Horvath, Antonio 

 5 Maestas, and then Jeremiah (sic) -- I can't pronounce the 

 6 last name.  Sorry.  

 7 MS. HORVATH:  Hello.  My name is Renee Horvath.  

 8 I'm representative of the West Side Coalition.  

 9 I wanted to give some comments.  We missed most of the 

10 public hearings that you've held before, and again, it was 

11 because we weren't notified that there were these hearings.  

12 I learned about the Santolina hearings because I heard about 

13 -- from another neighborhood about the Westland hearing.  So 

14 through that, I heard about the Santolina.  So I'd like to 

15 make sure that we get notified with future Santolina 

16 hearings.

17 I did talk to the President of the West Side Coalition.  

18 One of the biggest concerns that the public has is the water 

19 issue.  I think -- I'm very happy -- glad and very pleased 

20 that we're not moving forward with this, and I know the 

21 president will be, too, because he doesn't feel like we 

22 should be rushing this.  He was always under the impression 

23 that there was a water agreement that needed to be approved 

24 before we moved forward, so he'll be happy to hear we're not 

25 doing that right now.  So thank you very much.  
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 1 I did have a few questions.  I was just kind of 

 2 curious.  There's 4,000 -- about 4,200 acres that we're 

 3 looking at.  I was just curious, does that include the open 

 4 space land, the land on the east side, and in the Ceja and 

 5 the Rio Puerco area on the west side?  Is that included in 

 6 the 4,200 acres?  And was -- are those going to be donated, 

 7 or does the County have to purchase those lands?  

 8 And in regards of the density question, I'm glad 

 9 Mr. Mahoney raised the question of the density and some of 

10 the Commissioners have, too, I was just curious, is -- when 

11 you calculate the density because we're looking a 3 DUs per 

12 acre, does that include the open space land in that 

13 calculation that we're looking at all that land or just the 

14 parts that are being developed, 3 DUs per acre?  So I'm just 

15 curious how they're calculating, because it seems like the 

16 density is a lot higher when you read what they're 

17 proposing, so those are the questions I wanted to ask.  

18 Thank you.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

20 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  I have a question for Staff.  

21 Following on that, can you speak to the notification process 

22 on how folks are notified and how come Ms. Horvath wasn't 

23 notified?  

24 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Chavez, my 

25 understanding is that Renee represents Taylor Ranch.  

TR-123
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR

CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER



 

 1 MS. HORVATH:  And the West Side Coalition, also.

 2 MS. VEREECKE:  So I know for Taylor Ranch -- 

 3 MS. HORVATH:  We were notified because we 

 4 registered.

 5 MS. VEREECKE:  Right, because you -- anyway, we 

 6 probably don't need to have a discussion, but for Taylor 

 7 Ranch, it wouldn't have been given the initial notification 

 8 because it doesn't abut the property, and then for other 

 9 associations, again, it would depend upon the call that was 

10 made by the neighborhood association coordinator.  So I'm 

11 not -- I would have to check and see if the West Side 

12 Coalition was -- was notified initially, because they are on 

13 the north side of I-40, so -- but for Taylor Ranch, because 

14 it doesn't abut the property, that's why they wouldn't have 

15 gotten an initial notification of the request, and I think 

16 Enrico wants to say something, too.

17 MR. GRADI:  Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Connie 

18 Chavez, at the time the notifications went out, the West 

19 Side Coalition was not in the jurisdiction of the Santolina 

20 Level B Master Plan area.  They have since made an 

21 application to extend their boundaries throughout the West 

22 Side, all the way to the Isleta Pueblo and along the Rio 

23 Grande within the South Valley, and that is why.

24 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  Thank you for that 

25 clarification.  I just want to thank the community for 
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 1 coming out, and you know, how the word travels, and 

 2 appreciate you coming out to speak and testify.  Thank you.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Who's next?  

 4 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  A name that I can't pronounce, 

 5 and then followed by Luis, so we have -- is it Jeriah?  Yes.  

 6 Antonio Maestas, then Jeriah?  Is that how you say your 

 7 name?  Followed by Luis.  

