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CITY CLERK'S QFFICE
AFTERNOON SESSION — 5:00 P.M. - 15 (1M H:1%0m

CALL TO ORDER 3y _
N
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE Rt ‘%ﬁ&ﬁﬂyzﬁﬁi%’\‘

SALUTE TO THE NEW MEXICO FLAG

INVOCATION

ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF CONSENT CALENDAR

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Reg. City Council Meeting — January 28, 2015
PRESENTATIONS

a) Proclamation — Children’s QOral Health Month — February 2015. (Councilor
Ives) (5 Minutes) -

b) Climate Action Task Force Update and Recommended Energy Initiatives.
(David Coss) (10 Minutes) (Postponed to February 25, 2015)

CONSENT CALENDAR

a) Request for Approval of Amendment No. 1 to Professional Services
Agreement — Additional Engineering Services for Santa Fe River Trail
Crossing — St. Francis/West Alameda; Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc. (Desirae
Lujan)

b) Request for Approval of Amendment No. 5 to Professional Services
Agreement — Santa Fe Municipal Airport Terminal Expansion Task Order
119R; Molzen Corbin. {Mary MacDonald)

1) Request for Approval of Budget Adjustment — Project Fund.

C) Request for Approval of Professional Services Agreement -
Environmental Consulting Services for Public Utilities and Wastewater
Division; Environmental Engineering & Technology. (Alex Puglisi)

1) Request for Approval of Budget Adjustment — Water Fund.
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d) Request for Approval of Memorandum of Agreement — Santa Fe County

Detention Center Electronic Monitoring Program Assisting Santa Fe
Municipal Court and Police Department With Receipt and Processing of
Bonds; Santa Fe County. {Judge Yalman)

Request for Approval of Agreement Between Owner and Architect —
Municipal Sports Complex (MRC) Soccer Valley Improvements &
Expansion (RFP #15/16/P); Design Office, Claudia Meyer Horn. (Jason
Khuck)

Request for Approval of Procurement Under State and Federal Price
Agreements — City-Wide Utility Services and Voice Communication Lines
for ITT Communications Division; Qwest Corporation dfbfa CenturyLink
and Verizon Wireless. (Renee Martinez)

Request for Approval of Professional Services Agreement — Information
Security Posture Assessment on City's Network and Application System
Infrastructure; Computational Analysis and Network Enterprise Solutions,
LLC a/k/a CAaNES. (Renee Martinez)

1) Request for Approval of Budget Adjustment — ITT Communications

Fund.

Request for Approval of Procurement Under State and Cooperative Price
Agreements — ITT Communications Related Equipment and Services:
Various Vendors. (Renee Martinez)

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-____ . (Mayor Gonzales)
A Resolution Directing Staff to Collaborate With the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPQ) and the Bicycle and Trails Advisory Committee
(BTAC) to Study the Costs, Benefits and Potential Locations to implement
a Pilot Project to Install and Evaluate Green Colored Pavement Markings
in Bicycle Lanes at High-Risk Intersections Within the City of Santa Fe;
Work With The MPO, BTAC and Other Stakehalders to Conduct a Study
of Existing Bicycle Safety Issues; Review the Metropolitan Bicycle Master
Plan Project Recommendations for On-Road Bikeway Improvements: and
Develop an Implementation Plan Over the Next Five Years Targeted at
Improving On-Road Bicycle Safety Within the City of Santa Fe. (Keith
Witson and John Romera)
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1)

k)

m)

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-____. (Councilor Bushes)
A Resolution Urging the New Mexico Department of Transportation
(NMDOT), in the Interest of Public Safety, to Expedite the Construction of
the NM 599/Via Veteranos (CR70) Connection Interchange Project. {Keith
Wilson and John Romero)

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015- . (Mayor Gonzales)

A Resolution Establishing a City of Santa Fe Veterans' Advisory Board
That Will Address Matters Affecting Veterans, Propose Solutions to
Address the Needs of Local Veterans and Advise the Govemning Bady on

Strategies and Solutions on Such Matters. (Terrie Rodriguez)

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-____. (Councilor Lindeil)
A Resolution Autharizing the Continuation of the Additional One Dollar
($1.00) Parking Fee at the Sandoval Parking Garage on All Users after
6.00 P.M. on Those Evenings When the Lensic Performing Arts Center
has Events; and Dedicating the Additional Funds for the Support of
Educating Local Youth About the Performing Arts. (Noel Pinto Correia)

Request to Publish Notice of Public Hearing for March 11, 2015

1} Bill No. 2015-5: An Ordinance Relating to Youth League Fees for -

Use of City Sparts Fields; Amending Subsection 23-4.13 and 23-
7.5 SFCC 1987 to Require Youth League Representatives to
Participate in the Keep Santa Fe Beautiful Cleanup Events in
Exchange for the Reduced Youth League Fees the City Offers and
Making Such Other Grammatical and Typographical Changes as
are Necessary. (Councilors Dominguez and Councilor Dimas)
(Richard Thompson)

2) A Resolution Authorizing the Reallocation of 2012 Parks and Trails
Bond Funds, in the Amount of $533,300, that are Cumently
Allocated for the Skate Features at Franklin Miles Park, Ragle Park
and West De Vargas Park to be Raallocated for a Skate Feature at
Genoveva Chavez Community Center. (Councilor Trujillo) (Richard
Thompson)

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015

A Resolution Relating to a Request for Approval of Second Quarter
Budget Adjustments for Fiscal Year 2014/2015 Ending December 31,
2014. (Cal Probasco and Andy Hopkins)

-3-
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

o) Request for Final Appraval of Lease Agreement for Aerial Rights
Containing 87.5 Square Feet for an Outdoor Seating and Food and Drink
Service Area Over and Above a Portion of the Public Sidewalk Adjoining
the Southerly Boundary of 60 E. San Francisco Street by 60 E. San
Francisco Street Ltd. Co. d/b/a Santa Fe Arcade. (Matthew QO'Reilly)

p) Request for Approval of Amendment No. 4 to Agreement between Owner
and Architect ~ Southwest Activity Node (SWAN) Park Phase I
Surroundings Studio, LLC. (Mary MacDonald) (Postponed at January
28, 2015 City Council Meeting)

1) Request for Approval of Budget Adjustment — Project Fund.

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-____. (Councilor Ives)

A Resolution Supporting Proposed State Legislation, House Bill 64 (“HB 64"),
Relating to Creating a New Section to the Income Tax Act For Home Energy and
Water Efficiency Income Tax Credit. (John Alejandro)

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NQ. 2015- . (Councilor Trujillo)
A Resolution Supporting Proposed State Legislation, House Bill 148 {HB 148) —
Amending and Enacting Sections of the Motor Vehicle Code to Prohibit Smoking

in Any Vehicle When a Minor is Present and Establish Penalties for Such

Violations. (Melissa Byers)

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015- . {Councilor Maestas)

A Resolution Supporting Proposed State Legislation, House Bill 92 {HB 92) -
Relating to Capital Expenditures; Creating a Fund; Authorizing the Issuance of
Severance Tax Bonds for Transportation Projects and Making an Appropriation.

(Jon Bulthuis})

Single Use Bag Ordinance Implementation Report in Accordance With Section
21-8.6(E) SFCC 1987. (Katherine Mortimer)

Case No. 2014-116: Request for Approval of the Recommendation of the City
Attorney Pursuant to Santa Fe City Code Section 14-3.17{DX6) that the
Goveming Body Dismiss the Appeal of the Santa Fe Alliance for Public Health
and Safety, Mary Layne, Cellular Phone Task Force, Arthur Firstenberg from the
December 2, 2014 Decision of the Land Use Department to Issue a Building
Permit #13-2503 to New Cingular PCS, LLC (d/b/a AT&T) at St. John's Methodist
Church at 1200 Old Pecos Trail. (Zachary Shandler)
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16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

EVENING SESSION — 7:00 P.M.

nom o o »m »

Case # 2013-116 & 2014-82: Request for Approval of the Recommendation of
the City Attorney Pursuant to Santa Fe City Code Section 14-3.17(D)(6) that the
Governing Body Dismiss the Appeal of Cellular Phone Task Force, Arthur
Firstenberg and Fifty-One Citizens from the October 30, 2013 Decision of the
Land Use Department to Issue a Building Permit #13-2097 and the Appeal by the
Cellular Phone Task Force, Arthur Firstenberg and Twenty-One Citizens from the
July 15, 2014 Decision of the Land Use Department to issue a Building Permit
#14-813 to John Malone and Verizon Wireless Regarding Replacement of
Telecommunications Antennas at 1402 Agua Fria. (Zachary Shandler)

MATTERS FROM THE CITY MANAGER
MATTERS FROM THE CITY ATTORNEY

In Accordance With the Open Meetings Act NMSA 1978, Sec. 10-1 9-1(HX7),
Discussion Regarding Pending or Threatened Litigation in Which the City of
Santa Fe is or May Become a Participant, Including Without Limitation Joining or
Filing an Amicus Brief for Case No 1:14-CV-00254, State of Texas et al. v.
United States of America.

