
SPECIAL PROCEDURES FOR QUALITY OF LIFE COMMITTEE MEETING

Attendance: In response to the State’s declaration of a Public Health Emergency, the
Mayor’s Proclamation of Emergency, and the ban on public gatherings in excess of those
permitted in the current Public Health Order, the Quality of Life Committee meeting will
be conducted virtually.

Viewing: Members of the public may stream the meeting live on the City of Santa Fe’s
YouTube channel at https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofsantafe. The YouTube live
stream can be accessed at this address from most smartphones, tablets, or computers.
The agenda and packet for the meeting will be posted at
https://santafe.primegov.com/public/portal.

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

4. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

a. Approval of the June 16, 2021 Quality of Life Committee Meeting Minutes.

6. PRESENTATIONS

a. Behavioral Health at the City and County (Kyra Ochoa, Community Health
and Safety Director: krochoa@santafenm.gov, 505-955-6603; and Rachel
O’Connor, Health and Human Services Director, Santa Fe County)

b. Santa Fe Recovery: Midtown (Sylvia Barela, CEO of Santa Fe Recovery)

7. ACTION ITEMS: CONSENT
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a. Request for Approval of a Professional Services Contract in the Total
Amount of $254,000 for CHART Consultant Team; Artful Life, LLC. (Pauline
Kanako Kamiyama, Arts and Culture Department Director:
pkkamiyama@santafenm.gov, 955-470-8482; Kristine Mihelcic, City Clerk
and Community Engagement Department Director:
kmmihelcic@santafenm.gov, 955-6846)

Committee Review:
Finance Committee: 7/6/21
Quality of Life Committee: 7/7/21
Public Works and Utilities Committee: 7/12/21
Governing Body: 7/14/21

b. CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2021-__.
A Resolution Approving the Vacation of Existing Portions of the Galisteo
Road Rights-of-Way at Galisteo Road’s Intersection with Zia Road,
Contingent on the Planning Commission’s Approval of the Vacation of
Existing Rights-of-Way and the Dedication of New Galisteo Road Right-
of-Way South of Galisteo Road’s Intersection with Zia Road in a New
Alignment, and New Galisteo Road Right-of-Way North of Galisteo Road’s
Intersection with Zia Road. (Lee Logston, Senior Land Use Planner:
lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 955-6136)

Committee Review:
Public Works and Utilities Committee: 06/28/21
Quality of Life Committee: 07/07/21
Governing Body: 07/14/21

c. Request Approval of Budget Amendment Resolution (BAR) for Department
of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, FY 20 Coronavirus Emergency
Supplemental Funding Grant Award. (Andrew Padilla, Chief of Police:
aapadilla@santafenm.gov, 955-5102)

Committee Review:
Finance Committee: 7/6/21
Quality of Life Committee: 7/7/21
Governing Body: 7/14/21
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d. Request Approval of Budget Amendment Resolution (BAR) for NewMexico
Department of Transportation Traffic Projects Grant Award. (Andrew
Padilla, Chief of Police: aapadilla@santafenm.gov, 955-5102)

Committee Review:
Finance Committee: 7/6/21
Quality of Life Committee: 7/7/21
Governing Body: 7/14/21

8. MATTERS FROM STAFF

9. MATTERS FROM THE COMMITTEE

10. MATTERS FROM THE CHAIR

11. NEXT MEETING: Wednesday, July 21, 2021

12. ADJOURN

Persons with disabilities in need of accommodations, contact the City Clerk’s
office at 955-6521, five (5) working days prior to meeting date.
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1. CALL TO ORDER

Meeting started at 5:00pm

2. ROLL CALL

Members Present:

Councilor Jamie Cassutt
Councilor Michael Garcia
Councilor Chris Rivera
Councilor Renee Villarreal
Councilor Carol Romero-Wirth

Members Excused:

Others Attending:

Jeff Norris, Legislative Liaison Assistant
Jesse Guillen, Legislative Liaison
Kyra Ochoa, Community Services Department Director
Paul Babcock, Fire Chief
Andrew Padilla, Chief of Police
Jamie-Rae Diaz, Clerk
Ben Valdez, Attendee
Randy Randall, Attendee
Alexandra Ladd, Attendee
Anya Alarid, Attendee
Rich Brown, Attendee
Porfirio Chavarria, Attendee
Paul Joye, Attendee

Facilitator Sean Strahon was in attendance

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
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MOTION: Councilor Cassutt moved, seconded by Councilor Villarreal, to approve the
agenda as amended.
- remove items 7d, 7f, and 7g from the agenda.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera, Councilor Villarreal

Against: None

Abstain: Councilor Romero-Wirth

MOTION: Councilor Cassutt moved, seconded by Councilor Rivera, to rescind the
approval of the agenda as amended.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Rivera, Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-
Wirth

Against: Councilor Garcia

Abstain: None

MOTION: Councilor Cassutt moved, seconded by Councilor Rivera, to approve the
agenda as amended.
- Postpone item 7g to a date uncertain.
- Postpone item 7f to the July 7th Quality of Life Committee Meeting and add
the item to the next Public Works and Utilities Committee Meeting.
- Move item 7d to the “presentations” section of the agenda.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Rivera, Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-
Wirth
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Against: Councilor Garcia

Abstain: None

4. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA

MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Cassutt, to approve the
consent agenda as amended.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera, Councilor Villarreal,
Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None

Abstain: None

Councilor Garcia pulled item 7c from the consent agenda to abstain from vote.
Councilor Villarreal pulled item 7h from consent agenda to discussion.

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

a. Approval of the June 2, 2021 Quality of Life Committee Meeting Minutes.

MOTION: Councilor Villarreal moved, seconded by Councilor Cassutt,
to approve the minutes as presented.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera,
Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None
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Abstain: None

6. ACTION ITEMS: CONSENT

a. Request for the Approval of the Amendment No. 1 to Contract 19-0822 to
Increase Amount by $17,500.00 in the Total Amount of $147,465.65 and
Extend the Term from June 30, 2021 to June 30, 2022. (Porfirio Chavarria;
pnchavarria@santafenm.gov; 505-955-3119)

Committee Review:
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/2021
Finance Committee: 06/21/2021
Governing Body: 06/30/2021

MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Cassutt,
to approve the contract amendment as presented.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera,
Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None

Abstain: None

b. Request for Approval of a State of New Mexico Children, Youth and
Families Department (CYFD) Amendment No. 1 to CYFD Agreement No.
21-690-3200-20846, City Contract #21-20846, to Update the Scope ofWork
to Reflect Updated Language, Update the Budget to Reflect Funding
Information for Juvenile Justice Alternative to Detention Programs. (Julie
Sanchez, Youth and Family Services Division
Director, jjsanchez@santafenm.gov, 505-955-6678)

Committee Review:
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/2021
Finance Committee: 06/21/2021
Governing Body: 06/30/2021
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MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Cassutt,
to approve the contract amendment as presented.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera,
Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None

Abstain: None

c. Request for the Approval of Fiscal Year 2022 Grant Contract in the Total
Amount of $304,000 for the Foster Grandparent, Senior Companion, and
Retired Senior Companion Volunteer Programs; State of NewMexico Aging
and Long Term Services Department. (Anya Alarid, Volunteer Program
Manager aalarid@santafenm.gov, 505-955-4744)

Committee Review:
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/2021
Finance Committee: 06/21/2021
Governing Body: 06/30/2021

MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Villarreal,
to approve the grants as presented.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Rivera, Councilor Villarreal,
Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None

Abstain: None

Item pulled by Councilor Garcia to recruse himself from this item.
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d. CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2021-__. (Mayor Webber,
Councilor Romero-Wirth, Councilor Cassutt)
A Resolution Relating to Income Disparity and Inequity; Authorizing the
Execution of a Memorandum of Understanding with Mayors for a
Guaranteed Income and the Santa Fe Community College to Assist with
Launching a Pilot Project to Support Young Parents Enrolled at the Santa
Fe Community College, and to Build Support for a Guaranteed Income in
the City of Santa Fe. (Julie Sanchez, Youth and Family Services Division
Director: jjsanchez@santafenm.gov, 955-6678)

Committee Review:
Introduced: 06/09/21
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/21 (discussed)
Finance Committee: 06/21/21
Public Works and Utilities Committee: 06/28/21
Governing Body: 06/30/21

Item moved to presentations during approval of agenda.

e. CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2021-__. (Councilor Vigil
Coppler, Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, and Councilor Villarreal)
A Resolution Supporting the Tenth Annual Neighbor to Neighbor Fund
Drive. (Jesse Guillen, Legislative Liaison: jbguillen@santafenm.gov,
955-6518)

Committee Review:
Introduced: 6/9/21
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/21
Finance Committee: 06/21/21
Governing Body: 06/30/21

MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Cassutt,
to approve the resolution as presented.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:
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For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera,
Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None

Abstain: None

f. CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2021-__. (Mayor Webber,
Councilor Vigil Coppler, Councilor Romero-Wirth)
A Resolution Donating Property Identified as 635 Alto Street and Resources
to a Developer Qualified as a “Grantee” Under the New Mexico Affordable
Housing Act for Development of at Least Five (5) Low-Priced Dwelling
Units. (Alexandra Ladd, Office of Affordable Housing Director:
agladd@santafenm.gov, 955-6346)

Committee Review:
Introduction: 06/09/21
Community Development Commission: 06/16/21
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/21
Finance Committee: 06/21/21
Public Works and Utilities Committee: 06/28/21
Governing Body: 06/30/21

The Committee voted to postpone item 7f to the July 7th Quality of Life
Committee Meeting and add the item to the next Public Works and
Utilities Committee Meeting during the “Approval of the Agenda.”

g. CONSIDERATION OF BILL NO. 2021-__. (Councilor Lindell, Mayor
Webber, and Councilor Rivera)
An Ordinance Creating a New Section 2-4.14 SFCC 1987 to Require the
City Manager’s Residence be Within, or Within Ten (10) Miles of, the
Municipal Boundaries of the City of Santa Fe; Creating a New Section 2-9.7
SFCC 1987 to Require that the Chief of Police’s Primary Residence be
Within, or Within Ten (10) Miles of, the Municipal Boundaries of the City
of Santa Fe; and Creating New Section 2-10/6 SFCC 1987 to Require that
the Chief of the Fire Department’s Primary Residence be Within, or Within
Ten (10) Miles of, the Municipal Boundaries of the City of Santa Fe. (Jesse
Guillen, Legislative Liaison: jbguillen@santafenm.gov, 955-6518)
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Committee Review:
Introduction: 06/09/21
Public Safety Committee: 06/15/21
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/21
Finance Committee: 06/21/21
Governing Body (request to publish): 06/30/21
Governing Body (public hearing): 07/28/21

The Committee voted to postpone item 7g to a date uncertain during the
“Approval of the Agenda.”

h. CONSIDERATION OF BILL NO. 2021-__. (Councilor Lindell and Mayor
Webber)
An Ordinance Amending Section 23-6.2 SFCC 1987 to Remove the Six-
Month Minimum Lease Duration for the Sale and Consumption of Alcohol
on City Property. (Randy Randall, TOURISM Santa Fe Executive
Director: rrandall@santafenm.gov, 955-6209; Rich Brown, Community and
Economic Development Department Director: rdbrown@santafenm.gov,
955-6625; Jesse Guillen, Legislative Liaison: jbguillen@santafenm.gov,
955-6518)

Committee Review:
Introduced: 5/12/21
Quality of Life Committee: 6/16/21
Public Works and Utilities Committee: 06/28/21
Governing Body (request to publish): 06/30/21
Economic Development Advisory Committee: 7/14/21
Governing Body (public hearing): 07/28/21

MOTION: Councilor Villarreal moved, seconded by Councilor Cassutt,
to approve the bill as presented.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera,
Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None
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Abstain: None

Item pulled by Councilor Villarreal for discussion.

i. Request for Approval of the Allocation for the 2021-2022 Affordable
Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) and the Attached Contracts Awarded in
Response to RFP #21/25/P Totaling $1,225,000. (Alexandra Ladd, Director
of Office of Affordable Housing:agladd@santafenm.gov 505-303-9868)

Committee Review:
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/2021
Finance Committee: 06/21/2021
Governing Body: 06/30/2021

MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Cassutt,
to approve the contract as presented.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera,
Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None

Abstain: None

j. Request for Approval of the Allocation for the 2021-2022 Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) Funds and the Attached Contracts
Awarded in Response to RFP #21/24/P and Program Administration Cost
(Contract Total: $556,067, Plus Administration $124,619 (Alexandra Ladd,
Director of Office of Affordable Housing: agladd@santafenm.gov,
505-303-9868)

Committee Review:
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/2021
Finance Committee: 06/21/2021
Governing Body: 06/30/2021
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MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Cassutt,
to approve the contract as presented.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera,
Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None

Abstain: None

k. Request for Approval to Submit for Review to the US Department of Justice,
Office of Justice Programs, Certifications and Assurances by the Chief
Executive of the Applicant Government. (Andrew Padilla, Chief of Police,
Police Department, aapadilla@santafenm.gov, 955-5102)

Committee Review:
Public Safety Committee: 06/15/2021
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/2021
Finance Committee: 06/21/2021
Governing Body: 06/30/2021

MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Cassutt,
to approve the grants as presented.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera,
Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None

Abstain: None
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l. Request for the Approval of the Agreement for Animal Confinement, Care
and Disposal Between the Santa Fe Animal Shelter and Human Society,
Inc. and the City of Santa Fe in the Total Amount of $529,231.80 for the
Confinement, Care, Maintenance and Disposal of Stray and Impounded
Animals for a Period of Three (3) Years from the Time of Approval by Both
the City of Santa Fe and Santa Fe Animal Shelter and Humane Society,
Inc. (Ben Valdez, Deputy Chief of Police: bpvaldez@santafenm.gov,
955-5040).

Committee Review:
Public Safety Committee: 06/15/21
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/21
Finance Committee: 06/21/21
Governing Body: 06/30/21

MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Cassutt,
to approve the contract as presented.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera,
Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None

Abstain: None

m. Request for Approval of the Collective Bargaining Agreement Between the
City of Santa Fe and the Santa Fe Police Officers Association for FY22.
Contract Includes Salary Increases in the Amount of $423,039 for Sworn
and Civilian Bargaining Unit Employees. (Ben Valdez, Deputy Chief of
Police, bpvaldez@santafenm.gov, 955-5040)

Committee Review:
Public Safety Committee: 06/15/21
Quality of Life Committee: 06/16/21
Finance Committee: 06/21/21
Governing Body: 06/30/21
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MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Cassutt,
to approve the contract as presented.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Councilor Cassutt, Councilor Garcia, Councilor Rivera,
Councilor Villarreal, Councilor Romero-Wirth

Against: None

Abstain: None

7. PRESENTATION

a. Housing Security Overview (Kyra Ochoa, Community Health and Safety
Director:krochoa@santafenm.gov, 505-955-6603; Alexandra Ladd, Office
of Affordable Housing
Director: agladd@santafenm.gov, 505-955-6346; and Anna Cale,
Community Services Project Administrator: axcale@santafenm.gov,
505-955-6236)

b. Presentation on report entitled Evictions in the COVID-19 ERA: Successes
and limitations of moratoria to keep people housed and healthy in Santa Fe
(Part II). (Tomás Rivera, Executive Director, Chainbreaker Collective)

8. MATTERS FROM STAFF

9. MATTERS FROM THE COMMITTEE

10. MATTERS FROM THE CHAIR

11. NEXT MEETING: Wednesday, July 7, 2021

12. ADJOURN
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Meeting adjourn at 7:41pm

_____________________________
Liaison

________________________________
Chair
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CITY OF SANTA FE PROCUREMENT CHECKLIST 

Contractor Name:  

Procurement Title: 

Procurement Method: State Price Agreement  Cooperative       Sole Source      Other     

Exempt        Request For Proposal (RFP)  Invitation To Bid (ITB)  Contract under 60K  Contract over 60K 

Department Requesting  Staff Name 

Procurement Requirements:

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS FOR APPROVAL BY PURCHASING*

YES N/A

State Price Agreement
RFP
Evaluation Committee Report
ITB

Quotes (3 valid current quotes)
Cooperative Agreement 
Sole Source Request and Determination Form 
Contractors Exempt Letter

BAR 
FIR

All documentation presented to Committees
Other:   

Department Rep Printed Name (attesting that all information included)  Title  Date



City of Santa Fe, New Mexico 
Memorandum 

DATE: June 4, 2021

TO: Governing Body
Finance Committee
Quality of Life

VIA: Jarel LaPan Hill, City Manager
Mary McCoy, Finance Department Director
Fran Dunaway, Chief Procurement Officer
Rich Brown, Community Development Department Director

FROM: Pauline Kanako Kamiyama, Arts and Culture Department Director
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

ITEM AND ISSUE:
Request for the Approval of Professional Services Contract in the Total Amount of $254,000 for CHART 
Consultant Team; Artful Life, LLC, Pauline Kanako Kamiyama, pkkamiyama@santafenm.gov, 505.470.8482 

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY:
The purpose of the Request for Proposal (RFP 21/30/P) is to solicit sealed proposals to establish a contract 
through competitive negotiations for the procurement of a consultant team (s) (Consultant) to facilitate the 
CHART Initiative including but not limited to the planning, development, coordination, communication, 
implementation, messaging, and evaluation of community-centered processes that fosters dialogue within the 
City.

PROCUREMENTMETHOD:
A Request for Proposal RFP#21/30/P was issued. 

CONTRACT NUMBER:
The FY20 Munis contract number is 3202772.

FUNDING SOURCE:
The funding source is: 
Fund Name/Number: Constituent Services/1002575 
Munis Org Name/Number: Other Consulting/ 510340 

ACTION REQUESTED:
Arts and Culture Department and Community Engagement Department respectfully requests your review 
and approval.  



CoSF Version 1 7.30.2020 

The City of Santa Fe 
AND 

Arts and Culture Department and Community Engagement Department 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (RFP)

Culture, History, Art, Reconciliation and Truth (CHART) 
Initiative: Consultant Team 

RFP#
21/30/P 

RFP Release Date:  March 8, 2021 

Proposal Due Date:  April 6, 2021 
ELECTRONIC-ONLY PROPOSAL SUBMISSION 
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I.  INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE OF THIS REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

The purpose of the Request for Proposal (RFP) is to solicit sealed proposals to establish a contract through 
competitive negotiations for the procurement of a consultant team (s) (Consultant) to facilitate the CHART 
Initiative including but not limited to the planning, development, coordination, communication, 
implementation, messaging, and evaluation of community-centered processes that fosters dialogue within the 
City.  
 
 
B. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The City of Santa Fe (“City”) recognizes the political and cultural divisions in the United States at this time 
and has observed the destruction of the Soldier’s Monument (the Obelisk) on the Plaza, the removal of the 
Don Diego de Vargas statue from Cathedral Park, and the boarding up of the Kit Carson memorial. There is 
an urgent call to action to discuss the City’s cultural histories and current viewpoints to seek solutions for a 
future of peace, justice, healing, and reconciliation through a process for community engagement that 
encourages people to speak, to be heard, and to listen. This is the beginning of an ongoing effort to learn and 
understand our complex histories and stories, and to promote truth, healing, and reconciliation for a future of 
peace and justice. 
 
The goal is to promote broader cross-cultural understanding, racial equity, healing, and reconciliation in our 
community.  To allow for individuals to openly share and communicate their feelings and their history.  To 
provide advice on decisions for statutes and monuments as well as short, medium, and long-term responses 
for community healing and reconciliation. The information generated from the processes is a first effort and 
will be compiled in a format for use and consideration by the Governing Body to inform its deliberation and 
evaluation for future process, action, and decisions. 
 
The Consultant should review Resolution 2021 – 6. Please see the Procurement Library in Section I. G.  
 
 
C. SCOPE OF PROCUREMENT  

The Consultant will have experience in facilitating and coordinating a community-centered practice, with 
cultural competency particularly with the communities of Northern New Mexico, especially experience 
working with communities within the City of Santa Fe. The Consultant will work closely with the City 
Project Team to implement a robust engagement process and write a final report with recommendations 
gained from community input. 
   

The ideal Consultant, which may be a firm or team, will have: 
 Experience in cultural competency particularly with the communities of Northern New Mexico, 

specifically within the City of Santa Fe 
 Demonstrated community-centered practice with experience conducting community 

engagement, stakeholder facilitation and strategic planning processes
 Have facilitators and/or team members who are of and from the various Santa Fe communities 
 Expertise as relates to issues of diversity, equity, and inclusion and ability to authentically 

engage stakeholders of diverse backgrounds with competency 
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 Strong administrative and organizational skills to manage complex and multi-layered project 
initiative from start to finish 
Track record of client collaboration and clear communication
Excellent oral and written communication skills

 Capacity to complete the tasks described in this RFP within the time frame provided
 Commitment to providing exceptional customer service and responding to client requests in a 

timely fashion
Expertise in research and evaluation
Expertise in community outreach, communication 

 Ability to communicate efficiently - construct press release, social media to help reach a broad 
spectrum of community members. 

The Scope of Work includes but not limited to the following categories: 
Administration, Facilitation/Training, Art Activations, Cultural History Series and Reporting and Evaluation. 
The anticipated timeframe is April 2021 through March 2022. 
 
The resulting award may be multiple contracts. 
 
This procurement will result in a contractual agreement between two parties; the procurement may ONLY be 
used by those two parties exclusively. 
 
 
D. PROCUREMENT MANAGER 

Arts and Culture Department and Community Engagement Department has assigned a Procurement 
Manager who is responsible for the conduct of this procurement whose name, address, telephone number and 
e-mail address are listed below: 
 
Name:  Sam Burnett, Procurement Manager
Telephone: (505) 795-2491 
Email:  jsburnett@santafenm.gov 
 

1. Any inquiries or requests regarding this procurement should be submitted, in writing, to the 
Procurement Manager.  Offerors may contact ONLY the Procurement Manager regarding this 
procurement.  Other city employees or Evaluation Committee members do not have the authority to 
respond on behalf of the Procurement Manager.  
 

2. Protests of the solicitation or award must be submitted in writing to the Protest Manager 
identified in Section II.B.13.  As a Protest Manager has been named in this Request for Proposals, 
pursuant to §13-1-172, NMSA 1978 and Procurement Manual Section Y, ONLY protests delivered 
directly to the Protest Manager in writing and in a timely fashion will be considered to have 
been submitted properly and in accordance with statute, rule and this Request for Proposals.
Protests submitted or delivered to the Procurement Manager will NOT be considered properly 
submitted.   

E. PROPOSAL SUBMISSION 
Submissions of all proposals must be accomplished via email to: purchasing@santafenm.gov. 
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F. DEFINITION OF TERMINOLOGY 

This section contains definitions of terms used throughout this procurement document, including appropriate 
abbreviations: 

 
1. “Authorized Purchaser” means an individual authorized by a Participating Entity to place orders 

against this contract. 
 

2. “Award” means the final execution of the contract document. 
 

3. “Business Hours” means 8:00 AM thru 5:00 PM MST/MDT, whichever is in effect on the date 
given. 
 

4. “Central Purchasing Office” means the office responsible for the control of procurement of items 
of tangible personable property, services or construction. 
 

5. “Chief Procurement Officer” means that person within the Central Purchasing Office who is 
responsible for the control of procurement of items of tangible personable property, services or 
construction.

6. “City” means the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico which in the procurement context may act through 
the Finance Director, City Manager, or Governing Body. 

 
7. “Close of Business” means 5:00 PM Mountain Standard or Daylight Time, whichever is in use at that 

time. 
 