 8 MR. MAESTAS:  Hello, Chairman Joe Chavez and 

 9 Commission.  My name is Antonio Maestas.  My address is 94 

10 Moriarty Road, Chilili Land Grant.  

11 So I'd like to thank you just for all the service that 

12 you guys have put in and also for recognizing that the 

13 developers had and have lack of details in their -- in their 

14 plan.  So thank you for recognizing that, but I urge you to 

15 deny the Santolina Master Plan for a few reasons:  One, that 

16 our compadre over from the Atrisco Land Grant talked about 

17 as it being a disrespect to our land grants and our 

18 traditions and our cultural lands.  I am from Merced myself, 

19 like I said, from Chilili Land Grant, and I would hate to 

20 see several colonialism taking over, you know, these 

21 communities as well and these traditional lands, especially 

22 because, you know, countless constituents, community members 

23 come out throughout the past meetings, whether it's been CPC 

24 or whether it's been County Commission, and have voiced 

25 their opposition and, you know, have not heard, you know, as 
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 1 many people in favor of it coming from the community.  I've 

 2 only heard people against it, and I've been to several of 

 3 these.  So, you know, I would just urge you all to listen to 

 4 these community members and their concern about this 

 5 development.  

 6 Also, I do believe that there are other ways to invest 

 7 in our city like in-fill and also bettering the properties 

 8 that are here and our schools.  We heard from APS that it's 

 9 going to cost 162 million in order to instate five more 

10 schools, and I believe that we could use that money to 

11 better the schools that we have instead of overcrowding our 

12 schools on the West Side and having to, you know, worry 

13 about all that.  So I urge you guys to consider that as 

14 well.  

15 So, yeah, just please listen to the community.  Listen 

16 to what your constituents are staying, and their concerns 

17 matter a lot more than these corporations to others.  So 

18 thank you.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

20 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  

21 MR. POUNCIL:  So my name's Jeriah Pouncil.  I'm a 

22 youth intern at Southwest Organizing Project.  My address is 

23 9220 Lower Meadow Avenue, Southwest.

24 So right now, I live in the school district of Atrisco 

25 Heritage Academy High School.  I went there, and it was, I'd 
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 1 say, very crowded.  There's 50 students in each classroom, 

 2 and currently it's hard to get one-on-one time with every 

 3 single teacher, and also, it's hard to get to class on time.  

 4 There's two bathrooms, I'd say, in the whole building and 

 5 every single student during passing period trying to get to 

 6 the restroom.  So it's not only like that with Atrisco.  

 7 It's also Rio Grande High School, Jimmy Carter Middle 

 8 School, Truman Middle School, and Rudolfo Anaya Elementary 

 9 School, a few other schools around the West Side.  

10 But currently I think the Santolina -- yeah, I would 

11 just say that it's a bad idea, because that would be adding 

12 more houses, and that would be more vacancy, because all on 

13 the West Side, my whole community, they literally built 

14 houses off 118th and Dennis Chavez on both the north and 

15 south side of Atrisco.  So that would add to the vacancies 

16 of the Mesa del Sol and also houses added to Rio Rancho as 

17 well as my community, but thank you for your time.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

19 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  The last speaker is Luis.  

20 MR. COLINGA:  Hello.  My name is Luis Colinga 

21 (sic).  I live 7520 Astro Road, (sic) Southwest, 87121.  I'm 

22 also a youth intern at SWOP, Southwest Organizing Project.  

23 I work in the area of food justice, and over this summer I 

24 have learned the importance of water, food, and culture.  

25 I do think it is very important to our community that 
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 1 we have sufficient water, and I think it is irresponsible to 

 2 have -- not have a plan for the water issues here for the 

 3 Santolina proposal.  I think it would hurt future 

 4 generations, and I think the lack of infrastructure here in 

 5 our County needs more attention than Santolina does.  I 

 6 would urge to not vote for this until we see a fully 

 7 developed plan and that's it.  Thank you.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

 9   Okay.  Staff, closing comments.

10 MR. GINGRICH:  Mr. Chair and Commissioners, I just 

11 wanted to clarify a couple of things.  The -- just that the 

12 transportation documents that were presented as revised, 

13 that there's still some small edits to be made to those.  So 

14 those aren't completely done.  There's still some -- some 

15 things that need to be edited there.  I'm not sure that was 

16 clear or not at both the Level A and Level B.  They're 

17 minor, but another draft would need to be submitted of those 

18 completely finalized.

19 And to the system infrastructure and project 

20 infrastructure, I can't speak to open space and what those 

21 needs are, but I believe that with these current studies 

22 that have been done with the roadways that are classified 

23 collector and above, that those -- you have those.  You had 

24 the anticipated level of development.  It seems like you 

25 should be able to generate a proportionate cost for those 
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 1 roads.  So I don't -- there's some mention of that being 

 2 kind of kicked to Level C or further down the road or 

 3 something, not to make a pun, but that -- I think that as 

 4 far as I can tell that, I could be wrong, but it seems like 

 5 some of that system infrastructure proportionate cost should 

 6 be able to be generated with what's been done.  I could be 

 7 wrong on that, but from my read, it seems like that should 

 8 be possible.