Action Regarding Joining or Filing an Amicus Brief for Case No 1.14-CV-00254, .
State of Texas et al. v. United States of America. (Marcos Martinez)

MATTERS FROM THE CITY CLERK
COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE GOVERNING BODY

CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

SALUTE TO THE NEW MEXICO FLAG
INVOCATION

ROLL CALL

PETITIONS FROM THE FLOOR

S5002 pnd - 11412



City of Santa Fe

REGULAR MEETING OF
Agey\d (1 THE GOVERNING BODY
FEBRUARY 11, 2015
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

\

G. APPOINTMENTS

*

Community Development Commission
Mayor's Youth Advisory Board
Transit Advisory Board

H. PUBLIC HEARINGS:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Request from El Agave Mexican Restaurante, LLC for a Restaurant Liquor
License with Patio Service (Beer and Wine with On-Premise Consumption
Only) to be Located at El Agave Mexican Restaurante, 31 Burro Alley.
(Yolanda Y. Vigil)

Request from Goler Fine Imported Shoes for a Waiver of the 300 Foot
Location Restriction and Approval to Allow the Dispensing/Consumption of
Champagne at Goler Fine Imported Shoes, 125 East Palace Avenue. This
Location is Within 300 Feet of The Cathedral Basilica of Saint Francis of
Assisi, 131 Cathedral Place. The Request is for the Presentation of the
Donald J. Pliner Company Spring 2015 Shoe Collection to be Held On
March 21, 2015 from 12:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. (Yolanda Y. Vigil)

CONSIDERATION OF BILL NO. 2015-1: ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE
NO. 2015- . (Councilor Lindell, Councilor Bushee and Councilor
Dominguez)

An Ordinance Relating to the City of Santa Fe Animal Services Ordinance,
Chapter 5 SFCC 1987; Amending Section 5-8 to Establish that it is
Unlawful te Trap Animals on City Property and to Establish that it is
Unlawful to Use Certain Types of Trapping Devices Within the Municipal
Boundaries of the City of Santa Fe. (Johnny Martinez)

Case #2014-91 & Case #2014-92 - Consolidated Appeals. Allen Jahner
(Applicant Appellant) and Old Santa Fe Association {Organization
Appellant) Both Appeal the September 9, 2014 Decision of the Historic
Districts Review Board (HDRB) in Case #H-11-105 Approving the
Application with Conditions at 237 & 239 East de Vargas Street Located in
the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. (David Rasch and Zachary
Shandler) (Postponed at November 12, 2014 City Council Meeting}
(Postponed to March 25, 2015 City Council Meeting)

l. ADJOURN

SS002.pmd - 1102
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Pursuant to the Governing Body Procedural Rules, in the event any agenda items
have not been addressed, the meeting should be reconvened at 7:00 p.m., the
following day and shall be adjourned not later than 12:00 a.m. Agenda items, not
considered prior to 11:30 p.m., shall be considered when the meeting is
reconvened or tabled for a subsequent meeting.

NOTE: New Mexico law requires the following administrative procedures be followed
when conducting “quasi-judicial” hearings. In a ‘quasi-judicial” hearing all witnesses
must be sworn in, under oath, prior to testimony and will be subject to reasonable cross-
examination. Witnesses have the right to have an attorney present at the hearing.

Persons with disabilities in need of accommadations, contact the City Clerk's office at
855-6520, five (5) days prior to meeting date.
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ITEM

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

SUMMARY INDEX
SANTA FE CITY COUNCIL MEETING
February 11, 2015

ACTION

Quorum

Approved [amended]

APPROVAL OF CONSENT CALENDAR Approved {amended)]

CONSENT CALENDAR LISTING

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: REGULAR CITY
COUNCIL MEETING - JANUARY 28, 2015 Approved

PRESENTATIONS

MUCHAS GRACIAS ANDREW PHELPS

PROCLAMATION - CHILDREN'S ORAL HEALTH

MONTH - FEBRUARY 2015

CLIMATE ACTION TASK FORCE UPDATE AND

RECOMMENDED ENERGY INITIATIVES

CONSENT CALENDAR DISCUSSION

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT

BETWEEN OWNER AND ARCHITECT - MUNICIPAL

SPORTS COMPLEX (MRC) SOCCER VALLEY

IMPROVEMENTS AND EXPANSION (RFP #45/16/P);

DESIGN QFFICE, CLAUDIA MEYER HORN Approved

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-17.

A RESOLUTION URGING THE NEW MEXICO
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (NMDOT), IN
THE INTEREST OF PUBLIC SAFETY, TO EXPEDITE
THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE NM 599/ViA
VETERANOS (CR70} CONNECTION INTERCHANGE

PROJECT

Approved

Postponed to 02/25/15

PAGE #

1-2

24

5-8

6-7

711

1112
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CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NG, 2015-18. A
RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A CITY OF SANTA FE
VETERANS' ADVISORY BOARD THAT WILL ADDRESS
MATTERS AFFECTING VETERANS, PROPOSE
SOLUTIONS TO ADDRESS THE NEEDS OF LOCAL
VETERANS AND ADVISE THE GOVERNING BODY ON
STRATEGIES AND SOLUTIONS ON SUCH MATTERS

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT NO, 4
TO AGREEMENT BETWEEN OWNER AND ARCHITECT

- SOUTHWEST ACTIVITY NODE (SWAN) PARK PHASE I:

SURROUNDINGS STUDIO, LLC
REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF BUDGET
ADJUSTMENT - PROJECT FUND

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR DISCUSSION

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-19.

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING PROPQSED STATE
LEGISLATION, HOUSE BILL 64 (“HB 64"), RELATING
TO CREATING A NEW SECTION TO THE INCOME
TAX ACT FOR HOME ENERGY AND WATER
EFFICIENCY INCOME TAX CREDIT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-20.

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING PROPOSED STATE
LEGISLATION, HOUSE BILL 148 {hb 148) - AMENDING
AND ENACTING SECTIONS OF THE MOTOR VEHICLE
CODE TO PROHIBIT SMOKING IN ANY VEHICLE
WHEN A MINOR iS PRESENT AND ESTABLISH
PENALTIES FOR SUCH VIOLATIONS

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-21.

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING PROPOSED STATE
LEGISLATION, HQUSE BILL 92 (HB 92) - RELATING
TO CAPITAL EXPENDITURES; CREATING A FUND;
AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF SEVERANCE TAX
BONDS FOR TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS AND
MAKING AN APPROPRIATION

SINGLE USE BAG ORDINANCE IMPLEMENTATION

REPORT IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 21-8.6(E)
SFCC 1987

Summary Index — City of Santa Fe Council Meeting: February 11, 2015

Approved wiamendments

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Information/discussion

13

13-18

13-18

18-19

19

20-24
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CASE NO. 2014-116: REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF
THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
PURSUANT TO SANTA FE CITY CODE SECTION
14-3.17(D){6) THAT THE GOVERNING BODY DISMISS
THE APPEAL OF THE SANTA FE ALLIANCE FOR
PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY, MARY LAYNE,
CELLULAR TASK FORCE, ARTHUR FIRSTENBERG
FROM THE DECEMBER 2, 2014 DECISION OF THE
LAND USE DEPARTMENT TO ISSUE A BUILDING
PERMIT #13-2503 TO NEW CINGULAR PCS, LLC
(D/B/A ATAT), AT ST. JOHN'S METHODIST CHURCH
AT 1200 OLD PECOS TRAIL

CASE NO. 2013-116 & 2014-92: REQUEST FOR
APPROVAL OF THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE
CITY ATTORNEY PURSUANT TO SANTA FE CITY
CODE SECTION 14.3.17(D)(6) THAT THE GOVERNING
BODY DISMISS THE APPEAL OF CELLULAR PHONE
TASK FORCE, ARTHUR FIRSTENBERG AND FiFTY-
ONE CITIZENS FROM THE OCTOBER 30, 2013
DECISION OF THE LAND USE DEPARTMENT TO
ISSUE A BUILDING PERMIT #13-2097 AND THE APPEAL
BY THE CELLULAR PHONE TASK FORCE, ARTHUR
FIRSTENBERG AND TWENTY-ONE CITIZENS FROM
THE JULY 15, 2014 DECISION OF THE LAND USE
DEPARTMENT TO ISSUE A BUILDING PERMIT #14-813

TO JOHN MALONE AND VERIZON WIRELESS REGARDING
REPLACEMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS ANTENNAS

AT 1402 AGUA FRIA

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

MATTERS FROM THE CiTY MANAGER

MATTERS FROM THE CITY ATTORNEY
EXECUTIVE SESSION

ACTION REGARDING JOINING OR FILING AN AMICUS

BRIEF FOR CASE NO. 1:14-CV-00254 STATE OF TEXAS
ET AL, V. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Summary Index — City of Santa Fe Council Meeting: February 11, 2015

ACTION

Approved

Postponed to 02/25/15

Information

Discussion in open session

Approved

24-26

26-31

A

Ky

31-3

3336
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MATTERS FROM THE CITY CLERK None
COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE GOVERNING BODY Information/discussion
EVENING SESSION