8. “Confidential” means confidential financial information concerning Offeror’s organization and data 
that qualifies as a trade secret in accordance with the Uniform Trade Secrets Act §§57-3-A-1 through 
57-3A-7, NMSA 1978,. The following items may not be labelled as confidential:  Offeror’s 
submitted Cost response, Staff/Personnel Resumes/Bios (excluding personal information such as 
personal telephone numbers and/or home addresses), and other submitted data that is not confidential 
financial information or that qualifies under the Uniform Trade Secrets Act. 

9. “Contract” means any agreement for the procurement of items of tangible personal property, 
services or construction.   

 
10. “Contractor” means any business having a contract with the City of Santa Fe. 

 
11. “Department” means the Requesting Department sponsoring this Procurement. 

 
12. “Determination” means the written documentation of a decision of a procurement officer including 

findings of fact required to support a decision.  A determination becomes part of the procurement file 
to which it pertains.

 
13. “Desirable” – the terms ”may,” “can,” “should,” “preferably,” or “prefers” identify a desirable or 

discretionary item or factor. 
 

14. “Electronic Submission” means a successful submittal of Offeror’s proposal.
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15. “Electronic Version/Copy” means a digital form consisting of text, images or both readable on 
computers or other electronic devices that includes all content that the Original and Hard Copy 
proposals contain. The digital form may be submitted using a compact disc (CD) or USB flash drive. 
The electronic version/copy can only be emailed.

 
16. “Evaluation Committee” means a body appointed to perform the evaluation of Offerors’ proposals.  

 
17. “Evaluation Committee Report” means a report prepared by the Procurement Manager and the 

Evaluation Committee to support the Committee’s recommendation for contract award.  It will 
contain scores and written evaluations of all responsive Offeror proposals. 

 
18. “Final Award” means, in the context of this Request for Proposals and all its attendant documents, 

that point at which the final required signature on the contract(s) resulting from the procurement has 
been affixed to the contract(s) thus making it fully executed. 
 

19. “Finalist” means an Offeror who meets all the mandatory specifications of this Request for Proposals 
and whose score on evaluation factors is sufficiently high to merit further consideration by the 
Evaluation Committee. 

 
20. “Hourly Rate” means the proposed fully loaded maximum hourly rates that include travel, per diem, 

fringe benefits and any overhead costs for contractor personnel, as well as subcontractor personnel if 
appropriate. 

 
21. “Mandatory” – the terms ”must,” ”shall” ”will,” ”is required,” or ”are required,” identify a 

mandatory item or factor.  Failure to meet a mandatory item or factor may result in the rejection of 
the Offeror’s proposal. 

 
22. “Minor Irregularities” means anything in the proposal that does not affect the price, quality and/or 

quantity, or any other mandatory requirement.  
 

23. “Multiple Source Award” means an award of an indefinite quantity contract for one or more similar 
services, items of tangible personal property or construction to more than one Offeror. 

 
24. “Offeror” is any person, corporation, or partnership who chooses to submit a proposal. 

 
25. “Price Agreement” means a definite quantity contract or indefinite quantity contract which requires 

the contractor to furnish items of tangible personal property, services or construction to the City of 
Santa Fe, a state agency or a local public body which issues a purchase order, if the purchase order is 
within the quantity limitations of the contract, if any.    

 
26. “Procurement Manager” means any person or designee authorized by the Requesting Department 

to facilitate the procurement and or administer the contract(s)s . 
 

27. “Project” means a temporary process undertaken to solve a well-defined goal or objective with 
clearly defined start and end times, a set of clearly defined tasks, and a budget. The project terminates 
once the project scope is achieved and project acceptance is given by the project executive sponsor. 

 
28. “Redacted” means a version/copy of the Offeror’s proposal with the information considered 

proprietary or confidential (as defined by §§57-3A-1 to 57-3A-7, NMSA 1978  and summarized 
herein and outlined in Section II.C.8 of this RFP) blacked-out BUT NOT omitted or removed. 
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29. “Request for Proposals (RFP)” means all documents, including those attached or incorporated by 
reference, used for soliciting proposals. 
 

30. “Requesting Department” means the City Department responsible for overseeing the work or 
delivery of tangible personal property by a contractor.   

 
31. “Responsible Offeror” means an Offeror who submits a responsive proposal and who has furnished, 

when required, information and data to prove that his financial resources, production or service 
facilities, personnel, service reputation and experience are adequate to make satisfactory delivery of 
the services, or items of tangible personal property described in the proposal. 

 
32. “Responsive Offer” or means an offer which conforms in all material respects to the requirements 

set forth in the request for proposals.  Material respects of a request for proposals include, but are not 
limited to price, quality, quantity or delivery requirements. 

 
33. “Sealed” means, in terms of a non-electronic submission, that the proposal is enclosed in a package 

which is completely fastened in such a way that nothing can be added or removed. Open packages 
submitted will not be accepted except for packages that may have been damaged by the delivery 
service itself. The City of Santa Fe reserves the right, however, to accept or reject packages where 
there may have been damage done by the delivery service itself. Whether a package has been 
damaged by the delivery service or left unfastened and should or should not be accepted is a 
determination to be made by the City’s Chief Procurement Officer.  By submitting a proposal, the 
Offeror agrees to and concurs with this process and accepts the determination of the Chief 
Procurement Officer in such cases.

 
34. “Staff” means any individual who is a full-time, part-time, or an independently contracted employee 

with the Offerors’ company.   
 

35. “State (the State)” means the State of New Mexico. 
 

36.  “Statement of Concurrence” means an affirmative statement from the Offeror to the required 
specification agreeing to comply and concur with the stated requirement(s). This statement shall be 
included in Offerors proposal. (E.g. “We concur,” “Understands and Complies,” “Comply,” “Will 
Comply if Applicable,” etc.) 

 
37. “Unredacted” means a version/copy of the proposal containing all complete information; including 

any that the Offeror would otherwise consider confidential, such copy for use only for the purposes of 
evaluation.   

 
38. “Written” means typewritten on standard 8 ½ x 11 inch paper.  Larger paper is permissible for 

charts, spreadsheets, etc.
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G. PROCUREMENT LIBRARY 
A procurement library has been established.  Offerors are encouraged to review the material contained in the 
Procurement Library by selecting the link provided in the electronic version of this document through your 
own internet connection.  The library contains information listed below: 
 
Electronic version of RFP, Questions & Answers, RFP Amendments, etc.   
https://www.santafenm.gov/bids_rfps

Other relevant links:  
Resolution 2021 – 6, www.santafenm.gov/chart outlines in detail the desires of the Governing Body.  
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II. CONDITIONS GOVERNING THE PROCUREMENT

This section of the RFP contains the schedule of events, the descriptions of each event, and the conditions 
governing this procurement.   

A. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS

The City’s Central Purchasing Office and the Procurement Manager will make every effort to adhere to the 
following schedule: 

Action Responsible Party Due Dates 

1.  Issue RFP Central Purchasing 
Office 

3/9/2021  

2.  Acknowledgement of 
Receipt Form 

Potential Offerors 3/16/2021 

3.  Pre-Proposal Conference Requesting 
Department

3/16/2021 

4. Deadline to submit 
     Written Questions

Potential Offerors 3/25/2021

5.  Response to Written 
     Questions 

Procurement Manager 3/29/2021 

6.  Submission of Proposal Potential Offerors 4/6/2021 
7.* Proposal Evaluation Evaluation Committee 4/8/2021 
8.* Selection of Finalists Evaluation Committee 4/12/2021 
9 * Oral Presentation(s) Finalist Offerors 4/14/2021 
10.* Finalize Contractual 

Agreements 
Requesting 
Department/Finalist 
Offerors 

4/15/2021 

11.* Contract Awards Requesting 
Department/ Finalist 
Offerors 

4/20/2021 

12.* Protest Deadline Central Purchasing 
Office

+15 days

*Dates indicated in Events 7 through 13 are estimates only, and may be subject to change without necessitating an 
amendment to the RFP.

B. EXPLANATION OF EVENTS 

The following paragraphs describe the activities listed in the Sequence of Events shown in Section II.A., 
above. 

1. Issue RFP 

This RFP is being issued on behalf of The City Arts and Culture Department and Community 
Engagement Department on March 8, 2021. 
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2. Acknowledgement of Receipt Form 

Potential Offerors may e-mail the Acknowledgement of Receipt Form (APPENDIX A), to the 
Central Purchasing Office at Purchasing@santafenm.gov , to have their organization placed on the 
procurement Distribution List.  Please put the RFP number and Title in the Subject line of the 
email. The form must be returned to the Central Purchasing Office by 3:00 pm MST/ MDT on the 
date indicated in Section II.A, Sequence of Events 
 
The procurement distribution list will be used for the distribution of written responses to questions, 
and/or any amendments to the RFP.  Failure to return the Acknowledgement of Receipt Form does 
not prohibit potential Offerors from submitting a response to this RFP.  However, by not returning 
the Acknowledgement of Receipt Form, the potential Offeror’s representative shall not be included 
on the distribution list, and will be solely responsible for obtaining from the Procurement Library 
(Section I.G.) responses to written questions and any amendments to the RFP. 

3. Pre-Proposal Conference 

A pre-proposal conference will be held as indicated in Section II.A, Sequence of Events, beginning at 
3pm MST/MDT via  Zoom. 
 https://santafenm-gov.zoom.us/j/96202891739?pwd=c3kwb0FkVkxETjhGUHcxdTNMbE1jdz09. Potential 
Offeror(s) are encouraged to submit written questions in advance of the conference to the Central 
Purchasing Office and the Procurement Manager (see Section I.D).  The identity of the organization 
submitting the question(s) will not be revealed.  Additional written questions may be submitted at the 
conference.  All questions answered during the Pre-Proposal Conference will be considered unofficial 
until they are posted in writing.  All written questions will be addressed in writing on the date listed in 
Section II.A, Sequence of Events. A public log will be kept of the names of potential Offeror(s) that 
attended the pre-proposal conference. 
 
Attendance at the pre-proposal conference is highly recommended, but not a prerequisite for 
submission of a proposal.  

4. Deadline to Submit Written Questions 

Potential Offerors may submit written questions to the Central Purchasing Office and the 
Procurement Manager as to the intent or clarity of this RFP until 3pm MST/MDT as indicated in 
Section II.A, Sequence of Events.  All written questions must be addressed to the Central Purchasing 
Office and the Procurement Manager as declared in Section I.D. Questions shall be clearly labeled 
and shall cite the Section(s) in the RFP or other document which form the basis of the question. 

5. Response to Written Questions 

Written responses to the written questions will be provided via e-mail, on or before the date indicated 
in Section II.A, Sequence of Events, to all potential Offerors who timely submitted an 
Acknowledgement of Receipt Form (Section II.B.2 and APPENDIX A).
 
An electronic version of the Questions and Answers will be posted to: 
https://www.santafenm.gov/bids_rfps 
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6. Submission of Proposal 

At this time, only electronic proposal submission is allowed.  Do not submit hard copies until further 
notice. Please put the RFP number and Title in the Subject line of the email.

ALL OFFEROR PROPOSALS MUST BE RECEIVED FOR REVIEW AND EVALUATION BY 
THE CENTRAL PURCHASING OFFICE VIA EMAIL AT Purchasing@santafenm.gov NO 
LATER THAN 3:00 PM MST/MDT ON APRIL 6, 2021. PROPOSALS RECEIVED AFTER 
THIS DEADLINE WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED. The date and time of receipt will be recorded on 
each proposal.  
 
Proposals must be submitted electronically through email until further notice. Refer to Section 
III.B.1 for instructions. Proposals submitted by facsimile will not be accepted.

A log will be kept of the names of all Offeror organizations that submitted proposals.  Pursuant to 
§13-1-116, NMSA 1978, the contents of proposals shall not be disclosed to competing potential 
Offerors during the negotiation process.  The negotiation process is deemed to be in effect until the 
contract is awarded pursuant to this Request for Proposals.  Awarded in this context means the final 
required City of Santa Fe signatures on the contract(s) resulting from the procurement has been 
obtained. 

7. Proposal Evaluation 

An Evaluation Committee will perform the evaluation of proposals.  This process will take place as 
indicated in Section II.A, Sequence of Events, depending upon the number of proposals received.  
During this time, the Central Purchasing Office or/and the Procurement Manager may initiate 
discussions with Offerors who submit responsive or potentially responsive proposals for the purpose 
of clarifying aspects of the proposals. However, proposals may be accepted and evaluated without 
such discussion.  Discussions SHALL NOT be initiated by the Offerors. 

8. Selection of Finalists 

The Evaluation Committee will select and the Procurement Manager will notify the finalist Offerors 
as per schedule Section II.A, Sequence of Events or as soon as possible thereafter. A schedule for 
Oral Presentation, if any, will be determined at this time. Finalists will be Offerors receiving the 
highest cumulative scores in the following Sections: Section IV.B.1 Organizational Experience, 
Section IV.B.2 Organizational References. 

9. Oral Presentations 
Finalist Offerors, as selected per Section II.B.8 above, may be required to conduct an oral 
presentation via Zoom to be determined as per schedule Section II.A., Sequence of Events, or as soon 
as possible thereafter.  If oral presentations are held, Finalist Offerors may be required to make their 
presentations through electronic means (GoToMeeting, Zoom, etc).  The Department will provide 
Finalist Offerors with applicable details.  Whether or not Oral Presentations will be held is at the 
discretion of the Evaluation Committee and Central Purchasing Office. 

10. Finalize Contractual Agreements 

After approval of the Evaluation Committee Report, any contractual agreement(s) resulting from this 
RFP will be finalized with the most advantageous Offeror(s), taking into consideration the evaluation 
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factors set forth in this RFP, as per Section II.A., Sequence of Events, or as soon as possible 
thereafter.  The most advantageous proposal may or may not have received the most points.  In the 
event mutually agreeable terms cannot be reached with the apparent most advantageous Offeror in 
the timeframe specified, the City of Santa Fe reserves the right to finalize a contractual agreement
with the next most advantageous Offeror(s) without undertaking a new procurement process.   

11. Contract Awards 

Upon receipt of the signed contractual agreement, the Department will award as per Section II.A., 
Sequence of Events, or as soon as possible thereafter.  The award is subject to appropriate 
Department and Governing Body approval. 

12. Protest Deadline 

Any protest by an Offeror must be timely submitted and in conformance with §13-1-172, NMSA 
1978 and applicable procurement regulations.  As a Protest Manager has been named in this Request 
for Proposals, pursuant to §13-1-172, NMSA 1978 and Procurement Manual Section Y, ONLY 
protests delivered directly to the Protest Manager in writing and in a timely fashion will be 
considered to have been submitted properly and in accordance with statute, rule and this Request for 
Proposals. The 15 calendar day protest period shall begin on the day following the notice of award of 
contract(s) and will end at 5:00 pm MST/MDT on the 15th day.  Protests must be written and must 
include the name and address of the protestor and the request for proposal number.  It must also 
contain a statement of the grounds for protest including appropriate supporting exhibits and it must 
specify the ruling requested from the party listed below. The protest must be delivered to:  
 
Fran Dunaway 
Chief Procurement Officer  
City of Santa Fe 
fadunaway@santafenm.gov 

 
PROTESTS RECEIVED AFTER THE DEADLINE WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED. 

 

C. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. Acceptance of Conditions Governing the Procurement 

Potential Offerors must indicate their acceptance of these Conditions Governing the Procurement, 
Section II.C, by completing and signing the Letter of Transmittal form, pursuant to the requirements 
in Section II.C.30, located in APPENDIX E.   

2. Incurring Cost 

Any cost incurred by the potential Offeror in preparation, transmittal, and/or presentation of any 
proposal or material submitted in response to this RFP shall be borne solely by the Offeror. Any cost 
incurred by the Offeror for set up and demonstration of the proposed equipment and/or system shall 
be borne solely by the Offeror.
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3. Prime Contractor Responsibility 

Any contractual agreement that may result from this RFP shall specify that the prime contractor is 
solely responsible for fulfillment of all requirements of the contractual agreement with the 
Department which may derive from this RFP. The Department entering into a contractual agreement 
with a vendor will make payments to only the prime contractor. 

4. Subcontractors/Consent 

The use of subcontractors is allowed. The prime contractor shall be wholly responsible for the entire 
performance of the contractual agreement whether or not subcontractors are used.  Additionally, the 
prime contractor must receive approval, in writing, from The Department awarding any resultant 
contract, before any subcontractor is used during the term of this agreement. 

5. Amended Proposals 

An Offeror may submit an amended proposal before the deadline for receipt of proposals. Such 
amended proposals must be complete replacements for a previously submitted proposal and must be 
clearly identified as such in the transmittal letter.  The Department or the Central Purchasing
Office personnel will not merge, collate, or assemble proposal materials. 

6. Offeror’s Rights to Withdraw Proposal 

Offerors will be allowed to withdraw their proposals at any time prior to the deadline for receipt of 
proposals.  The Offeror must submit a written withdrawal request addressed to the Central 
Purchasing Office and the Procurement Manager and signed by the Offeror’s duly authorized 
representative. 
 
The approval or denial of withdrawal requests received after the deadline for receipt of the proposals 
is governed by the applicable procurement regulations. 

7. Proposal Offer Firm 

Responses to this RFP, including proposal prices for services, will be considered firm for one-
hundred eighty (180) days after the due date for receipt of proposals or ninety (90) days after the due 
date for the receipt of a best and final offer, if the Offeror is invited or required to submit one.  

8. Disclosure of Proposal Contents 
 
The contents of all submitted proposals will be kept confidential until the final award has been 
completed by The City.  At that time, all proposals and documents pertaining to the proposals will be 
available for public inspection, except for proprietary or confidential material as follows: 

a. Proprietary and Confidential information is restricted to: 
1. confidential financial information concerning the Offeror’s organization; and 
2. information that qualifies as a trade secret in accordance with the Uniform Trade Secrets 

Act, §§57-3A-1 through 57-3A-7.   
b. An additional but separate redacted version of Offeror’s proposal, as outlined and identified in 

Sections III.B.1.a.i and III.B.2.a.i, shall be submitted containing the blacked-out proprietary 
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or confidential information, in order to facilitate eventual public inspection of the non-
confidential version of Offeror’s proposal. 

 
IMPORTANT:  The price of products offered or the cost of services proposed SHALL NOT be 
designated as proprietary or confidential information.   
 
If a request is received for disclosure of proprietary or confidential materials, the City Attorney and 
the Chief Procurement Officer shall examine the request and make a written determination that 
specifies which portions of the proposal should be disclosed.  Unless the Offeror takes legal action to 
prevent the disclosure, the proposal will be so disclosed.  The proposal shall be open to public 
inspection subject to any continuing prohibition on the disclosure of proprietary or confidential 
information. 
 

9. No Obligation 

This RFP in no manner obligates The City or any of its Departments to the use of any Offeror’s
services until a valid written contract is awarded and approved by appropriate authorities.  

10. Termination 

This RFP may be canceled at any time and any and all proposals may be rejected in whole or in part 
when the Department determines such action to be in the best interest of the City of Santa Fe.  

11. Sufficient Appropriation 

Any contract awarded as a result of this RFP process may be terminated if sufficient appropriations 
or authorizations do not exist.  Such terminations will be affected by sending written notice to the 
contractor.  The Department’s decision as to whether sufficient appropriations and authorizations are 
available will be accepted by the contractor as final. 

12. Legal Review 

The Department requires that all Offerors agree to be bound by the General Requirements contained 
in this RFP.  Any Offeror’s concerns must be promptly submitted in writing to the attention of the 
Central Purchasing Office and the Procurement Manager.

13. Governing Law 

This RFP and any agreement with an Offeror which may result from this procurement shall be 
governed by the laws of the State of New Mexico. 

14. Basis for Proposal 

Only information supplied in writing by the Central Purchasing Office and the Procurement Manager 
or contained in this RFP shall be used as the basis for the preparation of Offeror proposals. 
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15. Contract Terms and Conditions 

The contract between the Department and a contractor will follow the format specified by The City
and contain the terms and conditions set forth in the Draft Contract Appendix C. However, the 
contracting Department reserves the right to negotiate provisions in addition to those contained in 
this RFP Draft Contract with any Offeror.  The contents of this RFP, as revised and/or supplemented, 
and the successful Offeror’s proposal will be incorporated into and become part of any resultant 
contract. 
 
The City discourages exceptions from the contract terms and conditions as set forth in the RFP Draft 
Contract.  Such exceptions may cause a proposal to be rejected as nonresponsive when, in the sole 
judgment of The City (and its evaluation team), the proposal appears to be conditioned on the 
exception, or correction of what is deemed to be a deficiency, or an unacceptable exception is 
proposed which would require a substantial proposal rewrite to correct. 
 
Should an Offeror object to any of the terms and conditions as set forth in the RFP Draft Contract 
(APPENDIX C) strongly enough to propose alternate terms and conditions in spite of the above, the 
Offeror must propose specific alternative language. The City may or may not accept the alternative 
language.  General references to the Offeror’s terms and conditions or attempts at complete 
substitutions of the Draft Contract are not acceptable to The City and will result in disqualification of 
the Offeror’s proposal. 
 
Offerors must provide a brief discussion of the purpose and impact, if any, of each proposed change 
followed by the specific proposed alternate wording. 
 
If an Offeror fails to propose any alternate terms and conditions during the procurement process (the 
RFP process prior to selection as successful Offeror), no proposed alternate terms and conditions will 
be considered later during the negotiation process.  Failure to propose alternate terms and conditions 
during the procurement process (the RFP process prior to selection as successful Offeror) is an 
explicit agreement by the Offeror that the contractual terms and conditions contained herein are 
accepted by the Offeror.

16. Offeror’s Terms and Conditions 

Offerors must submit with the proposal a complete set of any additional terms and conditions they 
expect to have included in a contract negotiated with The City.  See Section II.C.15 for requirements. 

17. Contract Deviations 

Any additional terms and conditions, which may be the subject of negotiation (such terms and 
conditions having been proposed during the procurement process, that is, the RFP process prior to 
selection as successful Offeror), will be discussed only between The City and the Offeror selected 
and shall not be deemed an opportunity to amend the Offeror’s proposal. 

18. Offeror Qualifications 

The Evaluation Committee may make such investigations as necessary to determine the ability of the 
potential Offeror to adhere to the requirements specified within this RFP.  The Evaluation Committee



Page 14 of 59 
 

will reject the proposal of any potential Offeror who is not a Responsible Offeror or fails to submit a 
Responsive Offer as defined in §13-1-83 and §13-1-85, NMSA 1978. 

19. Right to Waive Minor Irregularities 

The Evaluation Committee, upon approval from the Chief Procurement Officer, reserves the right to 
waive minor irregularities, as defined in Section I.F.23.  The Evaluation Committee also reserves the 
right to waive mandatory requirements, provided that all of the otherwise responsive proposals failed 
to meet the same mandatory requirements and the failure to do so does not otherwise materially 
affect the procurement.  This right is at the sole discretion of the Evaluation Committee. 

20. Change in Contractor Representatives 

The City reserves the right to require a change in contractor representatives if the assigned 
representative(s) is (are) not, in the opinion of The City, adequately meeting the needs of The City. 

21. Notice of Penalties 

The Procurement Code, §§13-1-28 through 13-1-199, NMSA 1978, imposes civil, and misdemeanor
and felony criminal penalties for its violation.  In addition, the New Mexico criminal statutes impose 
felony penalties for bribes, gratuities and kickbacks. 

22. Department Rights 

The Department in agreement with the Evaluation Committee reserves the right to accept all or a 
portion of a potential Offeror’s proposal. 