 9 Yeah, I think the jobs-to-housing balance discussion 

10 came up again.  I just iterate, again, I think that that 

11 could be really rolled into the phasing plan very easily.  I 

12 think that would make a lot of sense.  And finally, I want 

13 to just say, again, because I feel like there's still maybe 

14 some confusion about it, that in terms of the forecasting, 

15 that the control totals are consistent.  Across the total 

16 number people coming into the region, the COG doesn't even 

17 generate those numbers.  They come from GPS.  We take those 

18 numbers, and our process for creating our long-range plan is 

19 to figure out where are these people going to be.  So we 

20 don't -- we don't figure out how much.  We try to figure out 

21 where.  Where are they going to be?  Where are the jobs 

22 going to be?  What are the trips that are going to be 

23 generated?  What is the future transportation network, and 

24 then we can measure the performance of the future 

25 transportation network according to those forecasts, so 
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 1 that's why we do the process.  

 2 Our trends scenario is based on -- is our official 

 3 forecast of where we're going.  It's not an endorsement of 

 4 where we should go, but where we're going with current plans 

 5 and policies at the time of our plan.  We also have a 

 6 preferred scenario that says if we tweak certain things, we 

 7 can maybe make an improvement in the performance of our 

 8 transportation plan in the future.  What's being submitted 

 9 for Santolina is a Santolina scenario, which, again, has the 

10 same total number of people, but it is a different 

11 allocation of where those people and jobs are.  If you want 

12 to have a better look at the differences, this is page 23 in 

13 the Level A transportation document that shows the 

14 differences between our trends scenario and the anticipated 

15 other -- the Santolina scenario, which is the anticipated 

16 level of development by the applicant.  

17 That did not come from us, that level of development.  

18 That came from them.  So I just -- it's really important 

19 that that's made clear.  So I wanted to clarify those 

20 things.  So thanks.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

22 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, I had a few points of 

23 clarification, too, just related to completing this process 

24 and that I think from the discussion and also from talking 

25 to different Staff and agencies, too, that there are some 
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 1 specific things that are being requested that hopefully will 

 2 come out of the work over the next few months.  

 3 It sounds like there is a request for some agreements 

 4 with agencies at least in some form.  APS and NMDOT today 

 5 both requested agreements, and that is not unprecedented in 

 6 these types of processes.  So just to point that out that 

 7 there's -- there's hope that that will happen.

 8 In addition, it appears that there are a number of 

 9 strategies that are being requested by Staff with 

10 illustrations and maps to go along with them where we are 

11 seeing a lot of language being added in the plan, but then 

12 there's really nothing concrete or visual to tie it to, and 

13 I think that will be very helpful to see in addressing some 

14 of the concerns such as like phasing definitely could 

15 require some illustrations, and also, there's been a request 

16 and it comes from the planned communities criteria, for a 

17 funding strategy or financial strategy.  Utility strategy, 

18 we've heard that needs to be clearer.  Jobs-to-housing, 

19 although there is language in the Level A Development 

20 Agreement, there is a condition from Level A that says, "A 

21 plan for attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent 

22 Level B plans," so I'm thinking that there need to be more 

23 done in that area. 

24 Water, definitely more of a strategy needs to be 

25 provided in collaboration with the Utility Authority.  A 
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 1 mitigation strategy for the areological study that was done.  

 2 It's a study, but it really doesn't have a mitigation 

 3 strategy with it.  The study did reveal a number of sites of 

 4 different intensities that some of which appear to be 

 5 deserving of additional investigation or possibly 

 6 preservation.  The report that was provided identifies those 

 7 sites, but it doesn't state out the applicant proposes to 

 8 deal with them, and that is one of -- part of the planned 

 9 communities criteria for the class II study.  

10 I did hear -- Jim Strozier stated what the plans -- 

11 what he thinks the plan will be, but we'd like to see 

12 something more definitive about that, and then further 

13 addressing that, potentially with a condition of approval so 

14 that we make sure that those sites are properly -- properly 

15 located, identified, and then the proper mitigation takes 

16 place for those sites.  So I think we need more -- more of a 

17 strategy related to that. 