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL Quorum

PETITIONS FROM THE FLOOR Done previously
APPOINTMENTS

Community Development Commission Approved

Mayor’s Youth Advisory Board Approved

Transit Advisory Board Approved

PUBLIC HEARINGS

REQUEST FROM EL AGAVE MEXICAN

RESTAURANTE, LLC, FOR A RESTAURANT

LIQUOR LICENSE WITH PATIO SERVICE

(BEER AND WINE WITH ON-PREMISE

CONSUMPTION ONLY) YO BE LOCATED AT

EL AGAVE MEXICAN RESTAURANTE, 31

BURRO ALLEY Approved

REQUEST FROM GOLER FINE IMPORTED SHOES
FOR A WAIVER OF THE 300 FOOT LOCATION
RESTRICTION AND APPROVAL TO ALLOW THE
DISPENSING/CONSUMPTION OF CHAMPAGNE

AT GOLER FINE IMPGRTED SHOES, 125 EAST
PALACE AVENUE. THIS LOCATION IS WITHIN

300 FEET OF THE CATHEDRAL BASILICA OF

SAINT FRANCIS OF ASSISI, 131 CATHEDRAL
PLACE. THE REQUEST IS FOR THE PRESENTATION
OF THE DONALD J. PLINER COMPANY SPRING

2015 SHOE COLLECTION TO BE HELD ON

MARCH 21, 2015 FROM 12:00 P.M. TO 6:00 P.M. Approved

Summary Index - Cily of Santa Fe Counci Meeting: February 11, 2015

PAGE #

3

33-36

37

37

37-38
38
38

39

Page 4



ITEM

CONSIDERATION OF BILL NO. 2015-1: ADOPTION
OF ORDINANCE NO. 2015-2. AN ORDINANCE
RELATING TO THE CITY OF SANTA FE ANIMAL
SERVICES ORDINANCE, CHAPTER 5 SFCC 1987;
AMENDING SECTION 5-8 TO ESTABLISH THAT IT

IS UNLAWFUL TO TRAP ANIMALS ON CITY
PROPERTY AND TO ESTABLISH THATIT IS
UNLAWFUL TO USE CERTAIN TYPES OF TRAPPING
DEVICES WITHIN THE MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES
QF THE CITY OF SANTA FE

CASE #2014-91 & CASE #2014.92 - CONSOLIDATED
APPEALS. ALLEN JAHNER (APPLICANT APPELLANT)
AND OLD SANTA FE ASSOCIATION (ORGANIZATION
APPELLANT) BOTH APPEAL THE SEPTEMBER 9, 2014
DECISION OF THE HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW
BOARD (HDRB) IN CASE #H-11-105 APPROVING THE
APPLICATION WITH CONDITIONS AT 237 & 239 EAST
DE VARGAS STREET, LOCATED IN THE DOWNTOWN
AND EASTSIDE HISTORIC DISTRICT

ADJOURN

Summary Index — City of Santa Fe Council Meetng: February 11, 2015

ACTION

Approved

Postponed to 03/25115

PAGE #

40-42

42
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MINUTES OF THE
REGULAR MEETING OF THE
GOVERNING BODY
Santa Fe, New Mexico
February 11, 2015

AFTERNOON SESSION

A regular meeting of the Goveming Body of the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico, was called to order
by Maycr Pro-Tem Peter N. Ives, on Wednesday, February 11, 2015, at approximately 5:00 p.m., in the
City Hall Council Chambers. Following the Pledge of Allegiance, Salute to the New Mexico flag, and the
Invocation, roll call indicated the presence of a quorum, as follows:

Members Present

Councilor Peter N. Ives, Mayor Pro-Tem
Councilor Patti J. Bushee

Councilor Bill Dimas

Ceuncilor Carmichael A. Dominguez
Councilor Signe |. Lindell

Councilor Joseph M. Maestas
Councitor Christopher M. Rivera
Councilor Ronald S. Trujillo

Members Excused
Mayor Javier M. Gonzales

Others Attending

Brian K. Snyder, City Manager

Kelley A. Brennan, City Attorney
Yolanda Y. Vigil, City Clerk

Melessia Helberg, Council Stenographer

6. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Brian Snyder, City Manager, said he would like fo add a Muchas Gracias presentation as 9(a) on
the afternoon agenda.

MOTION: Councilor Dominguez moved, seconded by Councilor Maestas, to approve the agenda as
amended.



VOTE: The mation was approved unanimously on a voice vote with Mayor Pro-Tem Ives and Councilors
Bushee, Dimas, Daminguez, Lindell, Maestas, Rivera and Trujillo voting in favor of the motion and none

against,

7. APPROVAL QF CONSENT CALENDAR

MOTION: Councilor Bushee moved, seconded by Councilor Maestas, to approve the following Consent
Calendar, as amended.

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

For: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councifor
Lindell, Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilar Trujillo.

Against: None.

10.  CONSENT CALENDAR

a)

b)

c}

d)

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT NO. 1 TO PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
AGREEMENT - ADDITIONAL ENGINEERING SERVICES FOR SANTA FE RIVER
TRAIL CROSSING - ST. FRANCISWEST ALAMEDA; PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF,
INC, (DESIRAE LUJAN)

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT NO. 5 TO PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
AGREEMENT - SANTA FE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT TERMINAL EXPANSION TASK
ORDER 119R; MOLZEN-CORBIN. (MARY MacDONALD}

1} REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF BUDGET ADJUSTMENT - PROJECT FUND.

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT -
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING SERVICES FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES AND
WASTEWATER DIVISION; ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING 8 TECHNOLOGY.
{ALEX PUGLISH)

1) REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF BUDGET ADJUSTMENT - WATER FUND

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT - SANTA FE
COUNTY DETENTION CENTER ELECTRONIC MONITORING PROGRAM ASSISTING
SANTA FE MUNICIPAL COURT AND POLICE DEPARTMENT WITH RECEIPT AND
PROCESSING OF BONDS; SANTA FE COUNTY. (JUDGE YALMAN)

{Removed for discussion by Councitor Lindefl]

City of Santa Fe Gouncil Meeting: February 11, 2015 Page 2



9)

h)

I}
k)

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF PROCUREMENT UNDER STATE AND FEDERAL
PRICE AGREEMENTS - CITY-WIDE UTILITY SERVICES AND VOICE
COMMUNICATION LINES FOR ITT COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION; QWEST
CORPORATION D/B/A CENTURYLINK AND VERIZON WIRELESS. (RENEE
MARTINEZ)

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT -
INFORMATION SECURITY POSTURE ASSESSMENT ON CITY'S NETWORK AND
APPLICATION SYSTEM INFRASTRUCTURE; COMPUTATIONAL ANALYSIS AND
NETWORK ENTERPRISE SOLUTIONS, LLC A/K/A CaaNES. (RENEE MARTINEZ)
1) REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF PROCUREMENT UNDER STATE AND
COOPERATIVE PRICE AGREEMENTS - ITT COMMUNICATIONS RELATED
EQUIPMENT AND SERVICES; VARIOUS VENDORS. (RENEE MARTINEZ)

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF PROCUREMENT UNDER STATE AND
COOPERATIVE PRICE AGREEMENTS - ITT COMMUNICATIONS RELATED
EQUIPMENT AND SERVICES; VARIOUS VENDORS. (RENEE MARTINEZ)

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-14 (MAYOR GONZALES, AND
COUNCILOR BUSHEE). A RESOLUTION DIRECTING STAFF TO COLLABORATE
WITH THE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO) AND THE BICYCLE
AND TRAILS ADVISORY COMMITTEE (BTAC) TO STUDY THE COSTS, BENEFITS
AND POTENTIAL LOCATIONS TO IMPLEMENT A PILOT PROJECT TO INSTALL AND
EVALUATE GREEN COLORED PAVEMENT MARKINGS IN BICYCLE LANES AT
HIGH-RISK INTERSECTIONS WITHIN THE CITY OF SANTA FE; WORK WITH THE
MPQ, BTAC AND OTHER STAKEHOLDERS TO CONDUCT A STUDY OF EXISTING
BICYCLE SAFETY ISSUES; REVIEW THE METROPOLITAN BICYCLE MASTER PLAN
PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ON-ROAD BIKEWAY IMPROVEMENTS: AND
DEVELOP AN IMPLEMENTATION PLAN OVER THE NEXT FIVE YEARS TARGETED
AT IMPROVING ON-RQAD BICYCLE SAFETY WITHIN THE CITY OF SANTA FE.
(KEITH WILSON AND JOHN ROMERO)

[Removed for discussion by Councifor Trujiflo]
[Removed for discussion by Councilor Rivera)

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-15 (COUNCILOR LINDELL AND
COUNCILOR BUSHEE). A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CONTINUATION OF
THE ADDITIONAL ONE DOLLAR ($1.00) PARKING FEE AT THE SANDOVAL
PARKING GARAGE ON ALL USERS AFTER 6:00 P.M., ON THOSE EVENINGS WHEN
THE LENSIC PERFORMING ARTS CENTER HAS EVENTS; AND DEDICATING THE
ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR THE SUPPORT OF EDUCATING LOCAL YOUTH ABOUT
THE PERFORMING ARTS. (NOEL PINTO CORREIA)}