23.  Right to Publish 

Throughout the duration of this procurement process and contract term, Offerors and contractors 
must secure from The City written approval prior to the release of any information that pertains to the 
potential work or activities covered by this procurement and/or City contracts deriving from this 
procurement.  Failure to adhere to this requirement may result in disqualification of the Offeror’s 
proposal or removal from the contract. 

24. Ownership of Proposals 

All documents submitted in response to the RFP shall become property of The City.  If the RFP is 
cancelled, all responses received shall be destroyed by the Central Purchasing Office unless the 
Offeror either picks up, or arranges for pick-up, the materials within three (3) business days of 
notification of the cancellation.  Offeror is responsible for all costs involved in return 
mailing/shipping of proposals.  

25. Confidentiality 
 

Any confidential information provided to, or developed by, the contractor in the performance of the 
contract resulting from this RFP shall be kept confidential and shall not be made available to any 
individual or organization by the contractor without the prior written approval of The City.   
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The Contractor(s) agrees to protect the confidentiality of all confidential information and not to 
publish or disclose such information to any third party without The City’s written permission.  

 

26. Electronic mail address required 

A large part of the communication regarding this procurement will be conducted by electronic mail 
(e-mail).  Offeror must have a valid e-mail address to receive this correspondence. (See also Section 
II.B.5, Response to Written Questions). 

27. Use of Electronic Versions of this RFP 

This RFP is being made available by electronic means.  In the event of conflict between a version of 
the RFP in the Offeror’s possession and the version maintained by the Central Purchasing Office, the 
Offeror acknowledges that the version maintained by the Central Purchasing Office shall govern.    
Please refer to: https://www.santafenm.gov/bids_rfps  

28. Campaign Contribution Disclosure Form 

Offeror must complete, sign, and return the Campaign Contribution Disclosure Form, APPENDIX B, 
as a part of their proposal.  This requirement applies regardless whether a covered contribution was 
made or not made for the positions of Governor and Lieutenant Governor, City Officials or other 
identified official.  Failure to complete and return the signed, unaltered form will result in 
Offeror’s disqualification. 

29. Letter of Transmittal 

Offeror’s proposal must be accompanied by an unaltered Letter of Transmittal Form (APPENDIX 
E), which must be completed and signed by the individual authorized to contractually obligate the 
company, identified in #2 below.  DO NOT LEAVE ANY OF THE ITEMS ON THE FORM 
BLANK (N/A, None, Does not apply, etc. are acceptable responses). 
 

The Letter of Transmittal MUST: 

1. Identify the submitting business entity (its Name, Mailing Address and Phone Number); 
2. Identify the Name, Title, Telephone, and E-mail address of the person authorized by the Offeror’s 

organization to (A) contractually obligate the business entity providing the Offer, (B) negotiate a 
contract on behalf of the organization; and/or (C) provide clarifications or answer questions 
regarding the Offeror’s proposal content (A response to B and/or C is only required if the responses 
differs from the individual identified in A);

3. Identify sub-contractors, if any, anticipated to be utilized in the performance of any resultant 
contract award; 

4. Describe any relationship with any other entity (such as City, County, State Agency, reseller, etc., 
that is not a sub-contractor identified in #3), if any, which will be used in the performance of this 
awarded contract; and 

5. Be signed and dated by the person identified in #2 above; attesting to the veracity of the 
information provided, and acknowledging (a) the organization’s acceptance of the Conditions 
Governing the Procurement stated in Section II.C.1, (b) the organizations acceptance of the 
Section V Evaluation Factors, and (c) receipt of any and all amendments to the RFP. 

 
Failure to respond to ALL items as indicated above, will result in Offeror’s disqualification.
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30. Disclosure Regarding Responsibility 

A. Any prospective Contractor and any of its Principals who enter into a contract greater than sixty 
thousand dollars ($60,000.00) with any state agency or local public body for professional 
services, tangible personal property, services or construction agrees to disclose whether the 
Contractor, or any principal of the Contractor’s company: 
1. is presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, or declared ineligible for award of 

contract by any federal entity, state agency or local public body; 

2. has within a three-year period preceding this offer, been convicted in a criminal matter or had 
a civil judgment rendered against them for:  
a. the commission of fraud or a criminal offense in connection with obtaining, attempting to 

obtain, or performing a public (federal, state or local) contract or subcontract;  
b. violation of Federal or state antitrust statutes related to the submission of offers; or 
c. the commission in any federal or state jurisdiction of embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, 

falsification or destruction of records, making false statements, tax evasion, violation of 
Federal criminal tax law, or receiving stolen property;

 
3. is presently indicted for, or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by any (federal state or 

local) government entity with the commission of any of the offenses enumerated in paragraph 
A of this disclosure; 

4. has, preceding this offer, been notified of any delinquent Federal or state taxes in an amount 
that exceeds $3,000.00 of which the liability remains unsatisfied. Taxes are considered 
delinquent if the following criteria apply. 

a. The tax liability is finally determined.  The liability is finally determined if it has been 
assessed.  A liability is not finally determined if there is a pending administrative or judicial 
challenge.  In the case of a judicial challenge of the liability, the liability is not finally 
determined until all judicial appeal rights have been exhausted. 

b. The taxpayer is delinquent in making payment.  A taxpayer is delinquent if the taxpayer has 
failed to pay the tax liability when full payment was due and required.  A taxpayer is not 
delinquent in cases where enforced collection action is precluded. 

c. Have within a three-year period preceding this offer, had one or more contracts terminated for 
default by any federal or state agency or local public body.) 

 
B. Principal, for the purpose of this disclosure, means an officer, director, owner, partner, or a person 

having primary management or supervisory responsibilities within a business entity or related 
entities. 

C. The Contractor shall provide immediate written notice to the Chief Procurement Officer or other 
party to this Agreement if, at any time during the term of this Agreement, the Contractor learns 
that the Contractor’s disclosure was at any time erroneous or became erroneous by reason of 
changed circumstances.
 

D. A disclosure that any of the items in this requirement exist will not necessarily result in 
termination of this Agreement.  However, the disclosure will be considered in the determination 
of the Contractor’s responsibility and ability to perform under this Agreement.  Failure of the 
Contractor to furnish a disclosure or provide additional information as requested will render the 
Offeror nonresponsive. 

 

E. Nothing contained in the foregoing shall be construed to require establishment of a system of 
records in order to render, in good faith, the disclosure required by this document.  The 
knowledge and information of a Contractor is not required to exceed that which is the normally 
possessed by a prudent person in the ordinary course of business dealings. 
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F. The disclosure requirement provided is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was 
placed when making an award and is a continuing material representation of the facts during the 
term of this Agreement.   If during the performance of the contract, the Contractor is indicted for 
or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by any government entity (federal, state or local) with 
commission of any offenses named in this document the Contractor must provide immediate 
written notice to the Chief Procurement Officer or other party to this Agreement.  If it is later 
determined that the Contractor knowingly rendered an erroneous disclosure, in addition to other 
remedies available to the Government, the Chief Procurement Officer may terminate the involved 
contract for cause.  Still further the Chief Procurement Officer may suspend or debar the 
Contractor from eligibility for future solicitations until such time as the matter is resolved to the 
satisfaction of the Chief Procurement Officer 

31. Local Preferences 
The City recognizes the value of revenue derived from local businesses and shall procure 
goods and/or services locally when possible, pursuant to Ordinance and this Manual, except 
for purchases using City, state and federal grant funds. Applicable City, state and federal law 
and regulations govern procurements using City, state or federal funds.
1. Local Preference Qualification

To qualify for a local preference, a vendor must attach a state of New Mexico Taxation and 
Revenue Department-issued, Resident Business certification of eligibility to its bid or proposal, 
showing that the business is located within the Santa Fe municipal limits. If an offer is received 
without a copy of the appropriate State of New Mexico Taxation and Revenue Department 
issued Business Registration Certificate, the preference will not be applied. A valid resident 
business certificate is issued by the Taxation and Revenue Department pursuant to NMSA 
1978 §13-1-22. 

 

a. The City shall award additional 3% of the total weight of all the factors used in 
evaluating the proposal to a local resident business. The City shall award an 
additional 3% of the total weight of all the factors used in evaluating the proposal 
to a non-local resident business who has hired all local resident business 
subcontractors. 
 

b. When the City makes a purchase using a formal request for proposal process and the 
contract is awarded based on a point-based system, the City shall award additional 
point’s equivalent to 3% of the total possible points to a local resident business. The 
City shall award an additional 3% of the total possible points to a business who has 
hired all local resident business subcontractors.  

 

The maximum available local preference shall be 6%. 

2. Solicitations above One Million Dollars ($1,000,000) 
a. The City shall deem a bid or proposal submitted by a resident business to be 6% 

lower than the bid actually submitted, if and only if at least 50% of the subcontracted

services go to subcontractors who are resident businesses. 

b. The City shall deem the bid or proposal submitted by a non-local resident business to 
be 3% lower than the bid actually submitted, if and only at least 50% of the sub- 
contracted services go to subcontractors who are resident businesses. 

The Local Preferences shall not apply if the expenditures for this RFP includes federal funds.
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III. RESPONSE FORMAT AND ORGANIZATION

A. NUMBER OF RESPONSES

Offerors shall submit only one proposal in response to this RFP. 

B. NUMBER OF COPIES  

1. ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION ONLY Responses  

Proposals in response to this RFP must be submitted through City of Santa Fe’s Purchasing email 
ONLY, the Offeror need only submit one single electronic copy of each portion of its proposal 
(Technical and Cost) as outlined below.  EXCEPTION:  Single electronic files that exceed 50mb may be 
submitted as multiple uploads, which must be the least number of uploads necessary to fall under the 
50mb limit.  Separate the proposals as described below into separate electronic files for submission.   

Proposals must be submitted in the manner outlined below.  Technical and Cost portions of Offerors 
proposal must be submitted in separate uploads as indicated below in this section, and must be 
prominently identified as “Technical Proposal,” or “Cost Proposal,” on the front page of each upload  

 
a) Technical Proposals – One (1) ELECTRONIC upload must be organized in accordance with

Section III.C.1. Proposal Format. All information for the Technical Proposal must be combined 
into a single file/document for uploading. EXCEPTION:  Single electronic files that exceed 50mb 
may be submitted as multiple uploads, which must be the least number of uploads necessary to fall 
under the 50mb limit. The Technical Proposals SHALL NOT contain any cost information.  
 

i. Confidential Information:  If Offeror’s proposal contains confidential information, as defined 
in Section I.F.6 and detailed in Section II.C.8, Offeror must submit two (2) separate 
ELECTRONIC technical files : 

 One (1) ELECTRONIC version of the requisite proposals identified as unredacted 
(def. Section I.F.38) versions for evaluation purposes; and 

 One (1) redacted (def. Section I.F.29) ELECTRONIC for the public file, in order to 
facilitate eventual public inspection of the non-confidential version of Offeror’s 
proposal. Redacted versions must be clearly marked as “REDACTED” or 
“CONFIDENTIAL” on the first page of the electronic file;  
 

 
b) Cost Proposals – One (1) ELECTRONIC upload of the proposal containing ONLY the Cost 

Proposal.  All information for the cost proposal must be combined into a single file/document for 
uploading.  EXCEPTION:  Single electronic files that exceed 50mb may be submitted as multiple 
uploads, which must be the least number of uploads necessary to fall under the 50mb limit 
 

The ELECTRONIC proposal submission must be fully submitted to: purchasing@santafenm.gov by 
the submission deadline in Section II.B.6.

Any proposal that does not adhere to the requirements of this Section and Section III.C.1 Proposal Content 
and Organization may be deemed non-responsive and rejected on that basis. 
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C. PROPOSAL FORMAT

All proposals must be submitted as follows:  

Organization of files/envelopes for electronic copy proposals: 

1. Proposal Content and Organization 

Direct reference to pre-prepared or promotional material may be used if referenced and clearly 
marked.  Promotional material must be minimal.  The proposal must be organized and indexed in the 
following format and must contain, at a minimum, all listed items in the sequence indicated. 
 
Technical Proposal – DO NOT INCLUDE ANY COST INFORMATION IN THE 
TECHNICAL PROPOSAL. 

A. Signed Letter of Transmittal 
B. Signed Campaign Contribution Form 
C. Table of Contents 
D. Proposal Summary (Optional) 
E. Response to Contract Terms and Conditions (from Section II.C.15)
F. Offeror’s Additional Terms and Conditions (from Section II.C.16 ) 
G. Response to Specifications (except Cost information which shall be included ONLY in 

Cost Proposal/Binder 2)  
1. Organizational Experience 
2. Organizational References 
3. Oral Presentation (if applicable) 
4. Local Preferences (if applicable) 

H. Other Supporting Material (if applicable) 
 

Cost Proposal: 
1. Completed Cost Response Form (APPENDIX D)

 
Within each section of the proposal, Offerors should address the items in the order indicated above.  
All forms provided in this RFP must be thoroughly completed and included in the appropriate section 
of the proposal.  Any and all discussion of proposed costs, rates or expenses must occur ONLY 
in the Cost Proposal.

A Proposal Summary may be included in Offeror’s Technical Proposal, to provide the Evaluation 
Committee with an overview of the proposal; however, this material will not be used in the 
evaluation process unless specifically referenced from other portions of the Offeror’s proposal.  DO 
NOT INCLUDE COST INFORMATION IN THE PROPOSAL SUMMARY. 
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IV. SPECIFICATIONS

A. DETAILED SCOPE OF WORK  

The Consultant will have experience in facilitating and coordinating a community-centered practice, with 
cultural competency particularly with the communities of Northern New Mexico, especially experience 
working with communities within the City of Santa Fe. The Consultant will work closely with the City 
Project Team to implement a robust engagement process and write a final report with recommendations 
gained from community input. 
 
The ideal Consultant, which may be a firm or team, will have: 

 Experience in cultural competency particularly with the communities of Northern New Mexico, 
specifically within the City of Santa Fe 
Demonstrated community-centered practice with experience conducting community 
engagement, stakeholder facilitation and strategic planning processes

 Have facilitators and/or team members who are of and from the various Santa Fe communities
Expertise as relates to issues of diversity, equity, and inclusion and ability to authentically 
engage stakeholders of diverse backgrounds with competency 

 Strong administrative and organizational skills to manage complex and multi-layered project 
initiative from start to finish 

 Track record of client collaboration and clear communication 
 Excellent oral and written communication skills
 Capacity to complete the tasks described in this RFP within the time frame provided
 Commitment to providing exceptional customer service and responding to client requests in a 

timely fashion
 Expertise in research and evaluation
 Expertise in community outreach, communication 
 Ability to communicate efficiently - construct press release, social media to help reach a broad 

spectrum of community members. 

The Scope of Work includes but is not limited to the following categories: 
Administration, Facilitation/Training, Art Activations, Cultural History Series and Reporting and Evaluation.
 
Framework 
Meeting people where they are provides access to entry points for city-wide participation. There will be three 
opportunities for participation: 

1. Community Convenings – Phase 1
Consist of three sessions as follows: 

 Round One will focus on personal identity and stories; 
 Round Two will focus on shared dialogue and cross-dialogue about core values, building on 

Round One; and 
 Round Three will focus on generating solutions, recommendations, and responses 

 
 

Community Solutions Table – Phase 2
Community Solutions Table shall review, discuss, and consider summarized notes and 
documentation from Round One and Two of the community dialogue sessions, community survey 
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results, and solutions, recommendations, and responses generated during Round Three of the 
community dialogue sessions 
 

o Community Solutions Table will be established to include representatives 
who have participated in all three community dialogue sessions 

o Will suggest solutions based on a combination of recommendations from 
session participants at the end of each community dialogue session 

o Membership on the Community Solutions Table will be determined after the 
community dialogue sessions have ended 

o Membership of the Community Solutions Table shall be intentionally diverse 
and representative of the Santa Fe community in terms of age, gender identity, 
sexual orientation, race, and cultural background 

o The Community Solutions Table shall also include a balance of perspectives 
and opinions on the City histories, and stories, as well as a balance of 
perspectives on the obelisk and other monuments and statues of the 
community.

o Community Solutions Table shall hold 2 – 3 facilitated sessions with a format 
of consensus building. 

 
2. One-on-One interviews 

 Individual, one-on-one interviews be conducted as an alternative for providing input by 
community members who cannot participate in community dialogue sessions

 Interviews will ask more in-depth questions than the survey and will require 15 - 30 minutes to 
complete. 

 
3. Community Survey  

 Conducted in multiple languages to broaden the number of voices participating in the community 
dialog and to provide an alternative for individuals who cannot or choose not to participate in 
community dialogue sessions. 

 
The Consultant will fulfill the above framework through: 
Administration 

 Design the community dialogue sessions, one-on-one interviews, online survey and Community 
Solutions Table with an evaluator to ensure equity, inclusion and non-bias questions/framing 

 Manage an engagement calendar and schedule of online and in-person convenings, interviews and 
other interaction as needed 

 Identify and train a  team of facilitators for community dialogue sessions, one-on-one interviews, 
online survey and Community Solutions Table 

 Pair facilitators or co-facilitators with conveners of organizational and community dialogue sessions 
 Conduct regular check in sessions for facilitators. 
 Ensure multi-lingual and accessibility access including not limited to child care when in person 

meetings are allowable by State Public Health Order 
 Collaborate with the City project team on city-wide outreach including but not limited to 

organizations and individuals  
 Coordinate and set meeting schedules with the City project team 
 Participate in weekly check-ins with the City project team regarding logistics and schedules 
 Design, coordinate, implement and manage Communications including social media, press releases, 

website, written summary reports, etc. in coordination with the City’s Communication’s Director 
 Provide regular updates to the Governing Body on the status of the CHART process 
 Bi-lingual Spanish and other languages including American Sign Language as needed 
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Facilitation/Training

 Provide implicit and anti-racism training sessions to, but not limited to, City elected officials, City 
Project Team, City Directors and/or others as identified by the City

  Retain facilitators and/or team members  that are representative of the various communities of Santa 
Fe including those from non-profit and social service organizations 

 Convening of community dialogue sessions by organizations 
 Facilitate, as appropriate, a number of community dialogue sessions open generally to community 

members unaffiliated with a particular community organization 
 Facilitate one-on-one interviews 

Facilitate Community Solutions Table
Convenings facilitated primarily via online platforms, although some in-person sessions may be 
allowed per public health criteria status related to COVID-19. 
Bi-lingual Spanish and other languages including American Sign Language as needed 

Art Activations 
Engage Santa Fe’s artistic and cultural community to produce 5-8 art activations modeled on but not 
exclusive to Paper Monuments 
Artist outreach should include all mediums, ages and career levels and artists collectives particularly 
those from traditionally disenfranchised communities 
Consultant manages and pays the artist and the art process
Locations for art activations include but not limited to the downtown Plaza but also midtown and 
southside of Santa Fe 
Artist selection process will be open call format and encouraged to be as accessible as possible 
through simplified application 

 Coordinate with the City for site identification 
 Bi-lingual Spanish and other languages including American Sign Language as needed 

 
Cultural History Series 

 Create series focusing on Santa Fe and Northern New Mexico’s history, present and future for both 
online and in person (when feasible)  

 Engage with historians, artists, culture bearers, storytellers, scientists, makers, etc. in formats that will 
engage a wide range of ages and interests – examples include panels, speaker series, pecha kuchas, 
interviews, storytelling, performance, etc.
Record and document all sessions for access to the public via City website/youtube or similar 
platforms.
Evaluate each session for efficacy and impact 

Reporting and Evaluation 
Will be responsible for summarizing and/or collecting discussions notes from all engagements 
(convenings, interviews, survey) for the Community Solutions Table  
Create and implement an evaluation for both participants and trained team facilitators on the process 
and outcomes 
Use of data visualization, infographics, dashboards etc. that expresses data in various representation 
to convey the stories and information behind the numbers 
Create a Final Report on the CHART Initiative (convenings, surveys, interviews, art activations, 
cultural history series, etc)  in a format for use and consideration by the Governing Body to inform its 
deliberation and evaluation for future process, action, and decisions and include but not limited to 
recommendations for continued city-wide engagement
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Create content for communications for updates and outreach in both digital and print in both Spanish 
and English, other languages as necessary 

 

B. TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

1. Organizational Experience 
Offeror must:  

 
a) provide a detailed description of relevant culturally competent facilitation experience with city or 

state government and private sector.  The experience of all proposed subcontractors must be 
described.  The narrative must thoroughly describe how the Offeror has supplied expertise for 
similar contracts and must include the extent of their experience, expertise and knowledge as a 
provider of community-centered processes and methodologies towards the goal of reconciliation, 
healing and actionable items.  Include: description of community convenings you have done, how 
many of convenings, experience working with research/evaluator to formulate survey and 
interview questions, experience in conducting one-on-one interviews and large group convenings. 
All community-centered processes and methodologies provided to private sector will also be 
considered. 

 
b) provide a brief resume/bio of all key personnel Offeror proposes to use in performance of the 

resulting contract, should Offeror be awarded.  Key personnel is identified as project manager, 
lead facilitator or other role of leadership to fulfill the CHART Initiative.  Offeror must include 
key personnel education, work experience, relevant certifications/licenses in facilitation, 
mediation and/or diversity/equity/inclusion (DEI). 

 
c) Describe your knowledge of Northern New Mexico, in particular Santa Fe. What is your 

familiarity with history, cultural history, local neighborhood issues, past and current tensions both 
locally and nationally. 

 
d) describe at least two project successes and failures of community-centered engagement.  Include 

how each experience improved the Offeror’s services. 

2. Organizational References 
 
Offeror must provide a list of a minimum of three (3) references from similar projects/programs 
performed for private, city, state or large local government clients within the last three (3) years.  
 
Offeror shall include the following Business Reference information as part of its proposals:  

 
a) Client name; 
b) Project description; 
c) Project dates (starting and ending); 
d) Staff assigned to reference engagement that will be designated for work per this 

RFP; and 
e) Client project manager name, telephone number, fax number and e-mail address. 

 
Offeror is required to submit APPENDIX F, Organizational Reference Questionnaire 
(“Questionnaire”), to the business references it lists.  The business references must submit the 
Questionnaire directly to the designee identified in APPENDIX F.  The business references 
must not return the completed Questionnaire to the Offeror. It is the Offeror’s responsibility to 
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ensure the completed forms are submitted on or before the date indicated in Section II. A, Sequence 
of Events, for inclusion in the evaluation process.   
 
Organizational References that are not received or are not complete, may adversely affect the 
Offeror’s score in the evaluation process.  Offerors are encouraged to specifically request that their 
Organizational References provide detailed comments. 

C. BUSINESS SPECIFICATIONS  

1. Letter of Transmittal Form 

The Offeror’s proposal must be accompanied by the Letter of Transmittal Form located in 
APPENDIX E.  The form must be completed and must be signed by the person authorized to 
obligate the company.  Failure to respond to ALL items, as indicated in Section II.C.30 and 
APPENDIX E, and to return a signed, unaltered form will result in Offeror’s disqualification. 

2. Campaign Contribution Disclosure Form 

The Offeror must complete an unaltered Campaign Contribution Disclosure Form and submit a 
signed copy with the Offeror’s proposal.  This must be accomplished whether or not an applicable 
contribution has been made.  (See APPENDIX B).  Failure to complete and return the signed, 
unaltered form will result in Offeror’s disqualification. 
   

3. Cost 
Offerors must complete the Cost Response Form in APPENDIX D. Cost will be measured by the 
following categories: Administration, Facilitation/Training, Art Activations, Cultural History Series, 
Reporting/Evaluation. 
 