18 Also, make sure that all of the plans are consistent.  

19 That has come up several times as we've been changing 

20 things.  We need to make sure all the plans in the document 

21 are based on the same -- the same information including the 

22 fiscal impact study.  We've heard a few times that it is not 

23 being updated.  I think all of those need to be done.  

24 Mr. Mahoney also raised an issue about the Level C 

25 approval process, which is identified in the current 
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 1 planning document that after Level B, which is done by the 

 2 Commissions, then Level C would -- would apply to subsequent 

 3 planning, and just to state that in the planned communities 

 4 criteria zoning, in the Zoning Code this procedure is 

 5 defined.  Adoption and amendment of Level C subdivision and 

 6 site development plans is by the County Development Review 

 7 Authority.  So that is the process that we're anticipating 

 8 will be pursued.  After this Level B or other Level B plans 

 9 are approved, then it would go to the County Development 

10 Review Authority as it is currently stated.  So individuals 

11 subdivisions and site plans, Level C plans would be reviewed 

12 through that, and it is basically an administrative process.

13 I think the last thing I wanted to mention, too, we 

14 talked about a deferral or continuance of this request, and 

15 just to say, too, if we're looking at potentially hearing 

16 this in October, that the applicant would need to be back in 

17 about a month, month-and-a-half -- no less than a 

18 month-and-a-half in order to allow the proper review of the 

19 document.  So just if you can take that under consideration 

20 that the documents can't be brought in at the last minute.  

21 So that's about the timeframe that you would be looking at 

22 for like a 60 -- 60-day deferral.  So with that, I stand for 

23 questions.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Any questions?  

25 MR. MALRY:  Mr. Chairman.
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 1 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Yes.  Go ahead.

 2 MR. MALRY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

 3 First of all, I want to thank the Staff for the hard 

 4 work they've put into this.  I know they put in a lot of 

 5 overtime.  So I want to thank all the Staff members who are 

 6 working on this.  

 7 Secondly, Mr. Chairman, I just ask you to work with 

 8 Staff, make sure they get all their questions answered 

 9 before they bring it back to us.  I think we're just 

10 treading water here until -- I agree with you, Mr. Chairman.  

11 We do not need a special session, but I'm sure that you will 

12 work with Staff, Mr. Chairman, and when they got all their 

13 questions answered, whether it be a month-and-a-half, two 

14 months-and-a-half whatever.  Whenever they get their 

15 questions answered, I think it will go pretty fast and, 

16 Mr. Chairman, I just ask you and thank you for the work you 

17 to do, and thank you for being on top of this.  I'll just 

18 say, Mr. Chairman, whenever you get ready to bring this back 

19 before this Commission, we'll deal with this.  Thank you, 

20 Mr. Chairman, for your hard work.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any other?  

22 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  No.

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Applicant, come on down.  Okay.  

24 Work needs to be done.  We're going to have to make a 

25 decision when do we want to continue it to.  You heard her, 
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 1 what she said about the timetable.  

 2 MR. STROZIER:  Month-and-a-half.

 3 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is that a timetable that's 

 4 workable?  

 5 MR. STROZIER:  We think that that's workable, yes.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  So what I'm going to ask 

 7 the Commission or recommend that we -- well, not differ it 

 8 but continue it to the October regular meeting.  That's -- 

 9 MR. STROZIER:  October 5th, I believe.

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Well, it's three months, a little 

11 over three months.  So I just want -- and is there anything 

12 else you need to -- 

13 MR. STROZIER:  No.  That's -- I think -- I think 

14 we will -- we will work with Staff.  We will update the 

15 matrices.  We will address the Commission's comments and 

16 concerns, the phasing plan, and we will take a look at the 

17 jobs-housing strategy and tie that to the Level A 

18 Development Agreement, make sure that we're taking that and 

19 moving it forward at the appropriate level for the Level B, 

20 and we've been taking notes of the comments and concerns, 

21 and we will -- we will do our best to work with Staff to 

22 make sure that we have things resolved and/or conditions 

23 that allow -- hopefully allow this to move forward with your 

24 concurrence.  So we're happy to -- 

25 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And I want you to understand that 
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 1 all the conditions that the County Commission put on there 

 2 are not things that we can change here.

 3 MR. STROZIER:  Correct.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So you need to address everything 

 5 on there, and I will, with Staff, work on a letter to the 

 6 Water Authority, see if they can resolve their end of it.  

 7 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  And, you know, that it's urgent 

 9 for us to know what they're thinking and, you know, what 

10 direction they're going to go.  So that's very important to 

11 us.  So that's why I was asking you about have you applied, 

12 and like I say, I don't know their procedure, if they -- you 

13 applied, set you a hearing, or it seems like it's not that 

14 way.  