City of Santa Fe Coundil Meeting: February 11, 2015 Page 3



0)

REQUEST TO PUBLISH NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING FOR MARCH 11, 2015:

1) BILL NO. 2015-5: AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO YOUTH LEAGUE FEES
FOR USE OF CITY SPORTS FIELDS; AMENDING SUBSECTION 23-4.13 AND
23-7.5 SFCC 1987, TO REQUIRE YOUTH LEAGUE REPRESENTATIVES TO
PARTICIPATE IN THE KEEP SANTA FE BEAUTIFUL CLEANUP EVENTS IN
EXCHANGE FOR THE REDUCED YOUTH LEAGUE FEES THE CITY OFFERS
AND MAKING SUCH OTHER GRAMMATICAL AND TYPOGRAPHICAL
CHANGES AS ARE NECESSARY. (COUNCILORS DOMINGUEZ AND
COUNCILOR DIMAS). (RICHARD THOMPSON)

2) A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE REALLOCATION OF 2012 PARKS AND
TRAILS BOND FUNDS, IN THE AMOUNT OF $533,300, THAT ARE
CURRENTLY ALLOCATED FOR THE SKATE FEATURES AT FRANKLIN
MILES PARK, RAGLE PARK AND WEST DeVARGAS PARK TO BE
REALLOCATED FOR A SKATE FEATURE AT GENOVEVA CHAVEZ
COMMUNITY CENTER (COUNCILOR TRUJILLO). (RICHARD THOMPSON)

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-16. A RESOLUTION RELATING TO A
REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF SECOND QUARTER BUDGET ADJUSTMENTS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2014/2015, ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014. (CAL PROBASCO AND
ANDY HOPKINS)

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF LEASE AGREEMENT FOR AERIAL RIGHTS
CONTAINING 87.5 SQUARE FEET FOR AN OUTDOOR SEATING AND FOOD AND
DRINK SERVICE AREA OVER AND ABOVE A PORTION OF THE PUBLIC SIDEWALK
ADJOINING THE SOUTHERLY BOUNDARY OF 60 E. SAN FRANCISCO STREET BY
60 E. SAN FRANCISCO STREET LTD. CO. D/B/A SANTA FE ARCADE. (MATTHEW
O'REILLY)

[Removed for discussion by Councilfor Lindell]

uuuuuuuuuuuuuuuu

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

Councilor Maestas said he failed to move to amend the main agenda, regarding ltem #16. He
would like to move [tem #16 to follow Petitions from the floor, after the evening session.

MOTION: Counciler Maestas moved, seconded by Councilor Rivera, to reconsider the previous approval of
the agenda, to move Item #16 from the Afternoon Session to follow Petitions from the Floor in the Evening
Session, and to approve the Amended Agenda as amended.

DISCUSSION PRIOR TO SECOND OF THE MOTION: Councilor Bushee asked if that action means it will
then be a public hearing, and Councilor Maestas said no. Councilor Bushee said she would prefer to have
a public hearing and postpone it this evening.
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SECOND: Councilor Rivera seconded the motion for purposes of discussion.

DISCUSSION: Councilor Dominguez asked the City Attorney if we can take something off the Aftenoon
Agenda and move it to the Evening Agenda.

Kelley Brennan, City Attomey, said, ' believe we have moved things before. What | would say about this,
is this is specifically a discussion item and not a public hearing. You vote on it. If you vote to have it heard
as a pubiic hearing and an appeal, that would be the public hearing, but under our rules, it is specifically a
discussion item.

Councilor Maestas said, "The reason for my request for this Motion to amend, is, of course | dor't want to
request a full blown public hearing, but some concerned citizens have expressed a desire to be heard prior
to the vote and | felt like they could have that opportunity under Petitions from the Floor, prior to the vote.
It's not a formal public hearing, but | felt obligated fo at least hear them out before we vote on that issue. [t
would be a separate agenda item, of course, the vote itself, from the Petitions from the Floor.

Ms. Brennan said, "Also, | would add that generally, under our rules, pecple do not speak under Petitions
from the Floor on matters that are under discussion later in the gvening.”

Councilor Maestas said, | don't see any harm. | think it's going to be very close ta the seven o' clock hour
and | don't see any problem with them speaking their mind on that issue prior to the vote.”

VOTE: The motion was defeated on the following Roli Call vote:
For: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee and Councilor Maestas.

Against: Councilor Dimas, Councilor Lindell, Councilor Deminguez, Councilor Rivera, Councilor
Trujillo.

Explaining his vote: Councilor Dominguez said, “I'm going to vote no out of respect for all of
those who do have public hearings tonight.

Explaining her vote: Councilor Bushee said, “Yes, but | do believe it should be a public hearing, a
separate....., and | think we should postpone it, but 'l talk about that (ater,

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING - JANUARY 28, 2015.

MOTION: Councilor Trujillo moved, seconded by Councilor Dimas, to approve the minutes of the Regular
City Council meeting of January 28, 2015, as amended.
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YOTE: The motion was approved on a voice vole wilh Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilors Bushee, Dimas,
Dominguez, Lindell, Maestas, Rivera and Trujillo voting in favor of the motion and none against.

9. PRESENTATIONS
{a}1) MUCHAS GRACIAS

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives presented a Muchas Gracias Certificate to Andrew Phelps who is leaving the
City to assume the position of Director of Emergency Management Services in the State of Oregon, which
is a huge new responsibility.

Mr. Phelps said it has been an honor and pleasure to serve the people of Santa Fe, and it will be
difficult to leave all the relationships he has built as he moves forward on the next exciting adventure of his
life.

Mayor Fro-Tem Ives said he reviewed the City Code when he was appointed Mayor Pro-Tem, and
there is but a single mention of that position in the City Code, which provides in the absence of Mayor the
Mayor Pro-Tem has the authority to declare a state of emergency, which is the one power you never want
to use. He said having Mr. Phelps in his position always gave him the confidence to know, if calied upen to
make that decision, it would be the right decision. He wished him good luck and safe travel.,

a) PROCLAMATION - CHILDREN'S ORAL HEALTH MONTH - FEBRUARY 2015.
{COUNCILOR IVES)

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives read a proclamation into the record declaring February 2015 as Children’s
Oral Health Month, and February 6, 2015 as Children’s Oral Healith Day.

Mayor Pro-Tem lves introduced Rudy Blea, Program Director, Office of Oral Health, New
Mexico Department of Health, and thanked him for his work.

Mr. Blea thanked the Governing Body for its support of childrens oral health in Santa Fe. Mr. Blea
introduced Barbara Sandoval and Veronica Macias of the State staff who work in the Santa Fe Schaols.
He talked about their partners which include Presbyterian Medical Services and the funding for uninsured
kids to see a dentist, Santa Fe Community College assistance program and clinic and the Villa Teresa
Cathalic Clinic which provides services free of charge, the Santa Fe County Schools and other private
dentists, and the City of Santa Fe, especially Alex Puglisi. Last year, the Department provided services to
1,600 kids in Santa Fe in Head Start and 1%, 2" and 3" grade, along with other pre-school programs.
They provided service, education and oraf health incentives.
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Mr. Blea said he would like to showcase one of the teachers from Cesar Chavez School, Arturo
Lujan. Mr. Lujan is a first grade teacher and he promotes making sure everybody brushes their teeth after
lunch, and he has been working closely with the Schools in their program to get one of the highest consent
rates of parental permission to have the kids participate in the State program.

Mr. Lujan thanked Mr. Blea, Ms. Sandoval and Ms. Magias for the opportunity to be here, which is
an honor. He said one of the most valuable lessons we learn in our lives — in kindergarten, first and
second grade - waiting in line, forgive others and brushing your teeth. He said we try every day to instill
these habits in the classroom, and hope the kids still have these habits when they bacome adulits.

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives thanked Mr. Lujan for all that he does.

Veronica Macias, Dental Hygienist, State of New Mexico, said she provides a lot of the program
services Mr. Blea mentioned this evening. Ms. Macias presented a Certificate of Recognition fo Arturo
Lujan for his daily encouragement of students toward good oral health. She said Mr. Lujan takes his class

to brush their teeth every day, and he's the only teacher whom she has seen do us, and they thank him for
that valuable service

b) CLIMATE ACTION TASK FORCE UPDATE AND RECOMMENDED ENERGY
INITIATIVES. (DAVID COSS) (Postponed to February 25, 2015)

This item is postponed to the Council meeting of February 25, 2015,

CONSENT CALENDAR DISCUSSION

10(e) REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN OWNER AND ARCHITECT ~
MUNICIPAL SPORTS COMPLEX (MRC) SOCCER VALLEY IMPROVEMENTS AND
EXPANSION (RFP #15/16/P); DESIGN OFFICE, CLAUDIA MEYER HORN. (JASON
KLUCK)

Councilor Lindell asked if the approximately $230,000 appropriated is going to be used to repair
existing fields, to design new fields, or exactly how is this money going to be used.