4. Local Preference  
To ensure adequate consideration and application of NMSA 1978, § 13-1-21 (as amended), Offerors 
MUST include a copy, in this section, of its NM Resident preference certificate, as issued by the 
New Mexico Taxation and Revenue Department.  
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V.  EVALUATION

A. EVALUATION POINT SUMMARY

The following is a summary of evaluation factors with point values assigned to each.  These weighted 
factors will be used in the evaluation of individual potential Offeror proposals by sub-category.
 

 
Evaluation Factors

(Correspond to section IV.B and IV C)
Points Available

  
B. Technical Specifications
B. 1. Organizational Experience 50 
B. 2. Organizational References 15
  
C. Business Specifications
C.1. Letter Of Transmittal Pass/Fail 
C.2. Campaign Contribution Disclosure Form Pass/Fail
C. 3. Oral Presentation 20
C.4. Cost 15 
TOTAL POINTS AVAILABLE 100 

  
C.5.  City of Santa Fe Local Preference per 
Section IV C. 2

3 

C.6.  City of Santa Fe Local Preference using 
Local Subcontractors Section IV C.2

6 

Table 1: Evaluation Point Summary 

B. EVALUATION FACTORS 

1. B.1 Organizational Experience (See Table 1) 45 points 
Points will be awarded based on the thoroughness and clarity of Offeror’s response in this Section.  
The Evaluation Committee will also weigh the relevancy and extent of Offeror’s experience, 
expertise and knowledge; and of personnel education, experience and certifications/licenses.  In 
addition, points will be awarded based on Offeror’s candid and well-thought-out response to 
successes and failures, as well as the ability of the Offeror to learn from its failures and grow from its 
successes.
 

2. B.2 Organizational References (See Table 1) 15 points 

Points will be awarded based upon an evaluation of the responses to a series of questions on the 
Organizational Reference Questionnaire (Appendix F).  Offeror will be evaluated on references that 
show positive service history, successful execution of services and evidence of satisfaction by each 
reference.  References indicating significantly similar services/scopes of work and comments provided 
by a submitted reference will add weight and value to a recommendation during the evaluation process.  
Points will be awarded for each individual response up to 1/3 of the total points for this category.  Lack 
of a response will receive zero (0) points. 
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The Evaluation Committee may contact any or all business references for validation of information 
submitted. If this step is taken, the Procurement Manager and the Evaluation Committee must all be 
together on a conference call with the submitted reference so that the Procurement Manager and all 
members of the Evaluation Committee receive the same information. Additionally, the City reserves 
the right to consider any and all information available to it (outside of the Organizational Reference 
information required herein), in its evaluation of Offeror responsibility per Section II.C.18. 

 

3. C.1 Letter of Transmittal (See Table 1) 
Pass/Fail only.  No points assigned. 

4.  C.2 Campaign Contribution Disclosure Form (See Table 1) 
Pass/Fail only. No points assigned. 

5. C.3 Oral Presentation (See Table 1) – 20 points 

Points will be awarded based on the quality, organization and effectiveness of 
communication of the information presented, as well as the professionalism of the 
presenters and technical knowledge of the proposed staff. Prior to Oral 
Presentation, Agency will provide the Offeror a presentation agenda. 

6. C.4 Cost (See Table 1) 15 points 

The evaluation of each Offeror’s cost proposal will be conducted using the following formula:  

 Lowest Responsive Offeror’s Cost 
 ------------------------------------------------------- X    Available Award Points 
 Each Offeror’s Cost 

        

7. C.5. Local Preferences 
Percentages will be determined based upon the point-based system outlined below.  
 

A. The City shall award additional 3% of the total weight of all the factors used in evaluating 
the proposal to a local resident business. The City shall award an additional 3% of the total 
weight of all the factors used in evaluating the proposal to a non-local resident business who 
has hired all local resident business subcontractors.

B. When the City makes a purchase using a formal request for proposal process and the contract is 
awarded based on a point-based system, the City shall award additional point’s equivalent to 3% 
of the total possible points to a local resident business. The City shall award an additional 3% of 
the total possible points to a business who has hired all local resident business subcontractors.  

The maximum available local preference shall be 6%. 
 

C. Solicitations above One Million Dollars ($1,000,000) 

a. The City shall deem a bid or proposal submitted by a resident business to be 6% lower 
than the bid actually submitted, if and only if at least 50% of the subcontracted services 
go to subcontractors who are resident businesses.
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b. The City shall deem the bid or proposal submitted by a non-local resident business to be 3% 
lower than the bid actually submitted, if and only at least 50% of the sub- contracted services 
go to subcontractors who are resident businesses.

C. EVALUATION PROCESS 

1. All Offeror proposals will be reviewed for compliance with the requirements and specifications
stated within the RFP.  Proposals deemed non-responsive will be eliminated from further 
consideration. 

 
2. The Central Purchasing Office or/and the Procurement Manager may contact the Offeror for 

clarification of the response as specified in Section II. B.7. 
 
3. Responsive proposals will be evaluated on the factors in Section IV, which have been assigned a 

point value in Section V.  The responsible Offerors with the highest scores will be selected as finalist 
Offerors, based upon the proposals submitted.  In accordance with 13-1-117 NMSA 1978, the 
responsible Offerors whose proposals are most advantageous to the City taking into consideration the 
Evaluation Factors in Section V will be recommended for award (as specified in Section II.B.12). 
Please note, however, that a serious deficiency in the response to any one factor may be grounds for 
rejection regardless of overall score. 
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APPENDIX A 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT FORM 
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APPENDIX A
 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL 
Culture, History, Art, Reconciliation and Truth (CHART) 

Initiative: Consultant Team 
21/30/P 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT FORM 

This Acknowledgement of Receipt Form should be signed and submitted no later than 3pm MST, March 16 
2021.  Only potential Offerors who elect to return this form will receive copies of all submitted questions and 
the written responses to those questions, as well as any RFP amendments, if any are issued. 
 
In acknowledgement of receipt of this Request for Proposal, the undersigned agrees that he or she has 
received a complete copy of the RFP, beginning with the title page, and ending with APPENDIX I. 
 
The name and address below will be used for all correspondence related to the Request for Proposal. 
 
ORGANIZATION: _______________________________________________________________ 
 
CONTACT NAME: ______________________________________________________________ 
 
TITLE: ________________________________ PHONE NO.: ____________________ 
 
E-MAIL:  __________________________________________ 
 
ADDRESS: _____________________________________________________________ 
 
CITY: __________________________ STATE: ________ ZIP CODE: _____________ 
 
 
 

Submit Acknowledgement of Receipt Form to: 
To:   Central Purchasing  

E-mail:  Purchasing@santafenm.gov 
Subject Line: CHART Initiative: Consultant Team 

21/30/P 
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APPENDIX B 

CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION DISCLOSURE FORM 

Pursuant to the Procurement Code, Sections 13-1-28, et seq., NMSA 1978 and  NMSA 1978, § 13-1-191.1 
(2006), as amended by Laws of 2007, Chapter 234, a prospective contractor subject to this section shall 
disclose all campaign contributions given by the prospective contractor or a family member or representative 
of the prospective contractor to an applicable public official of the state or a local public body during the two 
years prior to the date on which a proposal is submitted or, in the case of a sole source or small purchase 
contract, the two years prior to the date on which the contractor signs the contract, if the aggregate total of 
contributions given by the prospective contractor or a family member or representative of the prospective 
contractor to the public official exceeds two hundred fifty dollars ($250) over the two-year period. A 
prospective contractor submitting a disclosure statement pursuant to this section who has not contributed to 
an applicable public official, whose family members have not contributed to an applicable public official or 
whose representatives have not contributed to an applicable public official shall make a statement that no 
contribution was made.   

A prospective contractor or a family member or representative of the prospective contractor shall not give a 
campaign contribution or other thing of value to an applicable public official or the applicable public 
official's employees during the pendency of the procurement process or during the pendency of negotiations 
for a sole source or small purchase contract.  

Furthermore, a solicitation or proposed award for a proposed contract may be canceled pursuant to Section 13-
1-181 NMSA 1978 or a contract that is executed may be ratified or terminated pursuant to Section 13-1-182 
NMSA 1978 if a prospective contractor fails to submit a fully completed disclosure statement pursuant to this 
section; or a prospective contractor or family member or representative of the prospective contractor gives a 
campaign contribution or other thing of value to an applicable public official or the applicable public official's 
employees during the pendency of the procurement process.  

The state agency or local public body that procures the services or items of tangible personal property shall 
indicate on the form the name or names of every applicable public official, if any, for which disclosure is 
required by a prospective contractor. 

THIS FORM MUST BE INCLUDED IN THE REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS AND MUST BE FILED BY 
ANY PROSPECTIVE CONTRACTOR WHETHER OR NOT THEY, THEIR FAMILY MEMBER, OR 
THEIR REPRESENTATIVE HAS MADE ANY CONTRIBUTIONS SUBJECT TO DISCLOSURE.  
 
The following definitions apply:  
 
“Applicable public official” means a person elected to an office or a person appointed to complete a term of 
an elected office, who has the authority to award or influence the award of the contract for which the 
prospective contractor is submitting a competitive sealed proposal or who has the authority to negotiate a 
sole source or small purchase contract that may be awarded without submission of a sealed competitive 
proposal. 
 
“Campaign Contribution” means a gift, subscription, loan, advance or deposit of money 
or other thing of value, including the estimated value of an in-kind contribution, that is made to or received 
by an applicable public official or any person authorized to raise, collect or expend contributions on that 
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official’s behalf for the purpose of electing the official to statewide or local office.  “Campaign Contribution” 
includes the payment of a debt incurred in an election campaign, but does not include the value of services 
provided without compensation or unreimbursed travel or other personal expenses of individuals who 
volunteer a portion or all of their time on behalf of a candidate or political committee, nor does it include the 
administrative or solicitation expenses of a political committee that are paid by an organization that sponsors 
the committee.    

 
“Family member” means a spouse, father, mother, child, father-in-law, mother-in-law, daughter-in-law or 
son-in-law of (a) a prospective contractor, if the prospective contractor is a natural person; or (b) an owner of 
a prospective contractor; 
 
“Pendency of the procurement process” means the time period commencing with the public notice of the 
request for proposals and ending with the award of the contract or the cancellation of the request for 
proposals.  

 
“Prospective contractor” means a person or business that is subject to the competitive sealed proposal 
process set forth in the Procurement Code [Sections 13-1-28 through 13-1-199 NMSA 1978] or is not 
required to submit a competitive sealed proposal because that person or business qualifies for a sole source 
or small purchase contract.

 
“Representative of a prospective contractor” means an officer or director of a corporation, a member or 
manager of a limited liability corporation, a partner of a partnership or a trustee of a trust of the prospective 
contractor. 
 
Name(s) of Applicable Public Official(s) if any:  

Mayor Alan M Webber 
 Councilor Signe Lindell, Pro-tem 
 Councilor Renee Villarreal 
 Councilor Michael Garcia 
 Councilor Carol Romero-Wirth
 Councilor Roman Tiger Abeyta 
 Councilor Christopher Rivera 
 Councilor Joanne Vigil Coppler 
 Councilor Jaime Cassutt-Sanchez
 
  
DISCLOSURE OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY PROSPECTIVE CONTRACTOR:
 
Contribution Made By:  __________________________________________ 
 
Relation to Prospective Contractor: __________________________________________ 
 
Date Contribution(s) Made:  __________________________________________ 
     __________________________________________ 
           
Amount(s) of Contribution(s)  __________________________________________ 
     __________________________________________ 
           
Nature of Contribution(s)  __________________________________________ 
     __________________________________________ 
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Purpose of Contribution(s)  __________________________________________ 
     __________________________________________ 
           
(Attach extra pages if necessary)
 
 
___________________________ _______________________ 
Signature    Date
 
___________________________ 
Title (position) 

--OR— 
 
 
 

NO CONTRIBUTIONS IN THE AGGREGATE TOTAL OVER TWO HUNDRED FIFTY 
DOLLARS ($250) WERE MADE to an applicable public official by me, a family member or 
representative. 
 
 
______________________________  _______________________ 
Signature       Date  
 
______________________________ 
Title (Position) 
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APPENDIX C 

DRAFT CONTRACT 

The Agreement included in this Appendix C represents the contract the City intends to use to make an 
award.  The City of Santa Fe reserves the right to modify the Agreement prior to, or during, the 
award process, as necessary. 
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DRAFT CONTRACT

See separate PDF
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APPENDIX D

COST RESPONSE FORM 

COST RESPONSE FORM
This is a sample form, expand or detail as needed.
 
Description Quantity Cost per Item
Administration
Facilitation/Training 
Art Activations
Cultural History 
Series
Reporting and 
Evaluation

All amounts provided must include all labor, materials, equipment, transportation, configuration, art 
activation associated costs, installation, training, translation including ASL, childcare, design/graphics, 
writer/editor, printing, virtual platform costs and profit to provide the goods and/or services described in 
Section IV.A, (as amended by any current RFP amendments for the period specified). 
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APPENDIX E 

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL FORM 
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Letter of Transmittal Form

ITEMS #1 to #4 EACH MUST BE COMPLETED IN FULL (pursuant to Section II.C.30).  FAILURE TO 
RESPOND TO ALL FOUR (4) ITEMS WILL RESULT IN THE DISQUALIFICATION OF OFFEROR’S 

PROPOSAL!  DO NOT LEAVE ANY ITEM BLANK!  (N/A, None, Does not apply, etc. are acceptable responses.) 

RFP#: 21/30/P 

1.  Identify the following information for the submitting organization: 
Offeror Name
Mailing Address
Telephone
FED ID#
NM CRS#

2.  Identify the individual(s) authorized by the organization to (A) contractually obligate, (B) negotiate, and/or 
(C) clarify/respond to queries on behalf of this Offeror:  
 

A
Contractually Obligate

B
Negotiate*

C 
Clarify/Respond to Queries*

Name  
Title  
E-mail  
Telephone  

* If the individual identified in Column A also performs the functions identified in Columns B & C, then no response is required for those Columns. If separate 
individuals perform the functions in Columns B and/or C, they must be identified. 

3.  Use of subcontractors (Select one): 
____ No subcontractors will be used in the performance of any resultant contract, OR 
____ The following subcontractors will be used in the performance of any resultant contract: 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
(Attach extra sheets, as needed) 

4.  Describe any relationship with any entity (such as the City of Santa Fe, State Agency, reseller, etc. that is not 
a subcontractor(s) listed in #3 above), if any, which will be used in the performance of any resultant contract.  
(N/A, None, Does not apply, etc. are acceptable responses to this item.) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
(Attach extra sheets, as needed) 

By signing the form below, the Authorized Signatory attests to the accuracy and veracity of the information 
provided on this form, and explicitly acknowledges the following: 

 On behalf of the submitting-organization identified in item #1, above, I accept the Conditions Governing the 
Procurement, as required in Section II.C.1. of this RFP; 

 I concur that submission of our proposal constitutes acceptance of the Evaluation Factors  contained in Section 
V of this RFP; and  

 I acknowledge receipt of any and all amendments to this RFP, if any. 
 
________________________________________________ _____________________, 20______ 
Authorized Signature and Date (Must be signed by the individual identified in item #2.A, above.)
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APPENDIX F 

ORGANIZATIONAL REFERENCE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

The City of Santa Fe, as a part of the RFP process, requires Offerors to list a minimum of three (3) 
organizational references in their proposals.  The purpose of these references is to document Offeror’s 
experience relevant to the Section IV.A, Detailed Scope of Work in an effort to evaluate Offeror’s ability to 
provide goods and/or services, performance under similar contracts, and ability to provide knowledgeable 
and experienced staffing.  
 
Offeror is required to send the following Organizational Reference Questionnaire to each business reference 
listed in its proposal, as per Section IV.B.2.  The business reference, if it chooses to respond, is required to 
submit its response to the Organizational Reference Questionnaire directly to: Central Purchasing at 
Purchasing@santafenm.gov by April 6, 2021 3pm MST/MDT for inclusion in the evaluation process.  The 
Questionnaire and information provided will become a part of the submitted proposal.   
 
Businesses/Organizations providing references may be contacted for validation of content provided therein.  
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RFP # 21/30/P  
ORGANIZATIONAL REFERENCE QUESTIONNAIRE 

FOR: 
 

(Name of Offeror) 

This form is being submitted to your company for completion as a reference for the organization listed 
above.  This Questionnaire is to be submitted to the City of Santa Fe, Arts and Culture and Community 
Engagement Departments via e-mail at:  
 

Name:  Central Purchasing Office  
 Email:  Purchasing@santafenm.gov 
 
Forms must be submitted no later than April 6, 2021 3pm MST/MDT and must not be returned to the 
organization requesting the reference.  References are strongly encouraged to provide comments in 
response to organizational ratings. 

For questions or concerns regarding this form, please contact the City of Santa Fe Procurement 
Manager at Sam Burnett, jsburnett@santafenm.gov When contacting the Procurement Manager, include the 
Request for Proposal number provided at the top of this page. 

Organization providing reference 
Contact name and title/position
Contact telephone number(s)
Contact e-mail address
Project description

Project dates (start and end dates)

Technical environment for the 
project your providing a reference 
(i.e., Administration, 
Facilitation/Training of community 
centered processes, public art 
activations, coordinating Cultural 
History Series/public programming 
and Reporting and Evaluation  
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QUESTIONS:   
 
1. In what capacity have you worked with this vendor in the past? 

COMMENTS:
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. How would you rate this firm's knowledge and expertise? 
         (3 = Excellent; 2 = Satisfactory; 1 = Unsatisfactory; 0 = Unacceptable) 
COMMENTS:

 
 
 
 
 
 

3. How would you rate the vendor's flexibility relative to changes in the project scope and timelines? 
 
          (3 = Excellent; 2 = Satisfactory; 1 = Unsatisfactory; 0 = Unacceptable) 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. What is your level of satisfaction with hard-copy materials produced by the vendor? 
 
           (3 = Excellent; 2 = Satisfactory; 1 = Unsatisfactory; 0 = Unacceptable, N/A = Not applicable) 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. How would you rate the dynamics/interaction between vendor personnel and your staff? 
 
           (3 = Excellent; 2 = Satisfactory; 1 = Unsatisfactory; 0 = Unacceptable) 
 
COMMENTS: 
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6. Who are/were the vendor’s principal representatives involved in your project and how would you rate 
them individually?  Would you, please, comment on the skills, knowledge, behaviors or other factors 
on which you based the rating? 
 
           (3 = Excellent; 2 = Satisfactory; 1 = Unsatisfactory; 0 = Unacceptable) 

Name:                      Rating: 

Name:                                 Rating:  

Name:                                 Rating:  

Name: Rating: 

COMMENTS:
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7. How satisfied are/were you with the products developed by the vendor?  
 
           (3 = Excellent; 2 = Satisfactory; 1 = Unsatisfactory; 0 = Unacceptable, N/A = Not applicable) 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8. With which aspect(s) of this vendor's services are/were you most satisfied?
 

 COMMENTS:
 
 
 
 
 
 

9. With which aspect(s) of this vendor's services are/were you least satisfied?
 

 COMMENTS:
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10. Would you recommend this vendor's services to your organization again?   
 
COMMENTS:
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APPENDIX G

NON-COLLUSION AFFIDAVIT 
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NON-COLLUSION AFFIDAVIT
Complete, Sign and Return with your proposal. 

I hereby affirm that: I am the _____________________________________ (insert title) and the duly 
authorized representative of _________________________________________ (insert organization’s 
name) whose address is _________________________________________________________________. 
And, that I possess the legal authority to make this affidavit on behalf of myself and the firm for which I am 
acting. 

I affirm: 
1. I am fully informed respecting the preparation and contents of the attached proposal and of all pertinent

circumstances respecting such proposal.

2. Such proposal is genuine and is not a collusive or sham proposal.

3. Neither the said Offeror nor any of its officers, partners, owners, agents, representatives,   employees
or parties in interest, including this affiant, has in any way colluded, conspired, connived or agreed,
directly or indirectly with any Offeror, firm or person to submit a collusive or sham proposal in
connection with the Contract for which the attached proposal has been submitted or to refrain from
offering a proposal in connection with the Contract, or has in any manner, directly or indirectly, sought
by agreement or collusion or communication or conference with any other Offeror, firm or person to
fix the price or prices in the attached proposal or of any other Offeror, or to fix any overhead, profit
or cost element of the proposal or the offer price of any other Offeror, or to secure through any
collusion, conspiracy, connivance or unlawful agreement any advantage against the Mayor and
Council of  City of Santa Fe, New Mexico or any person interested in the proposed Contract; and

4. The price or prices quoted in the attached proposal are fair and proper and are not tainted by any
collusion, conspiracy, connivance or unlawful agreement on the part of the Offeror or any of its
agents, representatives, owners, employees, or parties in interest, including this affiant. I do solemnly
declare and affirm under the penalties of perjury that the contents of this affidavit are true and correct.

Signature __________________________________________ 

Printed Name _______________________________________ 

Title ______________________________________________ 

Date ______________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX H 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
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CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT FOR CONSULTING 
FIRMS 

Complete, sign and return with your proposal. 

The City of Santa Fe policy is to prevent personal or organizational conflict of interest, 
or the appearance of such conflict of interest, in the award and administration of City 
contracts and Purchase Orders.

The Offeror shall comply with all applicable provisions of the Governmental Conduct Act, 
Chapter 10, Article 16 NMSA 1978 and include a full disclosure of all potential organization 
conflicts of interest in the Proposal.  

In addition to the Consultant Team, each key personnel shall also complete the Conflict of 
Interest Form below certifying that the entity has read and understands the City’s policy 
regarding conflict of interest and the CFR. Each key personnel must also certify that there is 
no conflict of interest with the Project. If there is a conflict with the Project, then the 
Consultant Team  and known key personnel needs to describe the conflict.   

The Consultant Team agrees that, if after award, an organizational conflict of interest is 
discovered, the Consultant Team makes an immediate and full written disclosure to the City 
that includes a description of the action that the Consultant Team  has taken or proposes to 
take to avoid or mitigate such conflicts.  If an organizational conflict of interest is determined 
to exist, the City may, at its discretion, cancel the contract for the Project.  If the Consultant 
Team  was aware of an organizational conflict of interest prior to the award of the contract 
and did not disclose the conflict to the City, the City may terminate the contract for default. 
 
The City may disqualify an Offeror if any of its key personnel belong to more than one 
Submitter organization/firm. 
 
 
 
 
I, _______________________________ certify that I/We have no personal or financial 
interests and no present employment or activity which would be incompatible with this 
firm’s participation in any activity related to the RFP or execution of the awarded Culture, 
History, Art, Reconciliation and Truth (CHART) Initiative: Consultant Team. For the 
duration of this firm’s involvement in the Culture, History, Art, Reconciliation and Truth 
(CHART) Initiative: Consultant Team contract, this firm agrees not to accept any gift, 
benefit, gratuity or consideration, or begin a personal or financial interest in a party who is 
bidding and/or proposing, or associated with a bidder and/or Offeror on the Culture, 
History, Art, Reconciliation and Truth (CHART) Initiative: Consultant Team
contract. 