15 MR. STROZIER:  It's not as defined as your 

16 process, so --

17 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.

18 MS. NELSON:  I would be looking for things to be 

19 more resolved and less conditions.

20 MR. STROZIER:  Yes.

21 MS. NELSON:  Okay.  Conditions are inevitable, but 

22 I don't want to look at, "Well, we'll do this and that and 

23 the other," on the conditions, because you have plenty of 

24 time, or if you don't have plenty of time, we can give you 

25 more, because our goal is, I believe, as stated by our Chair 
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 1 is to provide a clean document for the BCC.

 2 MR. STROZIER:  We think we can do that.

 3 MS. NELSON:  Okay.

 4 MR. STROZIER:  And our goal is the same, to have 

 5 minimum conditions.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Commissioner Chavez.

 7 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  So I would agree that we want 

 8 to have a clean document, and I'm not confident we can do it 

 9 in 60 days.  There are way too many outstanding issues at 

10 least for me.  If you brought it back in 60 days, I'm not 

11 sure that we're going to get that there.  Just saying.

12 MR. STROZIER:  Okay.  Understood.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Commissioner.  

14 MS. KELLY:  Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make a 

15 motion.

16 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Go ahead.  I haven't closed the 

17 floor yet.

18 MS. KELLY:  Oh, okay.  

19 MR. STROZIER:  Any other questions for me?  

20 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is that it?  

21 MR. STROZIER:  No.  I'm good.  Thank you.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Go ahead, Commissioner.

23 MS. KELLY:  I move that CPC recommend to the 

24 Bernalillo County Commission denial of SPR2016-0001 based 

25 upon the following findings:  The BCC Level A conditions of 
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 1 approval and PCC criteria for Level B have not been met, 

 2 specifically, one, there's not an executed Development 

 3 Agreement with the Water Utility Authority outlining timing, 

 4 responsibilities, and maintenance of water and sewer, and it 

 5 is not likely that such an agreement will be finalized in 

 6 the foreseeable future since it is contingent upon a water 

 7 system master plan, which will identify design parameters, 

 8 infrastructure improvements, timing, phasing, and 

 9 maintenance responsibilities.  

10 Further, the Development Agreement with the Water 

11 Utility Authority may be impacted by the water resource 

12 management strategy currently under way.  Impacts might 

13 include alternative water supply and storage strategies, 

14 water reclamation and treatment and reuse strategies, and  

15 revised water conservation goals and strategies.  

16 Two, regarding transportation, traffic mitigation 

17 commitments and other concerns have not been addressed.  The 

18 trails, bike, and pedestrian system map is not excluded in 

19 the Level B July 2016 draft.  DOT concerns regarding phasing 

20 and funding in accordance with DOT and Metropolitan 

21 Transportation Long-Range Transportation plans have not been 

22 addressed.  

23 Three, APS concerns regarding current overcrowding and 

24 location and funding of schools has not been addressed.  

25 Four, the no net cost criteria for Level B has not been 
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 1 met.  There's a three-page fiscal and economic analysis, 

 2 which discussed potential revenue, but there's no detail 

 3 related to costs to various agencies including Bernalillo 

 4 County Public Works, Parks, the Sheriff and the Fire 

 5 Marshal, the DOT, APS, and other agencies.  There's 

 6 insufficient information on infrastructure plans that 

 7 address timing, funding, and responsibility and 

 8 clarification of system versus projects costs so that 

 9 agencies can know of and prepare for upcoming budgetary 

10 impacts.

11 Next one, I think I lost track of my numbers, the 

12 proposed Level B size is 4,263 acres and is beyond the range 

13 anticipated by the planned communities criteria of 650 to 

14 1,200 acres.  Portions of three villages are being proposed, 

15 which may result in large incomplete developments that are 

16 not self-supporting.  It is not clear how Level B will 

17 address law enforcement and fire protection.  The July 16, 

18 2016, draft says new facilities will be built, but there's 

19 not clarification on how or when this will occur.  In 

20 another section, the draft plan says that Level B will rely 

21 on City of Albuquerque law enforcement and fire facilities.  

22 The Fire Marshal stated in testimony that law enforcement 

23 and fire facilities will be needed to provide protection to 

24 this area.  