Mr. Gluck said it will be used primarily to renovate the existing fields. He said there are funds for
programming and master planning of the entire project in Phase 1, because it seems necessary in the big
picture and also deals directly with Phase 1 which is also renovation. He noted the funds aren’t specifically
for renovation, but most of the funds are to br used for that purpose.

Councilor Lindell asked how much of the $230,000 is going to be used on existing fields. She said
under Phase 1 Scope of Services, there is an approximate price tag of $2.25 million, and we're working
with $230,000.
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Mr. Kluck said, “I may not be able to answer your question exactly, but programming is $11,500,
and then schematic design is $7,000, design phase is $12,000 and design for construction is $5,000 which
totals $37,467 for design.”

Councilor Lindell said that adds up $35,000.

Mr. Pleifer said, *He's giving you generic numbers. He isn’t putting in the odd dollars. He's saying
$11,000 it was $11,474”

Councilor Lindell said these are the amounts that are going to the existing fields, so there is
$37,000 and asked if there are other figures 1o include.

Mr. Kluck said he needs to study the figures before providing the answer, and Counciior Lindell
told him to take his time.

After discussion and consultation with Mr, Pleifer, Mr. Kluck said the programming is $51,850, s0
some percentage will go toward the overall master pianning and said, *I believe that’s as specific as | can
be at the moment. 'm happy to delve into that further, if you like "

Councilor Lindell said, “So, from what you said, approximately $89,000 of the $230,000 is going tc
renovate the existing fields."

Mr. Kluck said, "No. I'm revising my original statement. I'm looking at the contract, which you
have, which is the clearest and most current point. In the contract under 11.5 Evaluation Programming in
the Planning Phase is $51,840. So withaut know the exact numbers, which | can get for you, some
percentage of that is going to the overall master planning of the entire development, but a significant part
will be for the renovation of the existing fields.”

Councilor Lindell said, “So say a! of that was for the existing fields, and then the other $37,000,
that comes out to, rounded off, $30,000. That's not the vast majority of the $230,000 going to renovate the
existing fields, comect.”

Mr. Kluck said the planning phase is $51,840, schematic design phase is $48,000, design
development is $35,170, constructSion documents are $35,170, bidding $3,030 and construction phase
services is $27,000 and then there's an allowance of $5,000 for miscellaneous design work that may or
may not happen. So some portion will be allocated to work other than renovation and the other funds will
be allocated specifically to design of the renovation of existing fields. So the bulk of the $230,000 will go
toward renovation of the fields, some small fraction won't, such as the $5,000 “which is a wild guess.”

Mr. Pleiffer said, "It isn't broken out the way you're asking for it, s¢ it is an extrapolation. So, I'm

going to take my best guess atit. About $190,000is going to the renovation and approximately $40,000 is
going to the design development of future phases of the master planning. $190,000 and $40,000."
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Councilor Lindell said that makes it a little clearer. She said, “So all of it has to do really with
design work and doing any actual renovation. Is that correct."

Mr. Gluck said, “Yes. This is the design contract.”
Councilor Lindell said part of this is to delermine the cost of the renovation on the existing fields.

Mr. Kluck said that's correct, so the $225,000 is only an estimate at this point, commenting they
need hard numbers from the designer.

Ceuncilor Rivera asked the source of this maney.
Mr. Kluck said the money came from a State Legislative grant.
Councilor Rivera asked if there are matching funds from the City.

Mr. Kluck said we have a $5,000 MOU with the County, but at this time there are no matching
funds required of the City that he is aware of.

Gouncilor Rivera said then it is primarily Legislative funding, and Mr. Kluck said that is correct.

Councilor Rivera said since the Legislature appropriated the funds for a specific purpose, are you
able to use these funds in other areas.

Mr. Kluck said, “Not that I'm aware of.”
MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Trujillo, to approve this request.
DISCUSSION: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said in looking through the contract documents there were references
to a $2 million plus figure and $1.7 in phase 1 and phase 2. He asked what is to be accomplished in each
of the phases with these funds, and the anticipated source of those funds.
Mr. Kiuck said, “The very brief answer is all of the verbiage under Programming Site Evaluation and
Planning Construction Phase 1, Existing Fills Restoration and Associaled work on page 1 — everything
under that title, that's what will be covered with the $2.25 million, and these are round numbers we're
working on, based on assumptions.”

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, “Then the second phase deals with the proposed expansion, that's the
[inaudible] $750,000."

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives where do we plan to find those funds, and Mr. Kluck said he can't speak to that,
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Mr. Pfeiffer said, “| think the plan is, hopefully, for legislative funding to come in, if you continue down that
road, similar to SWAN Park "

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, “I think Councilor Lindell's guestion is, given our budget circumstance and
anticipated limited funding, | understand these funds are coming from the Legislature and are focused on
this specific project, so that's relatively straightforward. And it sounds like $190,000 and $40,000 are going
toward the Phase 1 future. With something like this and the proposal to take on an additional $4 million, to
have a plan ready to spend $4 million does beg the question of where we think the funding is coming from.
| think that's a very important one. | know many members of the Governing Body have said let's not do
another plan if we're not going to be able to build something, although we also recognize the need for
shovel-ready projects. It's a little bit of a challenge from that perspective, certainly for me, getting my head
arcund ways that original funding is coming from. If the understanding is we're going to be approaching
the Legislature and cther organizations respensible for securing this funding for the design, we'll be looking
to the Legislature for additional funding, that puts me in 2 more comfortable spot in terms of moving on
this. But | suppose the follow up and response is, | would love to have as a part of a large process like
this.”

Councilor Dominguez said, “From my experience, many times the Legislature will not fund money for
capital projects unless there is some engineering and design that already has happened. | know things
change over there all the time. | don’t even know if that's the case today, but that has been the case in the
past. | think when it comes time, if we have by some change, an opportunity get capital monies for a
facilities that needs some of those improvements and we do not engineering and design for it, then I'm
worried that we couid lose out on that opportunity. | just wanted to make that comment.”

Councilor Maestas said, “I made several comments on this, but | did want to restate one of them, when this
came before Finance. The project team is quite extensive. Three Santa Fe firms responded to the RFP
and this particular firm, like the others, did get a local preference in their scoring. But if you look at their
team, they have 10 sub-consultants and only one is from Santa Fe, one is from Denver. | would hope as
we go forward in assessing aur criteria for selecting consultants for these professional services, especially
for large ticket projects and given the emphasis on buying locally and trying to service local businesses,
that we do consider the overall portion of the project that is subcontracted to non-local consultants. I've
seen past criteria in selecting consultants, and many cases we allocate 20% of the score for past
performance, and | don't think that's as important as looking to how much of the contract is subbed 1o
consultants from outside Santa Fe. Maybe this is rare. I'm not sure I've seen it a ot, but [ think on a
polentially large contract like this one, we should reassess our selection criteria to really incentivize not
only local consuitants from Santa, but encourage the prime consultants to submit proposals on these
RFPs. Just an observation.”

~ VOTE: The motion was approved on the fellowing Roll Calf vote:

For: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councitor
Lindell, Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujillo.
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Agalnst: None.

Explaining his vote: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, “Yes, but | would want to make a stalement at the
end.

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, “The one comment | would make, is that this appears to have come
through Capital Outlay Projects, so clearly the intent was to fund design to some degree. | will say in the
memo it says ‘to plan, design, construct, equip, furnish, renovate and expand the soccer fields.' And |
really have no idea what the Legislature understood what actually would be accomplished with the
$225,000 that they put toward the project. We're doing strictly design work with that entire amount, so |
hope we're not ietting anybody down there in terms of what we're doing, nor have created any false
impression that this might result in a project being completed, because that will significantly impact our
ability to see additional funds. Know those are some of the issues, that as | look at this kind of project, and
| would remind you | always think it's great we're securing funds from the Legislature for projects in Santa
Fe. | applaud those efforts. | guess | would like to see it a little better developed, so thank you very much.”

10() CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-17 (COUNCILOR BUSHEE). A
RESOLUTION URGING THE NEW MEXICO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
{NMDOT), IN THE INTEREST OF PUBLIC SAFETY, TO EXPEDITE THE
CONSTRUCTION OF THE NM 599/VIA VETERANOS (CR70) CONNECTION
INTERCHANGE PROJECT. (KEITH WILSON AND JOHN ROMERD)

Disclosure: Councilor Trujillo said, “As always with anything dealing with the NMDOT, | remove it,
just to state that | work for the New Mexico Department of Transportation, and there is no conflict of
interest, so | would move for approval.”

MOTION: Councilor Trujillo moved, seconded by Councilor Bushee, to approve this adopt Resolution No.
2015-17, as presented by staff,

DISCUSSION: Councilor Bushee asked where the County is on this, noting she has had inquiries from
the public asking if we ever got threugh to the County to get them to pass something similar, because any
funding needed would have to come from the Legislature this session.