I certify that this firm will keep all Culture, History, Art, Reconciliation and Truth 
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(CHART) Initiative: Consultant Team  contract information confidential and secure. This 
organization will not copy, give or otherwise disclose such information to any other person 
unless the City of Santa Fe has on file a confidentiality agreement signed by the other person, 
and the disclosure is authorized and necessary to the Culture, History, Art, Reconciliation 
and Truth (CHART) Initiative: Consultant Team contract. I understand that if this firm 
leaves this Culture, History, Art, Reconciliation and Truth (CHART) Initiative: 
Consultant Team  contract before it ends, this firm must still keep all contract information 
confidential. I agree to follow any instructions provided by the City relating to the 
confidentiality of the Culture, History, Art, Reconciliation and Truth (CHART) 
Initiative: Consultant Team  contract information. I fully understand that any unauthorized 
disclosure made by this firm may be a basis for civil or criminal penalties. I agree to advise 
the City’s Procurement Officer, at 505-955-6432 immediately in the event that I or another 
person within this organization either learn or have reason to believe that any person who 
has access to the Culture, History, Art, Reconciliation and Truth (CHART) Initiative: 
Consultant Team contract confidential information has or intends to disclose that 
information in violation of this agreement.  
 
This statement must be fully completed and signed by an authorized representative.  
 
Company Name: 
__________________________________________________________________ 

Authorized Representative/Title: 
______________________________________________________ 

Phone Number: 
___________________________________________________________________ 

Fax Number: 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

E-mail Address: 
___________________________________________________________________ 

Signature: 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Date: 
________________________________________________________________________
____ 

 
The above information is subject to verification by the City of Santa Fe. If the City finds a 
misrepresentation, the bid may be automatically disqualified from the procurement process 
or the contract may be canceled.  
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APPENDIX I

LIVING WAGE ORDINANCE 
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To the Contractor: Valerie Martinez, Founding Director, Artful Life, LLC 

3112 Camino Real Ct, NE 

Albuquerque, NM 87111 

valerie@artful-life.org 

27. Authority.

If Contractor is other than a natural person, the individual(s) signing this Agreement

on behalf of Contractor represents and warrants that he or she has the power and authority 

to bind Contractor, and that no further action, resolution, or approval from Contractor is 

necessary to enter into a binding contract. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have executed this Agreement as of the date of the 

signature by the required approval authorities below. 

CITY OF SANTA FE: 

ALAN WEBBER, MAYOR 

DATE: ________ _ 

ATTEST: 

KRISTINE BUSTOS MIHELCIC, CITY CLERK 

CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE: 

/tfanar/tftlliiJttz 
Marcos Martinez (Jun 4, 202114:25 MDT) 

SENIOR ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY 

APPROVED FOR FINANCES: 

CONTRACTOR: 

v«ttne Y@11ez 
Valerie Martinez (Jun 4, 202116:05 MDT) 

Valerie Martinez 

Executive Director, Artful Life, LLC. 

DATE: 6/4/2021 

CRS# _03-356124-00-9 

Registration # __ _ 

MARY MCCOY, FINANCE DIRECTOR 
Constituents Services/Other Consulting: 1002575/510340 tfl!i.. 

AJH 

Org. Name/Org#. 

11 

230535









City of Santa Fe New Mexico 
Memorandum 
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Date:  June 23, 2021 
 
To:  Public Works Committee, Quality of Life Committee, and Governing Body 
 
Via:  Elias Isaacson, AICP, Planning and Land Use Director 
  Noah Berke, AICP, Planner Manager 
 
From:  Lee Logston, AICP, Senior Land Use Planner 
   
RE:  Resolution to Approve the Partial Vacation of the Existing Galisteo Road Public  
  Right-of-Way, Contingent on Final Approval by the Planning Commission  
  
 
 
ITEM AND ISSUE: 
 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE VACATION OF EXISTING PORTIONS OF THE 
GALISTEO ROAD RIGHTS-OF-

VACATION OF EXISTING RIGHTS-OF-WAY AND THE DEDICATION OF NEW RIGHTS-
OF-WAY IN NEW ALIGNMENTS. 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
The Governing Body should ADOPT Resolution No. 2021-__, which will allow the Planning 
Commission to grant final approval of the vacation of existing Galisteo Road public right-of-way, 
contingent on the Planning Commission approving the vacation and dedication of new right-of-
way at the intersection of Galisteo Road and Zia Road, in conjunction with its review of an 
application for a final development plan. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
Owner Zia Station, LLC (Applicant), through its agent Merritt Brown, filed an application with 
the Planning and Land Use Department, seeking City approval of the vacation of a portion of 
existing Galisteo Road right-of-way (ROW) at Zia Road and the dedication of new ROW north 
and south of Zia Road in a new alignment (Application). The Applicant also submitted a proposed 

Partial Vacation and Dedication Plat for Galisteo Road. The Application relates to 
the Applicant  proposal to construct a mixed-use, transit-oriented project on 22.7 acres (less and 
except those lands owned by NMDOT) at the northwest and southwest corners of St. Francis Drive 
and Zia Road (Project). The properties are zoned C-2 PUD (General Commercial Planned Unit 
Development). The Project would include apartments and townhomes for the north parcel, and a 
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mix of residential, office, and commercial uses for the south parcel. Buildings are proposed to be 
two stories adjacent to existing residential, and three-stories closer to St. Francis Drive. 
 
On April 28, 2021, the Governing Body approved multiple Applications related to the Project, 
including general plan amendments for the properties on the northwest and southwest corners of 
Zia Road and St. Francis Drive, rezoning requests, and a preliminary development plan. The 
preliminary development plan approved by the Governing Body incorporated the proposed 
realignment of the intersection of Galisteo Road, which would move the intersection of Galisteo 
Road and Zia Road approximately 200 feet west of its current location, and improvements to 

. The conditions of approval for the 
preliminary development plan state that "[a]ll roadway improvements associated with the 
development must be constructed prior to opening Phase I," including the Galisteo Road 
realignment, and require the Applicant to "file an application and obtain Governing Body approval 
to vacate a portion of the Galisteo Street right-of-way and to realign a portion of Galisteo Street.  
 
The present Application seeks approval of the vacation of a portion of the existing Galisteo Road 
public right-of-way, which is owned by the City for public use, on the condition that the Planning 
Commission approve the vacation and the dedication of new public right-of-way to the City in the 
proposed new alignment pursuant to a final development plan.  
 
The procedure for reviewing and approving the request to vacate existing public right-of-way is 
different than the procedure for reviewing and approving the dedication of new public right-of-
way. Under applicable State and City law, the request to vacate a portion of the existing public 
right-of-way requires a public hearing before the Public Works and Utilities Committee, approval 
by the Governing Body (as the owner, in this instance, of the land to be vacated), and final approval 
by the Planning Commission.  
 
After the Governing he request 
to dedicate new right-of-way in a new alignment can be reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission (subject to final inspection and acceptance of public improvements by City staff). 
Staff anticipates that the Planning Commission will consider the proposed vacation, dedication, 

 review and approval authority.  
 
If this Application and an associated request for a final development plan are approved, then the 
Applicant will bear all costs related to the vacation of existing right-of-way and dedication of new 
right-of-way, including installation of a pedestrian activated HAWK crosswalk with mid-street 
pedestrian refuge. The Applicant must also obtain the consent of utility owners in the existing right 

d include 
the construction and dedication of a new section of Galisteo to the north of Zia Road, terminating 
in a cul-de-sac. This new section of roadway will provide Rail Trail parking. Galisteo will remain 
open along its current alignment throughout the construction process, and will be closed when the 
new roadway is inspected by the City and accepted as being built to City standards and ready for 
traffic. 
 
ANALYSIS OF LEGAL REQUIREMENTS FOR VACATION: 
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State statute and City Ordinance set forth requirements that must be met before the City may 
approve the partial vacation of the existing public right-of-way. The Governing Body must base 
its decision on the approval criteria and balancing test set forth in the law. he 
relevant requirements is summarized in the tables below. 
 
Table 1: Requirements from NMSA 1978, Section 3-20-12, Vacation or partial vacation of 
plat; approval of government having jurisdiction; duties of county clerk. 
 
Requirement in Statute Application to this Case 
The owners of the land in the territory 
proposed to be vacated must sign a statement, 
duly acknowledged, declaring the plat or a 
portion of the plat to be vacated. 

The City owns the public right-of-way 
proposed to be vacated. The New Mexico 
Supreme Court has concluded that a 
Resolution from the Governing Body can be 
used to meet this requirement. See Sprague v. 
City of Las Vegas, 1984-NMSC-052, ¶ 9, 679 
P.2d 1283. 

The  statement must be endorsed 
 by the planning authority of the 

municipality within whose platting 
jurisdiction the subdivision lies. 

The New Mexico Supreme Court has 
concluded that the Planning Commission is 
the planning authority referenced in the 
statute. See id. If the Governing Body adopts 
the proposed Resolution, then Staff will 
submit the request to vacate existing public 
right-of-way to the Planning Commission for 
final review and approval, in conjunction with 
the request to dedicate new public right-of-
way in a new alignment as part of a final 
development plan.  

The vacation or partial vacation of a plat 
cannot adversely affect the interests or rights 
of persons in contiguous territory or within 
the subdivision being vacated. 

This requirement is met because the 
Applicant owns all of the property contiguous 
to the right-of-way proposed for vacation. 
 
 
 

The planning authority of the municipality 
may require that streets dedicated to the 
municipality in the original plat shall continue 
to be dedicated to the municipality 

N/A. The proposed vacation and dedication 
realigns streets dedicated in the original plat. 
There would be no function in keeping the 
originally dedicated streets based on the 
development plan. 

The owners of lots on the vacated plat or on 
the portion of the plat being vacated may 
enclose in equal proportions the adjoining 
streets and alleys which are authorized to be 
abandoned by the planning authority of the 
municipality 
 

N/A. There are no adjoining streets or alleys 
to be abandoned. 
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The statement declaring the vacation or 
partial vacation of a plat and having the 
proper endorsements shall be filed in the 
office of the county clerk wherein the original 
plat is filed. The county clerk shall mark the 
applicable words "Vacated" or "Partially 
Vacated" across the plat and shall refer on the 
plat to the volume and page on which the 
statement of vacation or partial vacation is 
recorded. 
 

If the Governing Body adopts the proposed 
Resolution, then both the Resolution and the 

Plat for Galisteo R
records of the Santa Fe County Clerk. 

 
Table 2: Requirements from Santa Fe City Code (SFCC) Section 23-1.2, Vacation or 
partial vacation of plat; approval of government having jurisdiction; duties of city clerk 
 
Requirement in Ordinance Application to this Case 
Is the public right-of-way a necessary and 

s traffic and 
neighborhood scheme for travel? 

The proposed realignment of the intersection 
of Galisteo Road and improvements to 

with Zia Road and St. 
Francis Drive is an integral part of the 
preliminary development plan approved by 
the Governing Body, rendering the existing 
public right-of-way unnecessary for the 
neighborhood scheme of travel. It is also a 
recommended improvement by the 
Applicant's Traffic Engineer based on the 
proposed development and TIA.  

Does the public right-of-way continue to be a 
s utility easements 

which should not be disturbed? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Applicant shall obtain the consent of 
utility companies in the existing right-of-way 
to dedicate new easements and relocate all 

sole expense. 
Therefore, the existing utility easements will 
be relocated. 

Is the public right-of-way no longer needed or 
used as a public right-of-way, or has the right-
of-way become a public nuisance? 

The public right-of-way is not a public 
nuisance. The existing public right-of-way 
will no longer be needed for public travel as 
the new alignment will allow for equivalent or 
better public travel. 

Have at least seventy-five percent (75%) of 
the grantors or their successors in interest 
approved of the vacation?  

The Applicant is the successor in interest of 
the grantors who created the public right-of-
way and owns all of the land contiguous to 
the areas proposed for partial vacation and 
dedication.  
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s best 
interests to vacate or partially vacate the plat? 

Because the proposed realignment of the 
intersection of Galisteo Road and 
improvements to Galisteo
Zia Road and St. Francis Drive is an integral 
part of the preliminary development plan 
approved by the Governing Body, the city has 

to vacate the existing right-of-way. 
In no circumstance shall any property be 
landlocked as a result of the vacation or 
partial vacation of a plat.  

No property shall be landlocked as a result of 
the proposed vacation of right-of-way. 

Have the owners of the land in the territory 
proposed to be vacated signed a statement, 
duly acknowledged, declaring the plat or a 
portion of the plat to be vacated? 

As noted in Table 1 above, this requirement 
will be satisfied if the Governing Body adopts 
the proposed Resolution, as recommended by 
staff.  

tement been endorsed 
 by the planning authority of the 

municipality within whose platting 
jurisdiction the subdivision lies?  

As noted in Table 1 above, if the Governing 
Body adopts the proposed Resolution, then 
staff will then Staff will submit the request to 
vacate existing public right-of-way to the 
Planning Commission for final review and 
approval. 

Has the public works and utilities committee 
reviewed each request for a vacation of plat or 
partial vacation of plat and make its 
recommendation for approval or denial of the 
request at a public hearing? 

The request is scheduled for a public hearing 
and recommendation from the Public Works 
and Utilities Committee on June 28, 2021.   

Will the partial vacation of a plat adversely 
affect the interests or rights of persons in 
contiguous territory or within the subdivision 
being vacated? 

This requirement is met because the 
Applicant owns all of the property contiguous 
to the right-of-way proposed for vacation. 

In approving the vacation or partial vacation 
of a plat, the planning authority of the 
municipality may require that streets 
dedicated to the municipality in the original 
plat shall continue to be dedicated to the 
municipality 
 
 

N/A. The proposed vacation and dedication 
realigns streets dedicated in the original plat. 
There would be no function in keeping the 
originally dedicated streets based on the 
development plan. 

The owners of lots on the vacated plat or on 
the portion of the plat being vacated may 
enclose in equal proportions the adjoining 
streets and alleys which are authorized to be 
abandoned by the planning authority of the 
municipality 

N/A. There are no adjoining streets or alleys 
to be abandoned. 

The statement declaring the vacation or 
partial vacation of a plat and having the 

As noted in Table 1 above, if the Governing 
Body adopts the proposed Resolution, then 
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proper endorsements shall be filed in the 
office of the county clerk wherein the original 
plat is filed. The county clerk shall mark the 
applicable words "Vacated" or "Partially 
Vacated" across the plat and shall refer on the 
plat to the volume and page on which the 
statement of vacation or partial vacation is 
recorded. 

both the Resolution and the plat entitled 
“Partial Vacation and Dedication Plat for 
Galisteo Road” will be filed in the records of 
the Santa Fe County Clerk. 

The rights of any utility already existing shall 
not be affected by any vacation or partial 
vacation of a plat. 

The Applicant shall obtain the consent of 
utility owners in the existing right-of-way to 
dedicate new easements and relocate all 
utilities at the Applicant’s sole expense. 
Therefore, the rights of any existing utility 
will not be affected. 
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 1 

RESOLUTION NO. 2021-___ 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

A RESOLUTION 10 

APPROVING THE VACATION OF EXISTING PORTIONS OF THE GALISTEO ROAD 11 

RIGHTS-OF-WAY AT GALISTEO ROAD’S INTERSECTION WITH ZIA ROAD, 12 

CONTINGENT ON THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S APPROVAL OF THE VACATION OF 13 

EXISTING RIGHTS-OF-WAY AND THE DEDICATION OF NEW GALISTEO ROAD RIGHT-14 

OF-WAY SOUTH OF GALISTEO ROAD’S INTERSECTION WITH ZIA ROAD IN A NEW 15 

ALIGHMENT, AND NEW GALISTEO ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY NORTH OF GALISTEO 16 

ROAD’S INTERSECTION WITH ZIA ROAD. 17 

 18 

WHEREAS, Zia Station, LLC, owns parcels of land comprising approximately 22.7 acres (less 19 

and except those lands owned by NMDOT) located at the northwest and southwest corners of the 20 

intersection of Zia Road and Saint Francis Drive within Section 2, T.16N., R.9E., N.M.P.M., in Santa 21 

Fe County, New Mexico (the “Property”); and 22 

WHEREAS, on February 18, 2021, the Planning Commission voted to recommend approval 23 

of general plan amendments, rezonings, and a preliminary development plan for the Property, which 24 

included a proposed realignment of Galisteo Road at its intersection with Zia Road and improvements 25 
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to the intersections of Galisteo Road and Zia Road, and of Zia Road and Saint Francis Drive; and  1 

WHEREAS, on April 8, 2021, the Governing Body voted to approve the general plan 2 

amendments, rezonings, and the preliminary development plan for the Property; and 3 

WHEREAS, on April 28, 2021, the Governing Body adopted written Findings of Fact and 4 

Conclusions of Law reflecting its decision to approve the general plan amendments, rezonings, and the 5 

preliminary development plan for the Property, which were filed with the records of the City Clerk as 6 

Items #21-0191, #21-0192, #21-0193, #21-0194, and #21-0195; and  7 

WHEREAS, on May 13, 2021, Zia Station, LLC, through its agent Merritt F. Brown, filed an 8 

application to vacate portions of the existing Galisteo Road public rights-of-way at the intersection with 9 

Zia Road and proposed to dedicate new public rights-of-way in  new alignments as part of the Zia 10 

Station development plan; and 11 

WHEREAS, in conjunction with the May 13, 2021 application, Zia Station, LLC, submitted a 12 

“Partial Vacation and Dedication Plat for Galisteo Road,” which shows the existing rights-of-way 13 

proposed for vacation and the location of the new rights-of-way proposed to be dedicated to the City; 14 

and 15 

WHEREAS, City staff has reviewed the application and proposed “Partial Vacation and 16 

Dedication Plat for Galisteo Road,” and has recommended approval by the Governing Body and the 17 

Planning Commission; and 18 

WHEREAS, the realignments of Galisteo Road on the north and south sides of Zia Road, and 19 

the improvements of the intersections of Zia Road with Galisteo Road and with Saint Francis Drive, 20 

are integral elements of the preliminary development plan for the Property, as recommended by the 21 

Planning Commission and approved by the Governing Body; and 22 

WHEREAS, Zia Station, LLC, is the fee-simple owner of all land contiguous to the portion of 23 

the Galisteo Road public rights-of-way proposed for vacation and realignment; and 24 

WHEREAS, no property will become landlocked by virtue of the proposed vacations and 25 
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realignments; and 1 

WHEREAS, the City obtained ownership of the portion of the public right-of-way proposed 2 

for vacation when the City annexed land from the County of Santa Fe that included the affected portion 3 

of Galisteo Road, which was previously known as County Road No. 69, as shown on the plat entitled 4 

“Lands within Sections 2 & 3 T16N R9E N.M.P.M. for Annexation to the City of Santa Fe Adjacent 5 

to its South and East Boundaries,” which was filed in the records of the Santa Fe County Clerk on July 6 

22, 1977, in Plat Book 55, Page 21, as Instrument Number 405,730; and 7 

WHEREAS, the public right-of-way proposed for vacation is depicted on additional plats that 8 

have been filed in the records of the Santa Fe County Clerk, including the subdivision plat entitled 9 

“Candelero de Santa Fe, Unit III,” which was filed on July 16, 1980, in Plat Book 82, Page 15, as 10 

Instrument Number 461,337; and the survey plat filed on September 22, 2003, in Plat Book 542, Page 11 

24, as Instrument Number 1291,612; and 12 

WHEREAS, SFCC 1987, Section 2-1.7 provides that the Governing Body shall have the 13 

management and control of all real property belonging to the City; and 14 

WHEREAS, pursuant to NMSA 1978, Section 3-19-1(B)(1) (1965), and SFCC 1987, Section 15 

14-2.3(B), the Governing Body has delegated to the Planning Commission the power, authority, 16 

jurisdiction, and duty to enforce and carry out the provisions of New Mexico law and the City Code 17 

relating to planning, platting, and zoning, except for those powers reserved to the Governing Body; and 18 

WHEREAS, NMSA 1978, Section 3-49-1, authorizes the City to lay out, establish, open, 19 

vacate, alter, widen, extend, or otherwise improve public streets; and 20 

WHEREAS, SFCC 1987, Section 23-1.2 sets forth procedures and requirements for the partial 21 

vacation of a plat, including a public hearing before the Public Works and Utilities Committee; and 22 

WHEREAS, NMSA 1978, Section 3-20-12, provides for partial vacation of a plat if “(1) 23 

the owners of the land in the territory proposed to be vacated sign a statement, duly acknowledged, 24 

declaring the plat or a portion of the plat to be vacated; and (2) the statement is endorsed ‘Approved’ 25 
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by the planning authority of the municipality within whose platting jurisdiction the subdivision lies”; 1 

and 2 

WHEREAS, in Sprague v. City of Las Vegas, 1984-NMSC-052, ¶ 8, 679 P.2d 1283, the New 3 

Mexico Supreme Court interpreted NMSA 1978, Section 3-20-12, to include the following three 4 

requirements: “(1) the owners of the property sought to be vacated must sign a statement declaring the 5 

property to be vacated; (2) the owners’ statement must be approved by the planning authority; and (3) 6 

the owners’ statement must be appropriately filed”; and 7 

WHEREAS, pursuant to SFCC Section 23-1.2, Section 3-20-12, and Sprague, partial vacation 8 

of the existing right-of-way requires a public hearing before the Public Works and Utilities Committee, 9 

a statement by the Governing Body approving the vacation, and the subsequent approval of the Planning 10 

Commission; and 11 

WHEREAS, the Governing Body has delegated to the Planning Commission the authority to 12 

approve the dedication to the City of new public right-of-way that is required to serve new development, 13 

subject to final inspection and acceptance by City staff; and 14 

WHEREAS, on June 28, 2021, the Public Works and Utilities Committee held a public hearing 15 

on the application and proposed “Partial Vacation and Dedication Plat for Galisteo Road,” reviewed 16 

the staff report and the evidence presented at the public hearing, and recommended approval of the 17 

proposed vacation; and 18 

WHEREAS, approval of the application and proposed “Partial Vacation and Dedication Plat 19 

for Galisteo Road” will allow Zia Station, LLC, to shift the intersection of Galisteo Road and Zia Road 20 

approximately two-hundred (200) feet west of its current location, in accordance with the approved 21 

preliminary development plan; and 22 

WHEREAS, traffic studies conducted on behalf of Zia Station, LLC, and reviewed by City 23 

traffic engineers demonstrate that moving the intersection of Galisteo Road and Zia Road two hundred 24 

(200) feet further west will improve traffic flows through the intersection of Zia Road and Saint Francis 25 
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Drive; and 1 

WHEREAS, the proposed realignment of Galisteo Road would result in Galisteo Road 2 

intersecting Zia Road at a ninety (90) degree angle instead of the current acute angle; and 3 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the approved preliminary development plan, Zia Station, LLC, will 4 

construct the proposed new intersection of Galisteo Road and Zia Road with a HAWK pedestrian 5 

crossing, which will be a light-controlled, pedestrian-activated crossing that will greatly improve 6 

pedestrian access and safety across Zia Road for the adjacent neighborhoods and those wishing to 7 

access the Rail Runner Station; and 8 

WHEREAS, the current Galisteo Road segment north of Zia Road consists of a dirt path of 9 

approximately thirty-five to forty-five feet (35' - 45') in width, which narrows and then terminates at its 10 

intersection with the old railroad right-of-way; and 11 

WHEREAS, the current Galisteo Road segment north of Zia Road does not meet the Street 12 

Design and Improvement Standards set forth in Chapter 14 of the SFCC; and   13 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the approved preliminary development plan, Zia Station, LLC, shall 14 

build a new paved extension of Galisteo Road on the north side of Zia Road to a width of fifty feet 15 

(50’), which will meet the Street Design and Improvement Standards for a sub-collector with on-street 16 

parking, as set forth in Chapter 14 of the SFCC; and  17 

WHEREAS, the approved preliminary development plan reflects that the new paved extension 18 

of Galisteo Road on the north side of Zia Road will include a full 50’ radius cul-de-sac at its new 19 

terminus; and 20 

WHEREAS, to realign the public rights-of-way, Zia Station, LLC, must obtain consent from 21 

owners of existing utilities located in the existing public right-of-way because, pursuant to State and 22 

City law, the partial vacation of a plat cannot be approved if the vacation would adversely affect the 23 

rights of any utility; and 24 

WHEREAS, Zia Station, LLC, is responsible for all costs associated with the vacation and 25 



 

6 

10317.2 

realignment, including engineering, construction, and the relocation of existing utilities, including 1 

power and communications lines, a City of Santa Fe water line, and an underground gas line; and 2 

WHEREAS, the proposed vacation and realignment of Galisteo Road would enable the public 3 

rights-of-way and associated utility easements to remain as necessary parts of the City’s traffic and 4 

neighborhood scheme for travel and infrastructure, and would enhance traffic and pedestrian safety; 5 

WHEREAS, the preliminary development plan is subject to a condition of approval that all 6 

improvements to Zia Road and Galisteo Road, including the realignment, must be constructed prior to 7 

the opening of Phase I of the Zia Station Development; and 8 

WHEREAS, newly dedicated public rights-of-way are inspected by the City and must be 9 

accepted by the City before the City assumes ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the rights-10 

of-way. 11 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE 12 

CITY OF SANTA FE that the proposed partial vacation of the existing Galisteo Road public rights-13 

of-way is approved, contingent upon the Planning Commission’s subsequent approval of the proposed 14 

vacation and the dedication of new rights-of-way in the new alignments, as set forth in the approved 15 

preliminary development plan for the Property.      16 

 PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED this ____ day of ________ 2021. 17 

  18 

 19 

      ___________________________________ 20 

ALAN WEBBER, MAYOR 21 

ATTEST:      22 

 23 

________________________________________ 24 

KRISTINE MIHELCIC, CITY CLERK 25 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 1 

 2 

______________________________________ 3 

ERIN K. MCSHERRY, CITY ATTORNEY 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 
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May 13, 2021 

Mr. Lee Logston 
Planning and Land Use Dept. 
City of Santa Fe 
PO Box 909 
Santa Fe, NM 87504-0909 

RE: Vacation and Dedication Plat - Galisteo Road in the vicinity of Zia Rd. 
Zia Station Project 

Mr. Logston, 

Please let this letter serve as our formal application to the City of Santa Fe, along with the attached 
"Partial Vacation and Dedication Plat for Galisteo Rd - Zia Station LLC', prepared by Larry Medrano, 
NMPLS# 11993, for the above referenced action as it relates to our Zia Station project now winding its way 
the through your department. 