25 The land uses proposed do not reflect the correct 
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 1 overall density for the Level B plan, and more detail is 

 2 required.  The land uses have not been identified by parcel 

 3 as required by the PCC.  Zoning and design guidelines are in 

 4 draft form, and concerns are stated in the Staff Report.  It 

 5 needs significant review to accomplish planned communities 

 6 goals and criteria and create a more robust process to get 

 7 from Level B to Level C.  

 8 Finally, Level A was approved over a year ago. 

 9 Applicant has not submitted a plan for Level B with complies 

10 with the Level A conditions of approval, the Level A 

11 Development Agreement, and the planned communities criteria.  

12 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is that it?  

13 MS. KELLY:  That's it.

14 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Do we have a second to that?  

15 Okay.  Motion died because of lack of a second.

16   Do we have another motion?  

17 MR. MALRY:  Move we adjourn.

18 MS. NELSON:  You wait, wait, wait.  

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  We're not through yet.

20 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  So, Commissioner Kelly, I 

21 appreciate that, and it's really getting to the heart of -- 

22 really getting to this final place, right?  I would move for 

23 a 90-day continuance, not 60, 90, because I don't think 

24 we're going to get there in 60 days, and I do not want to 

25 take us to the point of having to come back.  I need some 
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 1 real clarity.  I only want it to come back one other time, 

 2 and at that moment in time, to make decision based on all 

 3 the outstanding issues and conditions.

 4 MS. NELSON:  Second.

 5 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  She's -- let's set a -- 

 6 because it's not exactly 90 days.  So you're talking about 

 7 the November meeting?  

 8 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  Yes.  

 9 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  So let's -- the second agrees to 

10 that?  

11 MS. NELSON:  Second, yes, and that will be -- 

12 let's see.

13 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Our regular november meeting.  

14 MS. NELSON:  November the 2nd.  

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  November the 2nd.  Okay.  Do we 

16 have a second to that?  

17 MS. NELSON:  Yes.

18 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  All those in favor signify by 

19 saying aye.  

20 COMMISSION:  Aye.  

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  We're -- is there anything 

22 else, Staff?  

23 MR. GRADI:  No.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  We're -- can we have a 

25 motion to adjourn.  
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 1 MR. MALRY:  That's what I said.

 2 MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:  So moved.

 3 MS. KELLY:  He said it.  

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  All those in favor say aye.  

 5 COMMISSION:  Aye.  

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.  

 7 (Note:  Hearing adjourned at 1:17 p.m.) 

 8
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 1 MR. COLLIE:  Second.

 2 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Moved and second.  All those in 

 3 favor signify by saying aye.

 4 COMMISSION:  Aye.  

 5 MS. NELSON:  I abstain.

 6 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  One abstain.  Motion 

 7 carries.  Thank you.

 8 Next order of business is election of the Chair and 

 9 Vice-Chair.

10 MS. NELSON:  I move that -- I mean, I nominate Joe 

11 Chavez as Chair.

12 MR. COLLIE:  Second.

13 MS. NELSON:  All in favor?  

14 COMMISSION:  Aye.

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Opposed?  Motion carries.

16 MS. NELSON:  All right.  I nominate Connie Chavez 

17 as Vice-Chair.

18 MR. COLLIE:  Second.

19 MS. NELSON:  All in favor?

20 COMMISSION:  Aye.

21 MS. NELSON:  There you go, Connie.

22 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Thank you.

23 MS. NELSON:  Sorry.

24 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Item No. 6.  

25 MS. VEREECKE:  Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members 
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 1 of the Commission.  This is Item No. 6.  Consensus Planning 

 2 and the Rodey Law Firm, agents for Western Albuquerque Land 

 3 Holdings are proposing a planned communities Level B Master 

 4 Plan for more specific development within the Santolina 

 5 Master Plan on a property on the -- on the West Mesa 

 6 containing approximately 4,243 acres.  

 7 So as you are aware, this plan -- this Level B plan 

 8 includes more specific details for land use, zoning, 

 9 transportation, environment, open space, government, and 

10 public services.  

11 The more conceptual Level A plan for nearly 13,700 acres 

12 was adopted by the County in June 2016.  This particular 

13 Level B plan was first submitted in January of last year for 

14 approximately 4,200 acres, and there were four special 

15 hearings that were heard during 2016.  For this particular 

16 plan we're now referring to it as the Level B.1 plan, because 

17 other Level B plans eventually will be submitted for this 

18 area.  So in this -- this is a land-use map, and you're aware 

19 this is the general boundary, and then within the general 

20 area we're now considering more specific development that it 

21 shown in color.  