Ms. Byers said she forwarded the Resolution to the County Commissioners and their Assistants. She said
she believes Keith and John have had contact with the County. She said Councilor Chavez is interested in
pursuing something, but never heard if he introduced something.

Keith Wilson, MPC Planner, said this item is on their Policy Board Agenda, noting at the meeting last

month there was discussion and the agenda item was brought forward by the County. He said he is
unsure if the County is moving forward with a separate Resolution.
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Mr. Snyder said, “In my meeting today with Katherine Miller, County Manager, she said Commissioner
Chavez was moving forward with something, but | didn't get any detail regarding this item.”

Councilor Bushee said, “Whoever wants to take it on, you need to remind them that it is a 60-day session
that is coming to a close eventually, so if there’s any efforts we could make, that would be great.”

Councilor ves said when the Transportation Commission met in Santa Fe at the beginning of the
Legislature, he was in attendance and Commissioner Chavez was there as well, and made the point of
putting aside money for this construction. And several folks that addressed the Commission, noted the
work on this interchange is important. So the Commission has heard directly from the County and the City,
and in moving this forward would be a reinforcement of that.

Councilor Bushee said we'll contract Mark Duran and see where we are in terms of potential funding.

Councilor Maestas said,, 'l don't know what the circumstances were as fo who ultimately would be
responsible for the roadway after it was built, 539, but we know it is a designated WIPP By-Pass Route. |
would like to explore other communities who have received roadway funding from the DOA who have
sought approval from the DOE since it would add to the original facility. Again, itis a WIPP Route. Isita
possibility to seek funding from the DOE since they did fund the initial construction.”

Mr. Wilson said, *) don't know if that's the case, but the roadway is maintained by the New Mexico
Department of Transportation in said jurisdiction. Itis @ national highway system roadway, but | can
forward that inquiry to the District Office to see if they've been exploring or not.”

Councilor Maestas said the road is getting up and years, and the maintenance isn’t that bad, but it does
require significant improvements like grade separated interchanges which he thinks are needed at this
intersection. He sees no harm in approaching the DOE to see if they're willing to set aside some funds to
provide major improvements to the existing WIPP Transportation facilities.

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

For: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Coungilor
Lindell, Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Coungilor Trujillo.

Against: None.
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10(k) CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-18 (MAYOR GONZALES AND
COUNCILOR BUSHEE ). A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A CITY OF SANTA FE
VETERANS’ ADVISORY BOARD THAT WILL ADDRESS MATTERS AFFECTING
VETERANS, PROPOSE SOLUTIONS TO ADDRESS THE NEEDS OF LOCAL
VETERANS AND ADVISE THE GOVERNING BODY ON STRATEGIES AND
SOLUTIONS ON SUCH MATTERS. (TERRIE RODRIGUEZ)

A proposed amendment sheet to this item, proposed by Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, is incorporated
herewith to these minutes as Exhibit *1."

Councilor Rivera said he pulled this to make sure the amendments were included in the
Resolution, the ones in the packet as well as the one on our desk.

MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Bushes, to adopt Resolution No. 2015-18, with
the amendments in the packet and the amendment on the desk [Exhibit “1%]..

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

For: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor
Lindell, Counciler Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujilto.

Against: None,

10(p) REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT NO. 4 TO AGREEMENT BETWEEN
OWNER AND ARCHITECT - SOUTHWEST ACTIVITY NODE (SWAN) PARK PHASE |;
SURROUNDINGS STUDIO, LLC. {MARY MacDONALD). (Postponed at January 28,
2015 City Council Meeting)

1) REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF BUDGET ADJUSTMENT - PROJECT FUND.

Councilor Lindell said we've talked about this before, and it is a contract which was awarded for
approximately $500,000, and we've had 4 amendments on it, and it's up to almost $830,000. She said, “I
don't like seeing so many amendments. The contract is 50 aver, whether it's been that we've had scope
creep, or that things have cost more, this just doesn’t seem like the way to run a contract o her. She we
have a contractor which has $330,000 that hasn't been bid."

Councilor Lindell said, “Exhibit 2 is in the packet, but Amendments 1 and 3 are not in the packet.
And more specifically on Amendment #4 proposal, on some these on the task status it says that the task
has been completed.” She asked staff to update her on all of this.

Ms. MacDonald said, " would like to first address, your first question about the different
amendments on this. And of caurse, for the size of this contract, the one that really seems to be
questionable is Amendment 2. This current one, | think was explained pretty well in the Memo, is due to
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defay in the construction that was never part of their contract, as part of the contractor's contract. But ¢n
Amendment 2, what happened was, whoever estimated how much design money to put into SWAN Park
Phase 1, and they actually did for the bong amount for design, estimated $500,000 for this project. And
that was certainly adequate to get us... given the scope of work, was certainly adequate to get us up
through bidding. And then we said from the get-go, put in the Memos, had it in the contract and
everything, there was absolutely no construction phased services whatsoever. Not even the most basic of
basic services, like processing payments and things like that. So that work needed to be added, and the
appropriate people to add it were the people who did the design. Wilson and Company, the consultant,
had quite a bit of work in this design and they also provided as well as basic construction phased service,
the processing of payments, inspections, like weekly type visit. A lot of the basic stuff was provided by
both consultants, but Wilson and Company alse provided a quite excellent construction inspector, a person
who specializes in....”

Councilor Lindell said, "They were paid for that, yes.”

Ms. MacDenald said, “The cost of that was included in Amendment 2. It was for the expecled
duration of the construction confract which was originally 9 % months.”

Councilor Lindell said, “When you said, whoever, originally, wha is whoever,"

Ms. MacDonald said, “It wasn't me, | can tell you that, and I'm sure it wasn't David. That came
from whoever put together the honds. In other words, they did not come to project management, o
Facilities Director and say, for the scope of work we're looking at such and such, what is a reasonable
amount for design completely through construction, because that's the best way to put these out for an
RFP, Councilor. But it didn’t work out that way, so we did have to add construction services. And having
good construction services, and a product inspectar who is one of the best in the business in New Mexico
actually saved us a lot of money. Very very good 3 days a week on-site calling out as the contractor
proceeded where things needed to change. Okay."

Ms. MacDonald continued, “The second item, | think you're asking me abcut are the other
amendments that are cited or something. If 'm understanding your second question, is it involving, on the
second page of the amendment, are you asking the question about Paragraphs A(1)..”

Councilor Lindell said, “No. I'm asking about Exhibit 2."

Ms. MacDonald said, “You're right Councilor, some of the tasks did get completed because we
were moving so fast forward and didn’t get to expanding the contract as far into time as we would need it.
And so logically, we should have come back to the Governing Bedy ahead of November and expanded it,
at least for that first phase of time for the month of November, and | apologize, we did not. But for the rest
of it, it was how long the cantract was going to take, as far as continuing it in the Spring and how mugh
time it was going to take with finally getting @ complete picture of that toward the end of November. There
was a bit of an overlap.”
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Councilor Lindeli said, “The other thing | don't understand, on the current contract basis, is how
come we have Amendment #2 in here which was February to November 2014, which | believe Amendment
21is the one you spoke about that was almost $270,000. Why aren't Amendments #1 and #3 here also.”

Ms. MacDonald said, ‘| apologize, but I need to have clarification to be able to answer. Are we
taking about Amendments #1 and #3 to the contract.”

Councilor Lindell said she is still on Exhibit 2.

Ms. MacDonald, “That must be current contract basis, Amendment 2, Construction. | don't know
why they put that in there. | guess they put it in there to say that the original contract time came from
Amendment 2, and their services and what they proposed for Amendment 2, all the basic support and
inspection all went from February 10 to November 10. That was the time frame on which Amendment 2
services were based. | think that's what they're saying by referring to that at the top.”

Councilor Lindell said, “| have in my packet Exhibits A, B, C, D, E, Fand K. | don'thave a G, H, I,
which you referenced, which are from previous [amendments]."

Ms. MacDonald said, “| can clear thatup. In the past, and in fact in this one, the paralegal often
likes us to rewrite a particular article in its entirety from the contract if we are amending that particular
article. And we have, in fact, since | put this together, we have had a discussion about that and how A1,
A2 and A3, even though we're just reiterating that particular section, Article 11, that particular paragraph,
11.3, those first 3 actually pertain to previcus amendments, just causing confusion. we don’t plan to
amend contracts that way in the future by repeating sections that don't apply to this particular amendment.
We get right down to the paragraph and section of an Article that we are adding or changing.”

Councilor Lindell said, “G, H and |, are missing, but J, which refers to previous.....

Ms. MacDonald said, "J's not included either, only K is the new exhibit."

Councilor Lindell said, "So K is included but the others aren't included."

Ms. MacDonald said that is correct and they are in the previous amendments,

Councilor Lindell said, “Just as a technical note, on page 6 of the actual Amendment, which is
Exhibit 1, there are two Item 3's."

Ms. MacDonald apologized saying the second 3 should have been 4.

Councilor Trujillo asked, “Regarding the project management and inspection, did you say there is a
person wha is there for 3 days..”
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Ms. MacDonald said, “3 days a week for 9 months.