As you are aware, the realignment of Galisteo Road, both north and south of Zia Rd, is an integral 
element of the land use plan for the Zia Station project; shifting the Galisteo Rd / Zia Rd. intersection 
approximately 200' further west allows for vastly improved traffic flows through the Zia Rd. /St. Francis 
Drive intersection, enhancing public safety. 

For all discussions, questions, or comments regarding this application, please direct all 
communications to me, as agent for the land ownership entity, Zia Station, LLC. I can be reached at: 

Merritt F. Brown - SF Brown, Inc. 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 5735 - Santa Fe, NM 87502 
Physical address: 2905 Rodeo Park Drive East - Building 4, Suite 202 - Santa Fe, NM 87505 
Email address: merritt@sfbrown.com 
Cell Phone: 505-920-7011 
Work Phone: 505-4 73-7800 x.111 

Zia Station, LLC is the fee-simple owner of the lands surrounding both the north and south 
segments Galisteo Road as shown on the accompanying draft plat, and as such will be bearing all costs 
related to this potential dedication of new right-of-way and vacation of old right-of-way, and will also be 
bearing the full costs of the engineering and construction of the new roadway contemplated herein. 

sf dSfiJ 
BROWN 

In addition to the public safety benefit described above, a realigned Galisteo Rd. also: 

• Creates a safer Galisteo/Zia Rd intersection as Galisteo will now intersect Zia Rd at a 90 degree
angle versus the current acute angle (75-80 degrees)

• The proposed new Galisteo/Zia intersection will be constructed with a HAWK pedestrian crossing
- a light-controlled, pedestrian activated crossing that will greatly improve pedestrian access, and
most importantly, pedestrian safety, across Zia Rd for the adjacent neighborhoods and those
wishing to access the Rail Runner Station.

• Provide for a full Galisteo roadway width north of Zia Rd - A 50' right-of-way (Sub-collector, on­
street parking) versus the existing right-of-way/easement width of between 35' and 45'.

• Provide for a full 50' radius cul-de-sac for the terminus of Galisteo Rd. Currently the right-of­
way/easement just tapers to zero as it terminates where it intersected the old railroad right-of-way.

• The current Galisteo Rd. segment north of Zia Rd. is just a dirt 'path - the new Galisteo Rd will be
a fully paved roadway section.

Commercial/Residential Construction Management TEL 

Real Estate Development FAX 

Post Office Box 5735 • Santa Fe, New Mexico • 87502 WEB 

505 I 473-7800 

505 I 473-7840 

sfbrown.c om 



• Utilities in the existing right-of-way will be relocated at the sole expense of Zia Station, LLC

o Power, and communications line(s), if any, will be relocated to the new right-of-way.
o A City of Santa Fe water line, currently terminating on the south side of Zia Rd, will be

relocated to the new Galisteo right-of way and extended north of Zia Rd.

o An underground gas line, for which there is no recorded easement, will be relocated to
the new Galisteo alignment and extended north, underneath and beyond the Arroyo de los

Chamisos.
o There is no public sewer located within the Galisteo right-of-way.

• As stated above, Zia Station, LLC, the applicant, is the fee-simple owner of all the lands
contiguous to the Galisteo Roadway, both in its current configuration and in its proposed location.

• No property will be landlocked by virtue of this proposed realignment.

Another vitally important aspect of this application is that Galisteo Rd., in its current location,
shall remain in service as a public access and utility easement until a newly constructed Galisteo Rd. has 
been accepted for public use by the City of Santa Fe. 

We look forward to working with the City of Santa Fe in implementing this important public 
improvement. Please contact me with any questions or comments. 

lr�� 
Merritt F. Brown 
SF Brown, Inc., for Zia Station, LLC 

w /attachments 
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SUMMARY INDEX
Governing Body

April 6, 2021
 

ITEM  ACTION              PAGE 

1. Call to Order  Convened at 6:02 p.m.  1 
 
2. Pledge of Allegiance    Led by Councilor Lindell   1 
 
3. Salute to the State Flag    Led by Councilor Romero-Wirth  1 
 
4. Invocation     Led by Councilor Abeyta   1 
 
5. Roll Call      Quorum Present       1-2 
 
6. Approval of Agenda    Approved as amended      2 
 
7. Public Hearings      
 
 a) Case #2020-2898 North Zia GPA  Discussed     2-25 
 
 b) Case #2020-2914 South Zia GPA  Discussed     2-25 
 
 c) Case #2020-2900 Zia SCHC Rezone Discussed     2-25 
 
 d) Case #2020-2899 Zia PUD Rezone Discussed     2-25 
 
 e) Case #2020-2901 Zia Dev. Plan  Discussed     2-25 
 
20. Adjournment     Adjourned at 10:30 pm   26 
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Minutes of the
Special Meeting of the Governing Body

Tuesday, April 6, 2021
Virtual Meeting 

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

A special meeting of the Governing Body of the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico, was 
called to order by Mayor Alan Webber, on Wednesday, April 6, 2021, at 
approximately 6:02 p.m., at the Council Chambers at City Hall, 200 Lincoln 
Avenue, Santa Fe, New Mexico as a virtual meeting. 

 
 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Councilor Vigil Coppler. 
 
 

3. SALUTE TO THE NEW MEXICO FLAG 
 
 The Salute to the New Mexico Flag was led by Councilor Villarreal. 
 
 
4. INVOCATION 
 

The Invocation was led by Councilor Garcia, who offered a Dalai Lama quote. 
 
Councilor Vigil Coppler gave condolences to the family of Mark Basham (former 
City Attorney, Probate Judge and had his own law practice. He also worked for 
Alice King at one time. 
 
Councilor Romero-Wirth also remembered Mark Basham, a longtime friend.  
 
The Governing Body observed a moment of silence for those who have recently 
died and their grieving families. 

 
 
5. ROLL CALL  
 
  Roll call indicated the presence of a quorum remotely, as follows: 
 

Members Present Remotely 
Mayor Alan Webber  
Councilor Roman “Tiger” Abeyta   

 Councilor Jamie Cassutt-Sanchez 
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Councilor Michael J. Garcia 
Councilor Christopher M. Rivera
Councilor Carol Romero-Wirth
Councilor JoAnne Vigil Coppler

 Councilor Renee D. Villarreal   

Members Excused
Councilor Signe Lindell

Other Participants Attending Remotely  
Jarel LaPan Hill, City Manager 
Erin McSherry, City Attorney

 Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic, City Clerk 
Lee Logston, Case Manager
Sally Paez, Assistant City Attorney

 Elias Isaacson, Land Use Director 
 Noah Berke, Planning Supervisor 
 Carl Boaz, Council Stenographer 
 
 
6. APPROVAL OF AGENDA    

 
MOTION: Councilor Vigil Coppler moved, seconded by Councilor Lindell, 

to approve the agenda as presented.  
 

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote: 
 

For: Mayor Webber, Councilor Abeyta, Councilor Cassutt-Sanchez, 
Councilor Garcia, Councilor Lindell, Councilor Rivera, Councilor 
Romero-Wirth, Councilor Vigil Coppler, and Councilor Villarreal.  

 
Against:  None. 

 
 
7. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

a. Case #2020-2898. North Zia Station General Plan Amendment.
JenkinsGavin, Inc., Agent, for Zia Station, LLC, Owner, Requests Approval 
of a General Plan Amendment to Amend the Existing General Plan Future 
Land Use Classification from Low Density Residential (3 to 7 Dwelling Units 
Per Acre) to High Density Residential (12 to 29 Dwelling Units Per Acre) 
for Approximately 13.3 Acres at the Northwest Corner of St. Francis Drive 
and Zia Road. The Properties are Zoned R-1 (Residential- One Dwelling 
Unit Per Acre) and are within the South Central Highway Corridor 
Protection District. (Lee Logston, Case Manager, 
lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 955-6136)
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b. Case #2020-2914. South Zia Station General Plan Amendment.
JenkinsGavin, Inc., Agent, for Zia Station, LLC, Owner, Requests Approval 
of a General Plan Amendment to Amend the Existing General Plan Future 
Land Use Classification for Approximately 1.9 Acres from Low Density 
Residential (3 to 7 Dwelling Units Per Acre) to Transitional Mixed Use at 
the Southwest Corner of Zia Road and Galisteo Road. The Properties are 
Zoned R-1 (Residential- One Dwelling Unit Per Acre) and are within the 
South Central Highway Corridor Protection District. (Lee Logston, Case 
Manager, lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 955-6136)
 
 
 

c. Case #2020-2900. Zia Station South Central Highway Corridor Overlay 
Rezoning. JenkinsGavin, Inc., Agent, for Zia Station, LLC, Owner,
Requests a Rezoning to Amend the Boundaries of the South Central 
Highway Protection Corridor to Exclude Two Properties at the Northwest 
and Southwest Corners of St. Francis Drive and Zia Road from the Overlay 
District. The properties are Zoned R-1 (Residential- One Dwelling Unit Per 
Acre), are within the South Central Highway Corridor Protection District, 
and Comprise a Total of Approximately 22.7 Acres. (Lee Logston, Case 
Manager, lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 955-6136) 

d. Case #2020-2899. Zia Station General Commercial Planned Unit 
Development Rezoning. JenkinsGavin, Inc., Agent, for Zia Station, LLC, 
Owner, Requests a Rezoning from R-1 (Residential- One Dwelling Unit Per 
Acre) to C-2 PUD (General Commercial- Planned Unit Development) for 
Properties Located at the Northwest and Southwest Corners of St. Francis 
Drive and Zia Road. The Properties are Zoned R-1 (Residential- One 
Dwelling Unit Per Acre), are within the South Central Highway Corridor 
Protection District, and Comprise a Total of Approximately 22.7 Acres. (Lee 
Logston, Case Manager, lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 955-6136) 

e. Case #2020-2901. Zia Station Preliminary Development Plan. 
JenkinsGavin, Inc., Agent, for Zia Station, LLC, Owner, Requests 
Preliminary Development Plan Approval for a Mixed-Use Planned Unit 
Development to be Developed in Two Phases. The Planned Unit 
Development will be Comprised of Approximately 384 Dwelling Units, 
84,000 Square Feet of Office Space, and 36,000 Square Feet of 
Restaurant/Retail Space at the Northwest and Southwest Corners of St.
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Francis Drive and Zia Road. The properties are zoned R-1 (Residential one 
dwelling unit per acre), are within the South Central Highway Corridor 
Protection District, and Comprise a Total of Approximately 22.7 Acres. (Lee 
Logston, Case Manager, lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 955-6136) 

 
Ms. Bustos-Mihelcic read the summary captions for these five cases.
 
Mayor Webber reviewed the process beginning with disclosures, Staff 
Report, Applicant Presentation, Public Comments, Questions from 
Governing Body. Written public comments that came in have been provided 
to Governing Body and posted on City website. The April 8 special meeting 
is a continuation, but at that time, no public testimony will be taken. 
 
Councilor Garcia noted all Councilors have been inundated with emails from 
the community and are still receiving them and dismissing them without 
opening.  
 
Ms. Paez agreed that must continue. Council must rely solely on evidence 
and testimony at this meeting.  We have responded to emails. Thanks for 
noting that. 
 
Councilor Garcia reiterated to community members that we are not trying to 
ignore them but can’t violate the ex parte rules. 
 
DISCLOSURES 

Councilor Garcia said he had no external communications. 

Councilor Romero-Wirth reiterated that because this project is in District 2, 
we received many emails and she stated, for the record, that all emails were 
forwarded directly to the City Attorney’s Office.  
 
Mayor Webber disclosed that a constituent called and wanted to speak with 
him about land use policy and turned it into an attempt to opine and Mayor 
Webber ended the call respectfully.

There were no other disclosures, and no one needed to recuse themselves.

STAFF REPORT

Mayor Webber asked Mr. Logston for a report about fifteen minutes long if 
possible, to be fair with all present.
 
Lee Logston presented the Staff Report, describing the five cases. He
showed the project site and gave the case history. He reported Planning 
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Commission recommended approval all five, some with conditions of 
approval.

Issues raised included appropriateness of proposed density, South Central 
Highway Corridor regulations, impact to traffic, pedestrian safety, the arroyo 
itself, affordable housing, and general planning update.  
 
Mr. Logston noted the evaluation criteria per Land Use Code. He explained 
that if the Governing Body denies changing the boundaries of the South 
Central Highway Corridor, the Governing Body must deny both the C-2 PUD 
zoning request and the development plan, as detailed in his Staff Memo.
 
South Central Highway Corridor created in 1986 – 2001- Governing Body 
created mixed use and 2004 granted General Plan Amendments for these 
lots.  Railroad corridor and finally in 2011 Governing Body approved 
opening the Railroad station.  
 
In Summary, Mr. Logston said the proposal meets the criteria and the 
Planning Commission recommended approval of all five cases. Staff also 
recommends approval of all five cases.  Sample motions were in the report.  
 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 

Jenifer Jenkins, 130 Grant Avenue, Suite A was sworn.  She appreciated 
the Council making this time available.  
 
She shared her screen and introduced the project team members.  
She showed the 21 acre subject property and pointed out the station 
platform. Part of the property was once a pumice plant. 

The General Plan Amendment is to make this high density residential. Most 
of south parcel was approved in the General Plan Amendment for mixed 
general use and she is requesting extending that to the rest of the property.  

The Rezone request is from R-1 to C-2 PUD and listed the uses to be 
allowed: residential, office space and retail/restaurant.  Current zoning is 
default R-1 with SC-1 across St. Francis – Office, hotel (City’s affordable 
housing location).  
 
She described the context of zones as a “common pattern” and pointed out 
where she lived nearby.   
 
She reviewed a history timeline as the groundwork for this proposal.  Zia 
Station was envisioned in 2005. In 2009, planning was paused for 
development of places around including relocation of the tracks.  There 
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were interactions with neighbors on what could be created here. 
Improvements and rail runner service were accomplished in 2016 and she 
was contacted to being planning for this project.  JenkinsGavin shared ideas 
as they developed them. They did the TIA and in 2020 and held an ENN.  
 
At the ENN they considered responses for density, multi-modal 
transportation, connectivity, visibility, streetscapes, landscape design, 
vehicle circulation and sustainability. As she showed the proposed site plan, 
she described the surroundings of the site and described how they would 
transition from existing patterns. Along Galisteo is a series of townhomes 
that fit with townhomes across the street, with higher buildings and 
commercial uses nearer to St. Francis.  

On the north side would be townhomes and open spaces and to the west 
multi-family dwellings and on south of Zia, mixed use with a realigned 
Galisteo Road to address existing traffic congestion. It will have a parking 
structure to minimize on-street parking. A central plaza for the opportunity 
to have events outdoors.  S City bus stop is now across from Zia and they 
are negotiating an internal bus stop.  
 
She showed planned the new and existing sidewalk network with a new 
signalized pedestrian crossing at relocated Galisteo and Zia for a safe 
crossing and access to Candelero Park and significant sidewalk 
improvements on Zia.  
 
She shared a diagram on heights with buildings at St. Francis stepped down 
to appear as a single-story height (17’) and described the transition they 
wanted to achieve.  She said the 3-story top is about same elevation as the 
top of Albertsons.  
 
Ms. Jenkins then went to criteria for the General Plan Amendment and 
described each criterion. She stated that the City established objectives that 
don’t align with the South Central Highway Corridor. They are asking to 
amend the General Plan and showed the three undeveloped areas. The 
Amendment would comply with a majority for the highway corridor criteria. 
 
She showed zoning standards for C-2 and South Central Highway Corridor 
compliance at Zia Station. 
 
Ms. Jenkins said in their Affordable Housing Program they worked closely 
with Director Ladd to develop in accordance with Fair Market Rents.  She 
showed how Zia Station rates were below the SFHP Maximum Rent rates.  
 
She turned to Traffic issues and mentioned the TIA that was performed 
because of congestion at Zia and St. Francis. She predicted, with their road 
designs, there will be no congestion at that intersection by pulling Galisteo 
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further to the west. She described the proposed signalized pedestrian 
crossing of Zia and showed how their design reduces congestion by 80%. 

She mentioned the Community Outreach done in the summer of 2019 with 
neighborhood meetings and ENNs. She gave responses that addressed the 
neighborhood’s concerns.  
 
Ms. Jenkins concluded the presentation at 7:19.  

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Ms. Paez pointed out the Governing Body might want to ask questions of 
them and asked speakers to remain present in case of such questions. 
 
Joan Conrow, 2521 Calle de Rincon Anita, was sworn and said Santa Fe 
needs more housing but needs houses. She felt the market rate was out of 
reach. She said she wrote out her testimony and submitted but had to 
submit it in pieces for word limits imposed. She had no idea if the Governing 
Body received it. She protested that citizens are very limited (two minutes 
each) while Ms. Jenkins is not limited. She gets much more time, get, and 
gets to continue the dialogue on Thursday while citizens do not. This is what 
makes people cynical about government. She hoped the Councilors 
actually received what she sent and read it. 

Councilor Garcia asked if members of the public were allowed to share their
screens. 

Ms. Paez said the appeal rules do allow display items to be included in the 
packet if submitted ten days in advance but didn’t know about displays at 
the meeting by the public. It probably would be at the Chair’s discretion. 
 
Councilor Garcia wanted us to keep the spirit of what was allowed in an in-
person meeting which means speakers should be able to share the screen. 
 
Brett Frauenglass, 2300 Calle Luminoso, was sworn and said his house 
was the closest house to the southern portion of the development and he 
had purchased it with the hope this project would go forward in 2009. He
supported it and has been following it. The current iteration has gone a long 
way to solving the transportation problem. He had some minor quibbles with 
the Galisteo proposal but, overall, he believed it will benefit his
neighborhood and seeing young families moving into those town houses. 
He mentioned some benefits, including a fantastic bike trail. He was happy 
to see affordable housing in the neighborhood and couldn’t be more excited 
to see it go forward.
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Michael Barrio, 501 Colona Street, E. D. of the Santa Fe Housing Coalition, 
was sworn. He said it is important to encourage projects on housing -
always working to seek common ground. In that spirit, he supported this 
project. 

Betty Beacham, 1896 Camino del Pabilo, was sworn. She thanked the 
Governing Body for all the work they do and in looking at this proposal. Ms. 
Jenkins said it all and she didn’t see how anyone could be opposed. This 
will be a new urban center for this part of town that is sorely needed. Coming 
into town here is not an exciting entrance and what is proposed by the 
developers who are reputable and love Santa Fe will help it be more 
attractive. What they have done sort of finishes off what is needed for the 
Zia Station. She has lived in her townhouse here for a long time. She
supports the project as an answer to the area and will bring vibrancy to Zia 
Station and be a great benefit to the community. 

Richard Wood, 2197 Lustre Court, retired mechanical engineer, daily 
commuter in the area for 25 years, was sworn. He said, with encouragement 
of the Planning Staff, he prepared a report and submitted it in early January,
and he was assured it would be studied. But he had no report on it and the 
Planning Commission seemed to know nothing about it.  So, he was left 
with the right to say, “I told you so.”  He commended them for the solution 
on eastbound traffic, but not for vehicles coming back and turning onto Zia.
They totally ignored pedestrian effects and Rail Runner crossing and stops. 
The no left turn solution is the least costly, but it will result in many U-turns.

Cindy Gregory, [no address given] was sworn. She had lawyer concerns 
and urged all to review the alarming statistics she submitted to the Planning 
Commission. That intersection is the most dangerous one in the City, State,
and Nation. Lots of safety concerns were ignored. We are a destination City 
because of Santa Fe Style. Much has been written about our earthy 
ambience and adobe architecture. This development is out of place, out of 
scale, and worse, it follows the mindless philosophy that if there is an 
intersection with a lot of cars, it must be a great place for a Walmart. Don’t 
let this happen. With a few minor tweaks, it would work. Please honor the 
Highway Corridor protection exactly for this purpose. We can do better.  

Cheryl Gardopee,1880 Brillante Lane, was sworn and addressed the 
process used throughout this endeavor. Our members sought to submit 
information and a lot today went to City Attorney, but she echoed Joan
Conrow’s comment that our access is extremely different than the developer
portrayed. The TIA by Bohannon doesn’t seem to be like others done by 
engineers in our community. Inquire of people who know about traffic in the 
effort to make this look shiny and bright.  We are trading in South Central
Highway Corridor from overdevelopment in exchanged for 39 units used for
10 years at affordable housing rates and excited for the City sponsorship of 
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affordable housing center near Albertsons – but don’t want to add 7,900 
cars per day at this intersection and we have many reasons to doubt. 

Tai Bixby, 55 Primera, Santa Fe, two blocks from the site. He was in favor 
of the project. It has all the components needed. He was grateful for local 
developers like Santa Fe Brown, Merritt Brown, to take it to fruition.  We 
have a housing situation and as realtors have said, the Association of 
Realtors produced a study in December that showed our deficit at 
thousands of units. We have years to go before we meet the housing needs. 
It would be nice to have people who work here to live here. The Planning 
Staff did an outstanding job following the Code. He also thanked the 
Governing Body and said they do a good job for the City. “I’m glad to live 
here.” 