22 This request was -- then after the four special 

23 hearings, it was heard and then continued at the November 2nd 

24 hearing.  A number of changes have been made to the plan to 

25 address Staff and agency comments and issues.  I'm sorry 
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 1 there had been changes made up to the time of that hearing, 

 2 but there were a few that were not fully resolved such as 

 3 transportation, archeology, and language relating to process, 

 4 and then also language relating to the ABCWUA water 

 5 requirements.

 6 Findings and conditions of approval were also provided 

 7 just before the last hearing so that the Planning Commission 

 8 voted to continue the request to this hearing so that those 

 9 remaining issues could be resolved.  

10 Since the November 2nd hearing a number of actions have 

11 taken place to address the outstanding issues with the 

12 Santolina Level B.1 request.  Meetings have taken place 

13 between Staff and the applicant's agent.  Revisions have been 

14 made to plan language to address the remaining Staff 

15 comments, and revisions have also been made to the findings 

16 and conditions that were being circulated at the time of the 

17 hearing.  The details of the revisions are included on page 

18 60 of the Staff Report for such areas as transportation, 

19 zoning, parks, recreation and archeology.  I'm not going to 

20 go into those.  

21 A revised pan dated 12-6-16 was submitted and forwarded 

22 to Staff for final review.  Staff has indicated that the 

23 comments provided over time in Accela were submitted directly 

24 to Staff also as shown in comments matrix have been addressed 

25 through modifications to the plan document or through 
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 1 specific findings and conditions.  The previous Level A 

 2 condition for platting of the property has been met.  

 3 Findings and conditions of approval that became available for 

 4 the last hearing have been revised.  Several of the findings 

 5 indicate consistency with the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County 

 6 Comprehensive Plan, the planned communities criteria, and the 

 7 Level A master plan and Development Agreement.  The findings 

 8 also indicate that the plan includes more specific plans and 

 9 regulations or guidelines for such areas as land use, zoning, 

10 transportation, drainage, and parks and open space that must 

11 be followed as Santolina develops in subsequent Level C plans 

12 or development of the property or platting of the property.

13 The conditions include the need for additional -- 

14 additional activities further down in the process, 

15 development -- the Development Agreement, transportation 

16 projects and funding, class III archeology studies, fire 

17 protection, and any additional corrections that may come up 

18 in this process.

19 The Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility 

20 Authority requirements for a Development Agreement are 

21 addressed in Level B findings and conditions that recognize 

22 the establishment of the ABCWUA since the planned communities 

23 criteria were adopted and the need for a land-use plan to be 

24 approved by the County before the ABCWUA will grant approval.  

25 The findings and conditions have been -- have been 
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 1 modified to address this process.  However, some additional 

 2 modifications may be necessary to those specific finding -- 

 3 conditions and possibly findings that relate to the ABCWUA.

 4 The agent has also raised concerns about the specific 

 5 findings and conditions but otherwise is in agreement with 

 6 the findings and conditions proposed by Staff, which are in 

 7 the Staff Report and which have been circulated and have been 

 8 available for the last couple of weeks so that there could be 

 9 a full review of everything in time for this hearing.

10 There has been concern expressed previously by community 

11 members, and we've seen this at the hearing and in documents 

12 submitted previously, but for this particular hearing no new 

13 documents have been submitted so far by the community.  

14 So Staff is recommending approval of this Level B.1 

15 request noting that the request will also proceed to the 

16 Board of County Commissioners in a public hearing for further 

17 consideration so that there will be another public hearing 

18 after this before the Board of County Commissioners, but 

19 Staff is recommending approval with the findings and 

20 conditions in the Staff Report, and I stand for questions.

21 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Okay.  Any questions?  If not, not 

22 at this time.  Thank you.

23 MS. VEREECKE:  Other Staff?  Do we have any other 

24 Staff?  Mike, did you want to say anything at this time, or 

25 do you want to wait until later?  
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 1 MR. GARCIA:  I'll wait until later.

 2 MS. VEREECKE:  Okay.  So I guess there are no more 

 3 -- no more Staff comments.

 4 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  We have a question here from one 

 5 of our Commissioners.

 6 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  So all the comments -- I'm 

 7 going to go back to the matrix because that's, you know, a 

 8 way of tracking everything, but you're -- what I'm 

 9 understanding is all comments from all the agencies that were 

10 put into the matrix, everything was put into the matrix, and 

11 now, everything has been addressed to the satisfaction of the 

12 various agencies who put comments in there; is that correct.