Councilor Trujillo said, “Then we have a project going on and the contractor is only working 3 days
a week.”

Ms. MacDonald said, “That was just the construction inspector from Wilson, and we had other
representatives from both consulting teams, in fact, 34 different consulting teams contributed, but primarily
Surroundings and Wilson had actual consultants ~ the landscape architects.”

Councilor Trujillc said then there was nobody inspecting from the City.

Ms. MacDonald said, "We did use spot inspections out there, both myself and Parks Division, had
a representative.” _

Councilor Trujillo said, “Then there wasn't somebody there constantly. 'm doing a project on the
highway, ['m having inspectors there, someone fo see the contractor does their job and not taking the
consultants but it's gotten done. And everything is being inspected, the concrete and all that. | can
understand spot checks, but unless we as a City watch you do construction, they could try to cut costs...
this is my concem. | don't know if management can do thal, but don't know about a pelicy about having
somebody there from the City. | know when we have projects, like Cerrillos Road, we always have an
inspector there all the time, doing core samples and such.”

Mr. Snyder said, “City-wide, it's on a project by project basis, but | can speak that a majority of the
projects do not have full time City staff there. They're running multiple jobs at any one time, so they're
running from project site, to project site to project site. They are, for example, from the utilities perspective,
they have to leave a trench open for a certain amount of time until they go back and inspect. There are
certain criteria that are established at the beginning of any project, but { don't think it's reafistic that a City
employee be there all the time at anyone project. We don't have enough staff, or it's cost prohibitive to
have full time, all day, every day inspection. So it would be strategic on what staff we have there in
combination with the consultant construction manager staff to balance that. So in this case, | can't speak
to the spegcifics of it, but | can speak in generality, City-wide, we try to get good coverage between City staff
and construction management staff to make sure we get a good end product.”

Councilor Trujillo thanked him, saying that answered his questions.
Councilor Dominguez said, "Just to be clear, the City is doing final inspection on this project.”

Ms. MacDonaid said, "We had several representatives from the City participating in the substantial
completion inspections and the final inspection. And we also had things, like we had requirements within
the contract for inspections by Water Division when the water line was being put in, even though we didn't
fill it, the 8-inch water line, we had inspections from Water Division, appropriate times when the Fire
Marshal was out there. We had someone from consulting or the City every day at least. Every single day
and often, mere than once & day, or more than one person involved.”
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Councilor Dominguez said, “Then the inspector for the consultant or project manager, really for the
project manager's purposes, and making sure that they are complying with what they need to comply with.
It's not really the public safety inspection that we typically do on buildings and public faciliies. This is an
internal inspection that they do. It's not the official City inspection "

Ms. MacDonald said, “Yes. The answer is yes."
MOTION: Councilor Dominguez moved, seconded by Councilor Rivera, to appraove this request.

DISCUSSION: Councilor Dominguez said, “First of all, | want to thank staff for the work they're done on
this project. It's going to be a project that is going to greatly benefit that constituency on a side of town that
needs these kinds of amenities. And | can tell you that I've been on this Coungil long encugh to see
projects way smaller than this have way more amendments that have cast more. | don't know if there's a
standard, $5 million should have an expected amendment of some percentage. But | can tell you with the
work that has had to be done cut there, the coordination and collaboration that it requires between not only
the City, but with adjoining developers and others, | think they're done a great job.”

Councilor Dominguez continued, *[ think we can maybe tighten our procurement policies and make sure
we don't have as many amendments or have a policy in place that says you only get X number of
amendments. However, | don't know if that's really realislic, especially on a project like this, because it's
virgin ground. it's brand new ground. It's not so easy to anticipate some things when it's brand new like
that. It was a piece of land that had nothing on it. I'm proud of it. | think, maybe, we could do things to
make things a little tighter in the future. I've seen Councilors come and try it before and maybe there are
improvements, but it's going to take a large effort to really change and tying up some of our procurement
processes. And I'll leave it at that. Thank you Mayor Pro-Tem.”

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said on page 1 of the Memorandum, “Amendment 3 talks about the money...
"...authorizing the consuftant to work with PNM on the electric supply from the paved end of Jaguar to the
transformer in SWAN Park to provide a survey of the instalied fine and to design and provide related
construction services for a one inch diameler potable water fine from near the main on Contenta Ridge to
the southeas! comer of the Park, Phase 1." And the next line in the bottom ling says, ‘When constructed
started, offsite utilities (potable water and electrical power) were to be provided by the developer. As |
recall we also, in December, possibly in January, approved ultimately an additional $120,000 to the
contractor because of the delay over the winter in the contract and work that was not completed.”

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives continued, "So on the one hand ('m reading in the Memo that these things that
caused the delay were the responsibility of the developer. And I'm looking at what's stated about
Amendment 3 and | look at the work to be accomplished under this most recent amendment, and it talks
about easements for water and other utilities, electrical PNM off site line extension right survey, and all of a
sudden what seemed to have been covered in Amendment 3 is now appearing in Amendment 4. And it
appears that this oversight valued at approximately 50% of the actual construction being done. 1 think
Coungilor Lindell is correct that it's really hard to follow what's presented in the packet and feel that all is
well in the world out there, in terms of how the City is spending our money.”
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Mayor Pro-Tem ives continued, "From my perspective, the fact that we weren't able to complete it this last
year, means we've spent close to another $175,000 to do that work, which presumably we might have
been able to avoid. | would only express disappointment that we're really not managing these things, or at
least appear not to be managing these things as well as we might, or demanding of the people doing the
work that they actually get it accomplished within the time frames. And | know there probably are
extenuating circumstances in terms of the effluent permit and those types of things. But it's a farge
additional penny on an already expensive project. And | don't disagree for an instant that it's going to be a
fabulous park when we get there. But it is challenging fo see amendment after amendment and see an
apparent repeat of services, those types of things. So that's my two cenls here and | would only urge
hopefully, no more amendments, at [east on this phase of SWAN Park.”

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

For: Maycr Pro-Tem |ves Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor
Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Truijillo.

Against: Councilor Lindell.
Explaining her vote: Councilor Bushee said, "1 agree with Councitor Lindell and share some of
her concerns with regard to monies being expended for receiving no reat work, but | have to say

that | support the project, so yes.

Explaining his vote: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, “Yes, with the understanding that it’s only going to
get tougher.”

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR DISCUSSION

11.  CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-19 (COUNCILOR IVES). A RESOLUTION
SUPPORTING PROPOSED STATE LEGISLATION, HOUSE BILL 64 {“HB 64"), RELATING TO
CREATING A NEW SECTION TO THE INCOME TAX ACT FOR HOME ENERGY AND WATER
EFFICIENCY INCOME TAX CREDIT. (JOHN ALEJANDRO)

John Alejandro presented information regarding this Resolution from the Legislative Summary and
the proposed Resolution which are in the Council packel. Please see these documents for specifics of this
presentation.

Councilor Bushee asked the chances of HB64 *making it out alive.” She said we're supporting it,
but where is it going to go. '

Mr. Alejandro said it was passed without recommendation by the House Energy & Environment
Committee to the House Ways & Means Committee.
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Councilor Bushee asked the number of committee referrals.

Mr. Alejandro said 2 in the house, before going to the Senate, if it is passed by the Ways & Means
Committee. He doesn’t know if the bill would be scheduled for a committee hearing, if at all

Councilor Bushee said Senator Wirth told her that if it had the word “solar” in it, it was not likely to
get off of the fourth floor.

MOTION: Councilor Bushee moved, seconded by Councilor Lindell, to adopt Resolution No. 2015-19, as
presented by staff,

DISGUSSION: Mayor Pra-Tem Ives noted he will introduce a measure in support of the corresponding
Senate measure later this evening.

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

For: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor
Lindell, Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujillo.

Against: None.

12, CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-20 {COUNCILOR TRUJILLO, COUNCILOR
DOMINGUEZ AND COUNCILOR IVES). A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING PROPOSED STATE
LEGISLATION, HOUSE BILL 148 (hb 148) - AMENDING AND ENACTING SECTIONS OF THE
MOTCR VEHICLE CODE TO PROHIBIT SMOKING IN ANY VEHICLE WHEN A MINOR IS
PRESENT AND ESTABLISH PENALTIES FOR SUCH VIOLATIONS. (MELISSA BYERS)

Melissa Byers presented information regarding this matter from the Legislative Summary and the
Resolution which are in the Council packet. Please see these documents for specifics of this presentation.

Councilor Dominguez and Maycr Pro-Tem Ives asked to be added as cosponsors.

MOTION: Councilor Trujillo moved, seconded by Councilor Dimas, to adopt Resolution No. 2015-20, as
presented by staff.

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

For: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor
Lindell, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujllo.

Against: None.
Absent for the vote: Councilor Maestas.
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13.  CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-21 (COUNCILOR MAESTAS). A RESOLUTION
SUPPORTING PROPOSED STATE LEGISLATION, HOUSE BILL 92 {(HB 92) - RELATING TO
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES; CREATING A FUND; AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF
SEVERANCE TAX BONDS FOR TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS AND MAKING AN
APPROPRIATION. (JON BULTHUIS)

MOTION: Councilor Bushee moved, seconded by Ceuncilor Dimas, to adopt Resolution No. 2015-21, as
presented by staff.