Ed Aku Oppenheimer, [no address given]. As President of the Candlelight 
Neighborhood Association. he had intended to point out five reasons why 
the City’s review process requires this case to be delayed tonight. He chose 
two of them to present. The Planning Commission appears to have violated 
the City Code, Chapter 14 and the 2018 State Statute, Chapter 3-21-5 
which directs that municipalities must make zoning decisions throughout the 
State. Number two, on March 25th, he emailed questions to the Governing 
Body on the legality of the February 18 Planning Commission hearing 
proceedings. To date, the Association has not received any kind of 
acknowledgment of the questions. The letter now has 56 cosigners, and it 
will remain open for more. After this meeting, he would send the facts on 
which the questions were based, with the list of cosigners for consideration 
48 hours before the Governing Body final vote. He said he was going to 
comment on the other issues but said the traffic issues raised by this 
proposal were not necessarily resolved by the planned mitigation measures 
proposed. “The study states on page six the north parcel is expected to 
develop first, with the south parcel to follow. It is anticipated that a follow-up 
traffic study will be prepared when the south parcel is developed, to 
determine if the mitigation presented herein continues to result in an 
acceptable Level Of Service.” So the developers’ own Commission study 
says, “we don’t know if this is going to work and you are going to need to 
revisit it with a new traffic study before you start Phase 2.”  He added there 
were many other issues like this but he did not have the time, so he urged 
the Governing Body to respond to the issues of City process and other 
questions they had heard tonight before approving the Zia Station proposal. 

Alan Richardson, 2203 Brilliante Street, was sworn, and said he did have 
prepared comments but not enough time for them. He had 25 years’ 
experience on site location and worked with the New Mexico Department of 
Economic Development as a Director, Deputy Secretary and Secretary with 
involvement in a host of projects around the State and their impact studies. 
In response to Ms. Jenkins’ presentation, he asked how this can be a 
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walkable community when it sits at one of the busiest intersections in Santa 
Fe and highway, divided by a four-lane road with a traffic count of 17,100 
cars daily and a projection of generation another 7,900 cars daily, bringing 
the total to 25,000 cars daily to that area. It makes absolutely no sense how 
it can be a walkable community, especially with the Rail Runner making 18 
passes per day through that walkable community. Secondly, Ms. Jenkins 
gave just one point of view, such as the sidewalks that would extend and 
improved on Zia Road as it relates only to the development and no further. 
She talked about the views looking east and doesn’t talk about views to the 
west. The Rail Corridor Study in 2008 does not conform to any standards 
for rail transit systems in the planning documents for the project.  
 
Margaret Marshall, 2172 Ojo Court, and member of the Candlelight 
Neighborhood Association Board was sworn. Regarding this development, 
she asked the Governing Body to please not remove corridor protections or 
requested General Plan Amendments or zoning changes. She said she was
not opposed to development of the property but was opposed to this Zia 
Station development as proposed. She believed the density was not 
appropriate. She said the City ordinances exist for a reason and this 
proposal must adhere to those ordinances and their intent to keep Santa Fe 
as a unique and special place. The Links does not preclude affordable 
housing.  We can still have residents. No variances should be granted since 
other developers have complied with the standards, corridor protections, 
etc. In her opinion, “greed is written very large here.” She urged the 
Governing Body to not follow the Planning Commission to twist and distort 
our ordinances. Please stand your ground and preserve our wonderful City.

Daniel Werwath, 1611 Camino Porvenir, was sworn. He said he was
speaking in his professional capacity and as Project Director of Santa Fe 
Interfaith Housing and as Interim Director of Santa Fe Housing Trust. He 
strongly supported the provision of affordable units in this market rate 
project. This is the first time it has been proposed, using the comparative, 
using the inclusionary zoning ordinance. The housing problem the City is in 
now was not inevitable. It is the product of lack of long-term planning and 
overlay districts, and ultimately, the product of little decisions, like denying 
affordable projects on Siringo Road, and stopping other affordable projects
as was done a few years ago. Those all contribute to the situation we are in 
now. There have been decisions made based on just a couple of people, 
rather than the interests of the whole community. It is critical to use macro 
planning for housing and affordable housing in the City. The Code has not 
been updated since rail commuter service started. The City is behind the 
bar and should not cater to a small group of people. He understood the fear 
of change. But we need housing but affordable housing and market rate 
housing in this development.   
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Robert Morlino, 2909 Plazuela Cantata, was sworn. He urged the 
Governing Body to approve this proposal. He was on the Leadership Team 
of the Santa Fe Housing Action Coalition and pointed out that infill 
sometimes results in urban sprawl which is not sustainable or good for our 
environment. He wanted to acknowledge the thousands not here such as 
those who had to move away and those working families working here and 
living elsewhere. They are the ones who need it most and are not 
represented here. Some of the voice for those working people have been 
shouted over and not heard.  The people who are in favor are 
disenfranchised. He asked everyone to weigh heavily the opinion of the 
experts. They remain professional and levelheaded, but they worked hard 
in the project and their opinions deserve to be weighed heavily.  

Shawn Evans, 1121 North Luna Circle, was sworn. He urged the Governing 
Body to approve this. As an architect, he strongly approved. “We can 
provide affordable housing but first see the mountains of data. We do need 
vision of the mountains, but we need adjustments to view corridors in the
few places for affordable housing. The Zia project is a smart and balanced 
development, located where it can minimize its overall impact, perhaps 
most importantly with sustainability and carbon impact by being adjacent to 
transit. Our City’s restrictions on density, height, and style prevent us from 
equitable growth. We must make sure we work harder to prevent culture 
erasure when we prevent erasure of view. Don’t penalize this project the 
City has not fulfilled its obligation for long-term planning. Approve the project 
and then let’s get to work on balance of planning and development. We can 
preserve culture and character while promoting sustainability, dignity, and 
equality, while preventing gentrification. Let’s do all of this. 

Anne Watkins, 2138 Candelero, was sworn. She thanked the Governing 
Body and the Planning Division for all the hard work here. She supported
the Zia Station Development Proposal and believed the major concerns of 
the neighborhood regarding traffic, pedestrian access, and safety have 
been creatively addressed with a fair amount of affordable housing. Those 
who work with Jennifer Jenkins on these and other issues, have appreciated 
her willingness to pursue innovative developments that are part of this 
development plan. Ms. Jenkins also agreed to form a design committee.  
Ms. Watkins also wanted to speak to TOD development. She participated 
in a national committee that also included Australia and New Zealand to 
revitalize cities with TOD development in their downtowns. The Biden 
Administration is now pursuing investment in transit as one element to 
combat climate change. The Administration offers that same opportunity to 
Santa Fe and she urged the Governing Body to support it.

Marlene Scally, 2132 Candelero Street, was sworn. She expressed two 
concerns – the TIA was seriously incomplete. The more than a hundred 
homes on Candelero have people who face danger exiting Candelero left 
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to Zia to St Francis to go to work at peak hours. The study didn’t consider 
Candelero left turns to Zia. Candelero has two entrance/exits and one is on 
a curve, limiting the ability of the driver to see what traffic is coming, in order 
to make the left-hand turn. And at the closer exit, people are faced with 
trying to get across three lanes of traffic that are backed up at St. Francis. 
She asked the TIA to be extended to include that intersection that puts the 
entire Candelario neighborhood in danger turning left onto Zia at peak 
hours. 

Randall Bell, 2991 Viaje Pavo Real, was sworn. He asked about the 
procedure for submission of written comments prior to the April 8 hearing. 
Many people have had difficulty doing that, and he understood there would 
be no public input at that meeting.  He asked if people could submit 
comments between now and that meeting.  

Ms. Paez said the notice has provided that there would not be more, due to 
the volume of information. The logic was to make sure the decision makers 
could evaluate everything from all comments submitted for this evening on 
the plans for development. The written comments were accepted until 3 pm 
today. Those are all in the record as well as comments made at the Planning 
Commission meeting.

Mr. Bell objected since so many had not been able to submit them today. 
Also, there is almost endless time for the Developer to make extensive 
presentations and the public has been really constrained. It is counter to 
due process rights. He was speaking on behalf of the Old Santa Fe 
Association, which has hundreds of members. As OSFA President, the 
Association strongly supports the Candlelight Neighborhood Association, 
who expressed several concerns. There is not time for presenting all of 
them but especially is the issue of the South Central Highway Corridor 
protection. Some people have intimated it is out of date. Those protections 
were created after years of considering the concerns of residents. There 
are other places where higher buildings could be built. The corridors have 
never been violated and this would be a terrible precedent to endorse. 
Without that protection variance, they would have to pay attention to the 
restrictions.  
 
He said Ms. Jenkins emphasized the margin was razor thin and the 
developer wouldn’t make enough money without it. She was intimating that 
if we did not get a variance from that ordinance, they would not be able to 
build it without the requested density and height. That presumption is based 
on facts not in evidence and we don’t know what those are. The City cannot 
decide based on a representation of the developer’s alleged profitability.  
 
Elizabeth West, 318 Sena Street, was sworn. She said, like many others,
she drives by this area often. She was very disturbed about the willingness 
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to approach an ordinance that was worked on so thoroughly over the years. 
That didn’t mean she thought there should be no changes. –But she didn’t 
like this approach and wished a moderation could occur. She had ideas of 
the Territorial design. She might like to be on the design committee. She 
would like brown and softer edges. The pushback is helpful. Some of the 
best parts of public involvement in looking at things benefits us in two ways. 
It is good to be heard. And it benefits the developer’s vision with changes 
that make it better. This pushback is crucial, and she agreed with many 
people about the process. She was in favor of the important business 
around affordable housing. She loved the small inexpensive houses. But 
what happens after ten years? She suggested the Governing Body ask the 
developer to extend that time for affordable rates.  
 
Miles Conway, 495 NM 592, was sworn. He thanked the Governing Body 
for hearing all the comments. He echoed what the person ahead of him said 
on the planning process and hoped it is approved. Lots of care went into 
this and, speaking on behalf of Santa Fe Homebuilders, said the boom is 
going on now but won’t go on forever. The Association will be involved if 
this project is approved. Lots of local people are involved.  It is a beautiful 
project. He loved how residential and commercial were intermingled here. 
“We are building neighborhoods. Thanks for hearing me and the decisions 
you make. It is fun to see our community building and developing.” 

Barbara Levin, 2200 Ardor Street, was sworn. She said she was formerly
president of the Candlelight Neighborhood Association. While many 
aspects of the proposal had concerned her, the process is not good. The 
worst is the waiver of the South Central Highway Corridor protection. It 
would be a shame to grant that ordinance waiver. She asked the Councilors 
to please drive around Santa Fe and see that every corner has for-lease
signs on businesses. She protested spot ordinance enforcement for things 
such as too much density. She requested the Governing Body disapprove 
all of it at this moment. 

Grant Alexander, 2327 Calle Tranquilo, in the Sol y Lomas neighborhood. 
He identified himself as a traffic engineer and architect and said he drives
through the area daily.  He said the density in the urban core is what makes 
Santa Fe unique. This project proposes to add density to an area that 
doesn’t have any. The traffic is not great at this intersection and won’t get 
improved overnight. And the city is very unlikely to improve it on its own. 
The way the city would improve the Level Of Service there is when the City 
leverages a new development to get private funds to help. That is exactly 
what is happening here. This is a real benefit to the neighborhood, and he
wholeheartedly supports it.

Sterling Grogan, 2138 Candelero Street, was sworn. He asked that the City 
Council adopt, and condition approve the Zia Station proposal on a modified 
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version of condition 12, of the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, to 
add text that says, “The City will develop and provide to the Applicant a 
design for remediation of the natural gas pipeline crossing immediately 
upstream of Zia Station property. The applicant will work voluntarily with the 
City to implement the City design, subject to monitoring by the City.” The 
Applicant, thanks to Ms. Jenkins’ help, has committed to the neighborhood, 
to work with the City to remediate the natural gas pipeline crossing, because 
that is the cause of erosion that the original language of condition 12 was 
intended to address. Ms. Jenkins had mentioned it in her presentation as 
“upgrading of the arroyo.” The Applicant, with the modification, could 
prevent further erosion because the arroyo has two undersized culverts and 
any money spent on bank stabilization could be wasted when the inevitable 
next large runoff occurs.  
 
Nathan Thomas, 2194 Lustre Court, was sworn. He said he supported 
development and mixed use. and agreed Santa Fe needs more family 
housing. But he asked how more apartments provide more family housing.
The only way with this developer is to get special treatment and eliminating 
appropriate setbacks from Zia Road which she never mentions. She only 
mentions setbacks from St. Francis.  And this brings downtown traffic to an 
existing R-7 neighborhood. Why does this need a parking garage? He didn’t 
understand it. He asked the Governing Body to look at the Planning 
Commission video. Ms. Jenkins said eliminating 3-story from the project 
would eliminate affordable housing. He saw that as leveraging affordable 
housing and throwing out the ordinances to make this happen.  

Michele Chisholm, 1915 Camino Lumbre, was sworn. She said when Ms. 
Jenkins met with the Commissioners on February 18, she supplied two 
pieces of misinformation to the Board. She showed a map that we could no 
longer make a left turn onto Zia from Galisteo, and that traffic would be 
rerouted to Chaparral Elementary, which she said was the only way for the 
whole of Galisteo to get to the school. That was not true. The shortest route 
to Chaparral Elementary is straight through Camino Lumbre. Camino 
Lumbre already has large scissors in them, but the City will not let them, 
despite some neighbors calling the City about these. Camino Lumbre lacks 
the infrastructure to accommodate the increased traffic. Forcing this 
residential street to be a major thoroughfare by rerouting traffic through it 
will only make a bad situation worse.  Ms. Jenkins also stated that the 
impact on Galisteo – that on Galisteo and Rodeo, there was no impact is 
also false. That intersection is already dangerous as it stands, it is 
dangerous with fast traffic and a blind curve. We need to have crosswalks 
and flashing crosswalks at Galisteo at Camino Lumbre and at Galisteo and 
Rodeo Road. Camino Lumbre will need to be resurfaced to handle the 
added traffic. 
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Eric Wolf, 2959 Viaje Pavo Real, was sworn. He said he drives through the 
intersection twice daily most days. It is dangerous and the site of many car 
crashes and people take their life in their hands when crossing Zia Road.
He was concerned the City will be sued for the poor design. He thought the 
TIA should be done by a third party. He thought the design will cause traffic 
chaos.  He also questioned whether this was building affordable housing for 
people in Santa Fe. He recently drove through the parking lot of one of the 
new apartment developments at Rodeo Road and the railroad tracks. About 
25% of the cars had out-of-state license plates, some of them as far away 
as South Carolina and Washington. He believed the density of the project 
was the problem. Increased density would create increased traffic problems 
and make the area less livable. A reasonable project here is a good idea 
and most of the neighbors would approve such a project, but not one that 
is so dense. 

Cristina Gonzales, 1873 Gonzales Street, was sworn. She said she is an 
artist and educator, working in the public schools and mother to two. She 
was in support of this development. She commuted for 15 years to be able 
to work here. In her opinion, the need for housing far outweighs her desire 
for a beautiful view. She would miss the mature trees and running her dog 
in that open space. But housing is more important. Many people she works 
with could have used ten years of affordable housing getting a start and 
those following her who wanted a place to live. 

Keli Hedin, 2323 Calle Luminoso, was sworn. She asked that Commissioner 
Sategna’s and Commissioner Clow’s opposition at the Planning 
Commission be read concerning the boundaries of the South-Central 
Highway Corridor. She read their explanations to the Governing Body. The 
ordinance is to maintain a clear sense of openness. How can that ordinance 
become outdated? She was not convinced the legality of this when we allow 
one developer to be out of the boundary of the corridor. This should be done 
through the General Plan and a series of meetings to which the public is 
invited to participate. These two corridors encompass a lot of property, both 
residential and commercial, and what we feel, as the gateways to town,
should look like. An approval of this project sets a precedent for all other 
such projects, circumventing the ordinance.

Bill Roth, 1713A Montaño Street, was sworn. He is a longtime resident and 
homebuilder, on the Interfaith Housing Board with Daniel Werwath so he 
had a strong concern for affordable housing. He said this is a huge project 
and has lots of moving parts. This community feedback helps the developer
fine tune it. Overall, it needs to go forward, and he liked the architectural 
mixed style and high-density mix. And downtown has that architectural mix. 
Many people moving her brought their architectural style. To see three of 
our finest architects involved is great. He was in support.  
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Stefanie Beninato, P. O. Box 1601, was sworn. She asked the Governing 
Body to look at the master plan as a whole before acting on this application.
Allowing this type of development. It sets a really bad precedent in ignoring 
the ordinance. She asked who, making $35,000, could afford to live in a 
studio in this development. She asked how much percentage was 
affordable in each of those. She supported lower heights for commercial 
with parking underground to reduce the heights. She said the U turns 
proposed are not possible. She could barely make it with those dimensions.  
She would like to see the financials to know how much margin is there for 
the 370 units and 49 affordable housing units.  At the Planning Commission,
they said the parking was too small but now the Applicant says they have 
ample parking. She did not support approval.  

Madeleine Carey, 1674 Camino Cruz Blanca, was sworn. She thanked 
Council and Staff.  She gave emphatic support to allow the project to 
continue.  She noted there are many rules and regulations to restrict growth 
only they do so just for the privileged few.  People, not buildings make 
neighborhoods in cities with dynamic living. The housing crisis here is one 
of our nation’s. It was brought on by the aesthetic sense of openness over 
needs for housing in the City. Her value is as a person who was born to a 
family that used to live here. She wants to preserve equality for racially and 
economically diverse people to help us live in Santa Fe. This project will 
help us do that. Over the last five years, she probably went 10,000 miles 
over Santa Fe trails with about a thousand on the Rail Trail that runs through 
the proposed development. It is dangerous to be a pedestrian anywhere in 
our City mostly from bad or hostile drivers.  This proposed entrance will be 
far to superior to every other entrance along St. Francis and the Rail Trail. 

Pat Lillis, 2119 Conejo Drive, was sworn. She was also a board member of
the Neighborhood Network. Some Santa Fe residents are protected from 
development by covenants, and zoning protects the rest of us. 
Neighborhoods and residents depend on the zoning. When property is sold, 
zoning helps protect the investment and quality of life. Until last the few 
years homeowners did not think zoning would be a threat to them. Corridors 
were set up for same reason – protection for the City’s residents. Why do 
residents have to spend so much time and money to defend those zoned 
neighborhoods? Why does the City have to waste so much money when 
this project should be built in a properly zoned location? Santa Fe needs to 
support neighborhoods and the citizens who live in them. This area 
deserves the same respect. Please do not throw out corridor protections or 
zoning, in favor of a development. This is a gamble that the City would favor 
a developer over long-term residents. Please deny the zoning changes. 

Rick Martinez, 735 Mesilla Road, was sworn. He said he was here to state 
the problems from the public. He had 473 words and couldn’t get it called 
in, so he sent the Councilors an email. He didn’t think the City Attorney was 
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right to deny us the right to say what we have to say.  He disagreed and 
couldn’t get his comments and should accept the email he just sent you.  
He spoke with the Land Use Director who said they are not doing away with 
the ordinance. This is setting a bad precedent. The owner bought the 
property knowing it was in the corridor protection district. In the future there 
is a 7-story building coming to you. The Governing Body is just opening the 
gates for that by approving this corridor change. It is still going to be a kiss 
and ride railroad stop and not a place for residents to park a car. He hoped 
the Governing Body could accept the comments he sent them. 
 
Deanna Einspahr, [address garbled], was sworn. She said the South 
Central Highway Corridor was adopted through the proper public policy 
process, involving land use planning, much public input, and policy decision 
making. It is absolutely abhorrent that its requirements can be waived in a 
simple Planning Commission hearing by five people and confirmed by a 
vote of 5 Councilors plus Mayor in a very limited public access hearing. We 
know that laws are often waived or applied lightly to the wealthy and the 
connected. The Developer has said that it was his bottom line to waive the 
SCHC in order that he could provide a tiny amount of affordable housing. 
She wished she had heard more outrage at the Planning Commission 
meeting where such a paltry offering for a short period of time was all that 
was achieved. The solution for affordable housing must be solved by 
building affordable housing. That notion that Santa Fe can build enough 
housing to bring down prices in the face of infinite demand is ludicrous. That 
is Economics 101. The solution requires creativity not yet seen. She 
suggested the City reestablish a Planning Department for Land Use. The 
City doesn’t have that now. Another is to find ways to remove speculation 
and profit motives out of housing planners. With imagination, the solutions 
are endless, but this case is not the solution, and she urged a no vote. 

William Bragg, 1871 Brillante Lane, was sworn. He said it has been 
suggested the South Central Highway Corridor protection plan is no longer 
relevant or important. To him, it is just the opposite. It is more relevant now 
than ever. It is there to protect the appearance of this entrance. The 
construction timeline of 7-10 years was the estimate.  Who wants to live at 
a construction site for ten years? Does anyone want to live at it for 7-10 
years? He proposed the time of construction be limited to no more than 3 
years. Please consider a reasonable time limit.  

Christine Malcolm, 1874 Candelero Street, was sworn. She was a 
Candlelight Neighborhood Association board member and 17-year resident 
of this neighborhood. She would be very excited to see a moderately sized 
community and not another shopping center. This development should 
comply with the South Central Highway Corridor and ordinance. She said 
the Hawk pedestrian crossing is more of a traffic hazard, dangerous for 
motorists and, in her letter, she explained why. There is no way to make it 
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a safe crossing in this area with too many U-turns, etc. We do need 
affordable housing and not this, which kicks affordable housing down the 
road.  If South Central Highway Corridor is removed, she wondered if every 
other property owner on Zia could do such a development. She did not 
approve of this plan and urged the Governing Body to deny it. 
 
R.G. Wakeland, 2345 Calle Luminoso, was sworn. She said there was an 

error in process. She already submitted her written objection as a problem 
with no solution. They already admitted the traffic problem could only be 
solved with relocation of Galisteo. However, moving of Galisteo Road would 
not be allowed as proposed because the Governing Body cannot approve 
a problem or a contingency. Ostensibly, there was no evidence for the 
following cross street of the developers. There was an error in the previous 
South Central Highway Corridor and in the status quo since the designation, 
significantly enough to justify the change. There is currently a shortage of 
apartments and housing units which they proposed. The South Central 
Highway Corridor cannot be changed through zoning action but through 
General Plan Amendment. Her conclusion was that the project could not be 
approved. 

Antoinette Shook, 2120 Candelero Street, and secretary of the CNA, was 
sworn. She said she found a few underhanded moves. Ms. Jenkins stated 
at the ENN meeting that affordable housing would be 60% of units for five 
years. However, at the Planning Commission meeting in February, the 
submitted plan was changed to ten years. She asked if that was legal. She 
agreed with Nathan Thomas regarding Ms. Jenkin’s statement in February 
that if a 3-story development were not approved, there would eliminate their 
affordable housing. If so, she asked why they would build more apartments 
and not more houses. She was also very skeptical of views of the three 
stories that only 17’ would be seen from St. Francis. Her home backs up to 
the proposed project and St. Francis was level, out her back door. The 
corridor was not antiquated. It was put in place by people who understand 
how green space and infill would blind the eyes of the people. Her plan, with 
changes in zoning and changes in traffic patterns is irresponsible and 
dangerous. She urged a vote of no. 