13 MR. PADILLA:  Except the Town of Atrisco.

14 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  I'm talking about the agencies.

15 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, the 

16 comments that were input into Accela and submitted to us that 

17 -- Staff has concluded that the comments have been addressed.

18 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  And I know we did have Accela, 

19 and then we have the matrix, which I understood that the 

20 developer was more or less monitoring what went into the 

21 matrix.  At one point there was some question that the 

22 comments were going in as the agencies submitted them, you 

23 know, with the correct wording and what not.  That's all been 

24 taken care of?  

25 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, yes.  
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 1 We did one more revision to the matrix.  We requested Staff 

 2 to state the current status of the comments, and they 

 3 responded that all of the comments had been addressed.  

 4 Either completed comments had been worked out through 

 5 revisions in the document or that they had been included as 

 6 findings and conditions.  So that document has been updated 

 7 and included in the record, and it was posted online as well 

 8 with the Staff Report.

 9 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  I just wanted to confirm that 

10 that document has become part of the record and that we've  

11 advanced from the point when we -- when it was said that it 

12 was only, like, 85 percent complete, the comments were only 

13 addressed about 85 percent.  Now, we're beyond the 85 percent 

14 or open -- loose ends are part of the findings and 

15 conditions?  That's what I want to make sure of.  

16 MS. VEREECKE:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel,  

17 that's correct.  That's the view of Staff.

18 MS. HERTEL:  Okay.  Thank you.

19 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Is there anybody else?  Okay.  

20 Will the applicant and anybody that -- 

21 MR. PADILLA:  Can I ask for the Town of Atrisco to 

22 be addressed as an agent?  We're completely disregarded as 

23 agent, which is fine.  We'll leave, but we would like to be 

24 addressed as a unit of government, political subdivision 

25 under the Chapter 49, statutes of the State of New Mexico, 
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 1 and I cannot continue to come to these meetings and have two 

 2 Chavezes sit on the Board, which the founder of the Town of 

 3 Atrisco Grant is a Chavez, and the lack of knowledge of the 

 4 history and the rights and privileges of our community are 

 5 continued to be ignored, and I'd like to be able to address 

 6 this committee as an agency instead of having to sign up for 

 7 public comment.  Is that going to be allowed?  

 8 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Come up here to the mic.  

 9 MR. PADILLA:  And I'd like to ask for this --

10 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Come up to the mic if you're going 

11 to speak.  

12 MR. PADILLA:  Sure.  Sure.  I notice that the 

13 developer stands up right after the Staff talks, and so the 

14 Town of Atrisco has been -- has a longstanding history.  And, 

15 Commissioner, Chair, Members of the Committee, my name is 

16 Jerome Padilla.  I'm the president of the Town of Atrisco 

17 Board of Trustees.  We have been a political subdivision in 

18 the State of New Mexico since 1892.  

19 In 1848 the Town of Atrisco petitioned the federal 

20 government for statute and protections under the Treaty of 

21 Guadalupe along with many tribal communities and native 

22 communities, and as a result -- 

23 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Keep it -- keep it short.

24 MR. PADILLA:  Sure.  I will.  I think that our 

25 history is long, and we've been asked to be given agency 
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 1 status in the past.  We've not received that.  So I want to 

 2 make sure that I'm speaking as an agency or I'm speaking as 

 3 an individual?  It really does not matter to me at this 

 4 point, because I think the processes that the County has 

 5 filed in this process are detrimental to the heirs of the 

 6 community and the lack of understanding of the political 

 7 subdivision under entities and the community for 

 8 self-determination, self-government are sadly represented in 

 9 this -- in this committee.  

10 You know, we have not had any opportunity to meet as an 

11 agency with any other political subdivision in the community.  

12 The Water Authority does not have the right to extend 

13 services in our community without our approval.  The 

14 Department of Transportation does not have --

15 MR. JOE CHAVEZ:  Look, we're not -- we're going to 

16 hear the case now.  The only thing I want to hear is you're 

17 saying that you want to be recognized as -- again, say what?  

18 MR. PADILLA:  I would like to be recognized and 

19 make sure that the rights and privileges as an agency are 

20 afforded under this, and what I'm hearing by Staff 

21 recommendations, they have a matrix that they've left off a 

22 significant majority of people.  We have people that show up 

23 here from our community.  We've raised many, many concerns.  

24 I'm an elected official.  I take an oath office, and I'd like 

25 to actually read that oath of office, because the oath of 
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