Joe Abbatacola, 1881 Brillante Lane, was sworn. He agreed with other 
comments made about the public being constrained. He would have loved 
to share some slides. As a former licensed realtor who worked on a 
successful infill project and believed in smart growth. This was not smart
with such high density, so close to St. Francis. It would be 1.5 times as large 
as Candlelight right at one of the busiest intersections in Santa Fe and a 
train station. It is a huge mistake. The developer estimated there would be 
added 2.5 million more vehicles annually. There is a reason why this has
not previously been approved as it was being developed over a twenty-year 
period. It is far too dense for this location and will make this area more 
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dangerous, resulting in more accidents and injuries and potential loss of life. 
The claim that with this project, traffic problems will go away is 
overpromising and underdelivering. He is an instructor for driver safety and 
served on the City’s BTAC and worked in fire and emergency management 
and law enforcement. He had responded to many multi-vehicle crashes.  
This design to exit the development, requiring vehicles to make a U-turn to 
go the opposite way. At peak times, vehicles would have to go further on 
Zia, since traffic would be backed up. Zia is a high-speed road with blind 
curves. In his professional opinion, the City will see accidents occurring at 
Zia and Candelero and other Zia intersections there, as well as Zia and St. 
Francis. Ask yourself what the City needs. With other commercial space 
available, is this commercial space really needed? And at what cost? This 
is a dangerous precedent. Please follow the South Central Highway 
Corridor protection district.  
 
Nicolas Bosch, 1868 Camino del Pabilo, was sworn. He said he was a new 
resident here. He totally understood the need for affordable housing. He 
was fortunate to be able to purchase his first home here. He couldn’t tell 
how many times he has almost had an accident. He has a strong planning 
background. He had not read the TIA report but some comments from it 
sounded like it was incomplete and didn’t factor in pedestrians or rail traffic. 
If that is the case, it is concern for him moving forward with only partial data. 
He liked the idea of affordable housing but just done right for the safety of 
the neighborhood. 

Rachel Thompson, living near the Rodeo, was sworn. She supported
affordable housing and wanted this development and she thought people 
living here wanted affordable housing. She thought it a shame that 
inclusionary zoning put people in opposition. she gathered that what is 
missing in Santa Fe is long-term planning and she felt Midtown is sucking 
out any such planning. She bicycles a lot and noted that while crossing Zia,
a cyclist was killed.  Where they propose the signal crossing, people could 
come over the hill to an unmarked crosswalk. In uncontrolled areas with 
crosswalks more accidents with no cross walk. So she worried it will be 
extremely unsafe for cyclist and pedestrian. She badly wanted this housing, 
but it needs to come after we find out where affordable housing should be. 

Ed Romero, 3456 Via Magdalene, was sworn. He said, as  
Santa Fe Civic Housing Authority Director, he supported the project 
providing affordable housing in a desirable area of town that his clients 
would love to live in. He said he could talk about our waiting list which is not 
open for four years and we have 200 families waiting with about 20-40 
turning over each year. So they are in desperate need of affordable units. 
He noted he has seen many projects for that area but most of them cop out 
with fee in lieu and this is the only one that provides affordable housing. 
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Anthony Guida, 1711 Second Street, was sworn. As an architect and 
sustainability expert, he knew we are in a climate emergency – literally of 
life or death of our planet. The notion that we continue to protect automobile-
centric low density planning with such zoning and the most disastrous thing 
of a highway corridor, considering this emergency, he would hope for a 
denser high-rise development.  We need to do this type of development at 
higher densities, especially with TOD in this part of town.  The only way 
Santa Fe can get the things wanted as a walkable City in a sustainable and 
carbon neutral way, is with denser and higher rise developments. The City 
can grant even more densities for developers, in exchange for 
developments people want. He would prefer we not water it down and
approve this positive project at this density at the very least.

Sheela Hewitt, 1917 Camino Lumbre, was sworn. She said her greatest 
concern is for safety. She didn’t know if many here have driven Zia to St. 
Francis on an icy day. The vehicles go fast to make it up to St. Francis. But 
that is where the crosswalk is to be located.  If you have ever made a left 
turn on Galisteo, you have a good sight before you. But with Galisteo 
realigned, you would no longer have that.  There has not been sufficient 
thought for that in the neighborhood. There is no rush for this. Make your 
decision about the South Central Highway Corridor but the plan needs much 
more research with its many dangerous situations.  

Michael Margolis, 2154 Candelero Street, and resident of Candlelight 
Neighborhood Association for 30 years, was sworn.  He said the Developer 
is using the Zia Station as an excuse for removal of the protective corridor. 
He didn’t think the Planning Commission caught any of that.  It is not 
contingent on any development around it.  He was the 4th person to mention 
at what Mr. Jenkins said at the Planning Commission that without 3 stories, 
no affordable housing. The Commissioners didn’t ask for proof but said 
okay. This is not about a mountain view corridor but following the overlay 
that protect our values. Affordable housing as a passionate ideology is 
wonderful but it is not that you accomplish but how you accomplish it. 
Please don’t approve this project.  

There were no other members of the Public to comment. 

QUESTIONS FROM THE GOVERNING BODY

Councilor Garcia had questions first for Cindy Gregory. She had mentioned 
that a few tweaks were needed and asked her what those would be.  
 
Ms. Gregory said, “We want the development and I want more neighbors in 
the development, but in the two-story limitation. I consider that a minor 
tweak. The other thing would be to honor affordable housing. At the 
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Planning Commission they said they would not voluntarily provide 
affordable housing. I would suggest the City order that.”

Councilor Garcia thanked her. His next question was for Alan Richardson.
He thanked Mr. Richardson for his testimony about the corridor study and 
asked him to clarify that.  
 
Mr. Richardson said he was also with the NMDOT, Rail and Transit Division 
and he was involved with the team bringing the Rail Runner to Santa Fe.
The study had very little technical input to the study itself.  They talked about 
the number of locations for the Rail Runner stops. That would not happen.  
Nowhere in the study did it indicate any of those sites were studied. The 
requirements were quite heavy. The study was superficial and never was 
approved by the City. It is full of deficiencies, but it was used by the 
Developer for the back-up on that issue.  
 
Councilor Garcia’s last question was for Ed Oppenheimer.  He asked if Mr. 
Oppenheimer was the President of Candlelight Neighborhood Association.
 
Mr. Oppenheimer said he was. 
  
Councilor Garcia asked him if the proposal addresses the Candlelight 
Neighborhood Association concerns.  
 
Mr. Oppenheimer said the only concession given by the developer that he 
was aware of was to propose 3-story buildings in Phase 1 rather than 4-
story.  But if C-2 PUD zoning were granted, it would open the door not only 
for a refiling for Phase 1 in a few months to increase height and density yet 
again and in the future, open the rest of the corridor in the City to lawsuits 
because of the precedent being set with this. So it would discard all 
requirements in the General Plan Amendment changes and Corridor 
protection and affordable housing regulations. That has never been 
compromised before. There has also been since, the Developer working 
with a small group in the Candlelight neighborhood who support this and 
giving the thoughts and perceptions of the CNA with the developer. He 
noted in some of the comments, the extensive driver training to provide 
pedestrian safety. That was a compromise, not worked out with CNA but a 
few neighbors who warned the developer that they needed to give a little on 
this. We have not had a chance to address how poor a solution this is. We 
were shut out in so many ways at the Planning Commission meetings and 
makes us believe we have had no opportunity to respond on it.  They did 
see in response, a minor change on Territorial style which was a new roll 
out. It is not even an answer to our concerns.  We have tried to work with 
the Developer for over a year to get a meaningful dialogue.  
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Councilor Romero-Wirth asked Richard Wood, both from reading the
comments made at the Planning Commission and here, that he had done a 
traffic study, when it was finished, if he was able to share it with the 
Developer at the ENN meeting and what reaction he got from that study.  
 
Mr. Wood said he was encouraged at the time by City Staff to write it up. 
He wrote it up in early January and submitted it to the Planning Commission 
for the packet for the Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Councilor Romero-Wirth asked if he reached out with it directly to the 
developer.  
 
Mr. Wood said he had not.  
 
Councilor Romero-Wirth wanted to ask a question for Brett Frauenglass 
who was not present at that time but was later.  
 
Councilor Romero-Wirth asked Mr. Oppenheimer about the small group 
working with the developer and curious about his own interactions with the 
Developer and the Developers’ response.  
 
Mr. Oppenheimer said he has reached out to JenkinsGavin. And the extra 
ENN was reluctantly given to the CNA after he agreed to personally sponsor 
the Zoom meeting, which he did, to get some real answers.  
 
Councilor Romero-Wirth asked how the small group came about.  
 
Mr. Oppenheimer said they worked separately to get an address list to work 
together on their own. Their efforts were not successful, so we met to 
combine the mailing list and did so. But then these other parties considered 
the mailing list theirs.  But it was only for use by the Candlelight 
Neighborhood Association Board. They wanted to use it to promote their 
proposal and communications broke down at that point. They are still part 
of our Google group and can host anything. But they chose to be nonexplicit 
about what they were doing except when they challenge the Board to 
provide some information to pass on to the developer. They have made is 
a one-way street.  We are trying to find a way to meet with the Developer.  
 
Councilor Romero-Wirth said they seem to have access to the Developer, 
but not the Board. 
 
Mr. Oppenheimer said that was correct. The Board wants it sent back to the 
Developer for some kind of review and cannot do that without the Governing 
Body’s sanction. He suggested she could speak with Anne Watkins or 
Sterling Grogan.  
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Councilor Romero-Wirth asked Ms. Watkins how she would characterize 
the neighborhood’s reaction.

Ms. Watkins said she had a different take on what is going on. From early 
on, a group in the Candlelight Neighborhood Association was opposed but 
now said they were not opposed but that there were still problems. The rest 
of the Board members started out not opposed but wanted to work more 
closely with the Developer, but simply have not been included in the 
discussions; have not been involved in negotiations and constituted several 
times but did not communicate with the rest of us very well.  
 
Ms. Watkins said she has talked with Ms. Jenkins about concerns that she 
felt needed to be addressed – pedestrians and affordable housing. “We are 
not a separate group, but several people are not in lockstep with the current 
Board.  I helped put together the mailing list. My husband and I walked the 
whole north part to get people to sign up for the mailing list and was told it 
would happen on the south side, but it did not happen.  So I was willing to 
go to the south area but was not allowed to see the mailing list. Some people 
dropped out entirely. I haven’t tried to negotiate with Ms. Jenkins.” 
 
Councilor Romero-Wirth would it be possible if we deputized Mr. 
Oppenheimer and his spokespeople, to come together to work with a 
Developer’s representative to have conversation on the issues and work for 
more peace.   
 
Ms. Watkins said she had backed off because acrimony is not something 
she wanted to deal with.  
 
Councilor Romero-Wirth asked Mr. Frauenglass about his quibbles with 
Galisteo.  
 
Mr. Frauenglass said people use it as short cut at high speed. Right in front 
of my house, it has 9’ lanes and some places are 14’ lanes. He knew it was 
not the developer who needed to solve all the problems, but this was one 
that people will continue to speed through. He has had people in his front 
yard several times because of speeding through there.  
 
Councilor Cassutt-Sanchez asked Mr. Wood about a 25-year traffic study 
he had mentioned. She did not understand if it was a formalized study equal 
to the one submitted.  
 
Mr. Wood said he was a mechanical engineer and looked carefully at it and 
knew what he saw there, and it was not correct to say they solved all the 
traffic problems – not turning off Zia. 
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Councilor Cassutt-Sanchez asked Mr. Werwath about his statements 
concerning his comments on affordable housing and economics of 3-story 
building.
 
Mr. Werwath said he used the project on Siler Road for comparison for how 
density affects affordable housing. That is important to consider. Fewer 
units mean less revenue and does affect the financials of a project.
 
Councilor Cassutt-Sanchez asked Mr. Grogan about the gas line problem 
to elaborate.  
 
Mr. Grogan said since the City adopted the stormwater management plan,
a list of priorities to help with flood conditions was made.  The City is still 
paying for effects from the 2018 flood. His statement was for a written report 
on Condition 12 to remediate erosion downstream from the pipeline 
crossing. The Developer said they would work with the City if the City 
provided a design and monitored implementation of that design. 
 
Mayor Webber said the City Attorney disallowed the response from Ms. 
Jenkins. 
 
Councilor Vigil Coppler asked Mr. Werwath about a comment earlier that 
indicated Santa Fe doesn’t need any more apartments and wanted his view 
on that.  
 
Mr. Werwath said Santa Fe needs lots of different types of affordable 
housing. People moving here would push out locals without places to live. 
But we are hemmed in with affordable apartments and cannot built just 3-4 
units that are affordable in most of the City. It takes large apartment 
complexes to make the economics work for affordable housing. Overlay 
restrictions make apartments hard to put in some places in the City. This is 
a particularly good location for the apartments because of basic service 
availability.  
 
Councilor Vigil Coppler asked him to comment on the ten-year limitation for 
keeping housing affordable.  
 
Mr. Werwath pointed out that no affordable rental housing sets out to be 
affordable in perpetuity. Housing has life cycles. At some point, significant 
reinvestment needs to be made in housing. There are also issues involved 
in securing mortgages without uncertainty on the futures of them. The 
biggest federal affordable housing operations have a fifteen-year minimum 
expiration of affordability.  
 
The Siler Road project has 40 years of affordability, but he did not think they 
could make it through 40 years without some revitalization along the way. 
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Councilor Vigil Coppler asked for his comment on 2-stories with a fee in lieu
instead of affordable units being built.

Mr. Werwath said it was a mistake for the community to expect the 
developers to fix all the affordable housing shortage problems. We must 
invest proactively in affordable housing to maintain a balanced market. 
 
Having diversity in the market was more important to him than solving the 
entire affordability problem. Money is the Trust Fund is very impactful.

Mayor Webber wanted to ask a question to Miles Conway. He was no longer 
present but returned to the meeting later.  
 
Mayor Webber closed Public Testimony portion and thanked everyone who 
spoke. He felt the question period was also very useful.  
 
Mayor Webber invited members of the Governing Body to submit questions 
for the Developer or Staff to Lee Logston by email before the close of 
business tomorrow. 
 
Mr. Conway returned, and Mayor Webber recalled he used specific 
language about affordable housing and building housing but what he said 
was different. What he said was, “We need, as a community and as a City, 
to develop neighborhoods, not just drop housing down into places.” 
 
He welcomed Mr. Conway to expand further on that because it is an 
important theme. Housing in the absence of a complex of neighborhood 
and neighborliness, services, mixed use, and careful design doesn’t really 
fulfill our goal as a community, to have livable neighborhoods. 
 
Mr. Conway said Mayor Webber just took the words out of his mouth.
Being someone who has lived in Santa Fe downtown, a person feels like 
the Plaza is the community but driving many miles away from it to lay their 
head down to rest. 

The development begins to be the center of our universe there. There is 
already Albertsons and businesses on the east side, and this would be 
another little center.  It is a smart way to go.
 
Mayor Webber thanked him for his comments.
 
Mayor Webber wrapped up the business with a reminder to send emails to 
Mr. Logston as follow-ups for Thursday evening’s next meeting.  
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                  FISCAL IMPACT REPORT 
 

General Information: 

 

(Check)  Bill:    Resolution:  X  

 

Short Title(s): Galisteo Road Plat Vacation          

 

Sponsor(s):              

 

Reviewing Department(s): Land Use Department         

 

Staff Completing FIR: Lee Logston    Date: 6/15/21     Phone: 955-6136  

 

 

Reviewed by City Attorney:            Date:          

                

 

Reviewed by Finance Director:            Date:          

 

 

Summary: 

The proposed Resolution approves the vacation of existing portions of Galisteo Road, south of its intersection 

with Zia Road, contingent on the Planning Commission’s approval of the vacation and the dedication of new 

rights-of-way in new alignment. The vacation and dedication is required to build the Zia Station project, as 

reflected in the preliminary development plan that the Governing Body approved on April 28, 2021. The 

proposed vacation requires Governing Body approval because the City owns the right-of-way proposed to be 

vacated. The purpose of this Resolution, if adopted, is to document the Governing Body’s approval. If the 

Governing Body approves the vacation by adopting this Resolution, the developer will ask the Planning 

Commission to consider final approval of the vacation in conjunction with reviewing the developer’s proposal 

to dedicate new Galisteo rights-of-way. Specifically, as part of the project the developer proposes to move 

Galisteo’s current intersection with Zia further to the west and to add new roadway to the north of the 

intersection. The Planning Commission’s review will be conducted pursuant to the Planning Commission’s 

authority to consider an application for a final development plan and to approve the dedication of new public 

rights-of-way and improvements that are required to serve the new development.     

 

 

Departments Affected: 

Public Works, Planning and Land Use          

 

 

Consequences of Not Enacting Legislation: 

The Applicant will not be able to build Zia Station in the configuration for which the Governing Body gave 

preliminary development plan approval on April 28, 2021. Zia Road will not gain a HAWK pedestrian activated 

crossing at the realigned Galisteo intersection.         

 

 

Conflict, Duplication, Companionship, or Relationship to Other Legislation: 

None              

  

 

Performance and Administrative Implications: 

 The Public Works Department will continue to maintain the existing Galisteo Road right-of-way until the 

developer has constructed the new roadway, at the developer’s expense, and taken the necessary steps to 

relocate utilities. When the new roadway and associated public improvements have been constructed to City 

standards and accepted by the City, the Department will assume maintenance of the new roadway and 

improvements.             

 

FIR No.  3333 

Jun 23, 2021

Alexis Lotero, Assistant Finance Director (Jun 24, 2021 14:56 MDT)
Alexis Lotero, Assistant Finance Director

Jun 24, 2021

https://secure.na2.echosign.com/verifier?tx=CBJCHBCAABAAvV-UiNqwIbWJEGA9Okp4-Wm3Eg96SNan
https://na2.documents.adobe.com/verifier?tx=CBJCHBCAABAAvV-UiNqwIbWJEGA9Okp4-Wm3Eg96SNan


Adopted: 01/12/05; revised 8/24/05; 4/17/08;  2 

 

Fiscal Implications: 

This Resolution, which approves the vacation of the southern portion of Galisteo Road right-of-way, will have 

no fiscal impact because a new, replacement roadway will be dedicated to the City simultaneously with the 

vacation. Although the proposed Zia Station project will also result in the dedication of new right-of-way north 

of Zia Road, this aspect of the project can be approved by the Planning Commission in the exercise of its 

authority to review development proposals and falls outside the scope of this Resolution.   

 

Fiscal Impact 
  

 X  Check here if no fiscal impact 



Expenditures 
 

* This includes all staff time associated with executing the job functions of the proposed legislation. 

 Expenditure Narrative: 

 

                    

                    

                    

 

 

Revenue  
 

Revenue Type FYE __ FYE __ FYE __ Recurring (R) or Non-recurring (NR) Fund  

General Fund $  $______             $                           

Special Revenue $      $    $                           

CIP $      $     $                          

Enterprise $      $     $                           

Internal Service $      $     $                        

Trust and Agency 

Federal 

$      

$      

$     

$     

$      

$      

         

       

           

Other $      $      $                  

Total $      $     $      

Revenue Narrative: 

 

                   

                   

                    

Expenditure 

Type 

FYE __ FYE __ FYE __ Require BAR 

(Y/N) 

Recurring (R) or Non-

recurring (NR) 

Fund 3-Year Total Cost 

Personnel and  

Benefits* 

$      $      $                       

Capital Outlay $      $      $                                

Contractual/ 

Professional Services 

$      $      $                   

Operating $      $      $                   $      

Total: $      $         $            $      



Signature:

Email:

Signature:

Email:

Signature:

Email:

Lee Logston (Jun 23, 2021 14:06 MDT)
Lee Logston
lrlogston@santafenm.gov

Elias Isaacson (Jun 23, 2021 14:31 MDT)
Elias Isaacson

esisaacson@santafenm.gov

Noah Berke (Jun 24, 2021 13:46 PDT)

nlberke@santafenm.gov

https://na2.documents.adobe.com/verifier?tx=CBJCHBCAABAAvV-UiNqwIbWJEGA9Okp4-Wm3Eg96SNan
https://adobecancelledaccountschannel.na2.documents.adobe.com/verifier?tx=CBJCHBCAABAAvV-UiNqwIbWJEGA9Okp4-Wm3Eg96SNan
https://secure.na2.adobesign.com/verifier?tx=CBJCHBCAABAAvV-UiNqwIbWJEGA9Okp4-Wm3Eg96SNan


ACTION SHEET 

PUBLIC WORKS AND UTILITES COMMITTEE MEETING OF 06/28/2021 

ISSUE NO. 10a 

 

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2021-__. 
A Resolution Approving the Vacation of Existing Portions of the Galisteo 
Road Rights-of-Way at Galisteo Road’s Intersection with Zia Road, 
Contingent on the Planning Commission’s Approval of the Vacation of 
Existing Rights-of-Way and the Dedication of New Galisteo Road Rightof- 
Way South of Galisteo Road’s Intersection with Zia Road in a New 
Alignment, and New Galisteo Road Right-of-Way North of Galisteo Road’s 
Intersection with Zia Road. (Lee Logston, Senior Land Use Planner: 
lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 955-6136) 
 
Committee Review: 
Public Works and Utilities Committee: 06/28/21 
Quality of Life Committee: 07/07/21 
Governing Body: 07/14/21 

 

PUBLIC WORKS AND UTILITES COMMITTEE ACTION: Approved to forward 

to 7/7/2021 Quality of Life Committee with the motion that this goes as a Public 

Hearing either to the 7/14/2021 Governing Body meeting or a subsequent committee 

with a yellow sign notice to the public. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS OR AMENDMENTS: 

STAFF FOLLOW UP:   

 

VOTE: FOR AGAINST ABSTAIN 

COUNCILOR RIVERA, CHAIR X   

COUNCILOR GARCIA X   

COUNCILOR ABEYTA X   

COUNCILOR LINDELL X   

COUNCILOR VIGIL COPPLER EXCUSSED    

 

 















































































































Log # {Finance use Qf]fy_} : 

Journal # {Finance use Qf]fy_} : 

City of Santa Fe, New Mexico 
BUDGET AMENDMENT RESOLUTION (BAR) 

DEPARTMENT/ DIVISION NAME 

POLICE/ ADMINISTRATION 

ITEM DESCRIPTION ORG OBJECT PROJECT INCREASE 

EXPENDITURES {enter as positive #} 

Police Overtime 1000065 501400 89,304 

REVENUES {enter as negative #} 

NM Deot of Transportation - State Grants 1000001 490150 (89,304) 

JUSTIFICATION: (use additional page if needed) 

--Attach supporting documentation/memo $ -

DATE 

06/11/2021 

DECREASE 

{enter as negative #} 

{enter as positive #} 

$ -

To record NM Department of Transportation traffic projects; ENDWI $44,722; BKLUP and CIOT $ 14,250; STEP $30,332 {Complete section below if BAR results 
in a net chanQe to ANY Fund) 

Total $89,304 Fund Balance 
Fundis) Affected Increase/( Decrease) 

TOTAL: 0 

{Use this form for Finance Committee/ 
Laura A Vigil 6/11/2021 City Council agenda items ONLY} 
Prepared By {print name} Date Budget Officer Date CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL 

Benjamin Valdez 
-

6/11/2021 City Council 

I IDivision Di7JU� Ai/(d 7
e Approval Date Finance Director {,; $5,000} Date 

Agenda Item #: I I Departmen(�irector Signatd"re Date City Manager {,; $60,000} Date 

N/A

N/A
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