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

For: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor
Lindell, Councilor Rivera and Coungilor Truiillo.

Against: None,

Absent for the vote: Councilor Maestas.

4. SINGLE USE BAG ORDINANCE IMPLEMENTATION REPQORT IN ACCORDANCE WITH
SECTION 21-8.6(E) SFCC 1987. (KATHERINE MORTIMER)

A copy of Bag fo Differ, Single-Use Bag Ordinance Implementation Report dated December 14,
2014, is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit “2."

Katherine Mertimer introduced Bianca Sopoci-Belknap, Chair of the Sustainable Commission, the
author of the report, who will be presenting the report and its findings.

Blanca Sopoci-Belknap of the Sustainable Santa Fe Commission, reviewed the Report.
Please see Exhibit “2," for specifics of this presentation.

The Governing Body commented and asked questions as follows:

- Councilor Maestas thanked Ms. Sopoci-Belknap for the report. He said when this was considered
initially, there was question about our legal authority to impose a tax on the bags. He asked Ms.
Brennan if anything has changed, and if charging & fee will get us around the prohibition of
imposing a tax on grocery bags.

Ms. Brennan said, “The way the Ordinance was structured last year, it was an impermissible tax.
What we will be proposing and | think it's on the introduction sheet tonight, is a fee where the
merchant will keep a percentage to cover their cost of collecting and accounting for it. The fee
would be turned over to the City, and the City will spend it on purposes related to the Ordinance,
like reusable bags, education and those kinds of things.”
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- Councilor Maestas asked if this is legally permissible.
Ms. Brennan said, “Itis a fee. A fee bears a relationship to the cost of regulation.”

- Councilor Maestas said, ‘| know reusable bags are the way to go, but I'm a little concermed about
the City actually providing the bags. It could be a health issue. The reusable bags come in
contact with meat and dairy products, and in time, if not disinfected or cleaned, could present a
health risk to folks. Has that been an issue through your research. Have other localities who have
imposed a similar ordinance and a disincentive experienced problems. | would rather have it so
pecple have an option to use reusable bags or means other than a paper bag. Can we takk a little
about the health risks associated with reusable bags, and should we be cencemed about that. It's
the City's program, assuming this service fee passes and we dedicate the revenues to providing
reusable bags. Should we be concermed about health risks.”

Ms. Sopoci-Belknap said she isn't the best person t0 answer the question, and she wants o honor
the work BQL did in preparing this Ordinance and the public hearings. She said she did
participate and there were discussions about public health issues regarding reusable bags and
that did come up in scme of their reviews of ather communities. However, she thinks when we
hand out reusable bags, and the issue of liability for the City, is fairly removed from the act66ual
use of them. However, she would defer to counsel to determine whether or not the fee would be
best put toward further distribution of reusable bags, or an environmental survey in a different
capacity such as education.”

Ms. Scpoci-Belknap continued, saying "In the report, there are several examples of how other
communities have use those fees, and distribution of reusable bags is just one thing on that fist.
She reminded the Council the feg has to be used in the implementation of waste reduction efforts
at the City and environmental stewardship efforts, specifically.” She asked Ms. Mortimer if she had
anything to add in terms of what was covered by the Business & Quality of Life Committee
regarding health.

Ms. Mortimer there was discussion when the first Ordinance was passed that if people left mold or
other contaminants in their bags without washing them, there could be contamination. Other cities
that have considered this have looked at that risk and said it is the responsibility of people wha
choose to use the bags to make sure they are clean, and the incidence of illness has not been
found, but she would have to go back at look at what that testimony was at the time. There were
studies which were referred to, but she doesn't have them with her.

- Councilor Maestas said if a customer brings in a reusable bag that isn't clean and it comes in
contact with groceries, that he, as a grocer, would be concerned about the groceries they just
purchased coming in contact with the reusable bag that was contaminated before they brought it
into the store.
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- Gouncilor Maestas continued, “ could be splitting hairs, but this was a hig issue when peaple
started using reusable bags and | want to be sure we don’t present a legal risk to the City,
especially by giving reusable bags as a part of this program. So I'm okay with that. Kelley is there
any reason to be concerned about the legaf risks associated with contamination in these reusable
bags."

Ms. Brennan said, “| would expect that there would be minimal risk and that it would not be the
City's, it would belong to the manufacturer of the bag and not the distributor. And we, of course,
have some protections under the Tort Act and negligence, but | would consider that minimal. We
can certainly look into it to see if it has presented a problem in any other jurisdictions that have
distributed reusable bags.”

- Councilor Maestas said his last issue is on packet page 6, in the middle paragraph, where you
talked about some fees that have been imposed in other localities, but this is for single use bags.
He said, “If you recommend that we impose a service fee on paper grocery bags, do you have a
range, a recommendation for a fee based on your research. Can you share that with us, because
[ don't think you put it in your recommendations.”

Ms. Sopoci-Beiknap said, “We are recommending 10¢. That was sort of the outcome of our
deliberations and our review of other cities, because the range was 5¢ to 25¢. In other ones that
we reviewed, we thought 10¢ was a good solid number in the middle. Boulder which is of similar
size population, imposed 10¢ cents, and they raised $136,000 in the first 6 months, and their bag
use drapped from 22 million to 2.3 million in the first 6 months. That is an example of a simifar
model we felt was informative.”

Mr. Mortimer it is also the most commaon number, and most of the places they surveyed charged
10¢, with 1-2 charging 5¢ and 1-2 charged 25¢, but the vast majority chose 10¢ cents, so that
seemed like a good number.

- Councilor Maestas said in recommendations #2 and #3 you allude to elements of the program that
we can faunch that would be funded by the proceeds from the bag tax. He asked, "Have you
thought about developing a plan first before setting the price for the fee on the grocery bags. In
general it sounds goed, but will the revenues from the recommended 10¢ per paper bag be
enough, especially when we launch the effort which will require a lot of resources up front, and
then things should smooth out after it's implemented. Have you thought about doing that first
before specifically recommending a fee.”

Ms. Sopoci-Belknap said they discussed what the rollout should be for the fee versus the program.
She said, “One thing to consider as you pointed out, not eniy would there be costs in the re-
implementation of this Ordinance with the fee structure added to it, but the revenue generated isn’t
going to be constant and remain the same. As people quickly experience the disincentives they
will bring their reusable bags or they will use boxes or find other ways. So what we've seen in
looking at other communities’ revenues from similar program is a large chunk of money at the
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beginning and then it peters off, as the plan works and the Ordinance is effectively implemented.

Ms. Sopoci-Belknap continued, “What we're suggesting is the City consider working at expanding
a program that already exists and we give some examples of what others have done, but you
wouldn't want o rely on this revenue to create a whole new program that you don't have other
sources of revenue for, because it's not a sustainable source of income in any significant amount
of income. It could augment curent services, expand current services, including a big outreach
push around the fee so the public feels they are being supported, and the disincentives is paired
with a [ot of education and support for them shifting their daily practice. We're happy to go back
to the drawing board and de more work if you would like a more detail recommendation. At this
point we just wanted to bring forward a menu of opportunities for you all to consider and let us
hear from you what you feel the next steps are.

- Councilor Maestas asked the experience of other municipalities when the revenue drops off.

Ms. Sopaci-Belknap said within the first 6 months, with no disincentives, we saw a shift in
behavior, and with a disincentive it normally happens within the first 6 months. She thinks we
should be looking at a one-year time frame to implement programs or program-expansion,

- Councilor Trujillo asked if there are recommendations to make this a full City-wide plastic bag ban,
because this targets certain businesses, white the retail and high end stores downtown have
continued using the thicker plastic bags. He asked if there are recommendaticns for a real City-
wide plastic bag ban so that the entire City is treated fairly and equally, which isn't happening now.

Ms. Sopoci-Belknap said this report and the recommendations within are limited to a discussion of
the impacts of the Ordinance as it was passed, so it is limited to the single use plastic bag ban
which went into effect last year. The Commission had conversations about the impacts on the
different retailers and the desire to really do away with all disposable bags. .

- Councilor Trujillo said this is a ban of single use bags. He said a plastic bag isn't a single use at
this household - he uses it in the garbage can, he uses it when he pulls weeks. He said he is
talking to people and when they get a paper bag, they bring their groceries in, they fold it and stick
it into the: recycle bin. He said, 1 don't know if we're creating a bigger problem now.” He said what
he’s heard most people say, is that since you banned plastic bags, now you're killing more trees.
He remains opposed to charging 10¢ per bag. He thinks there is still more work to be done here,
and he believes this targets the working people. He is concerned about bags that are
contaminated that contaminate the food in the store and who will be liable — the store or the City
because we implemented the law. He reiterated a lot more work needs to be done. He said he
would be on board with this if there had been a true, all-around, plastic bag ban.

- Councilor Bushee asked if there have been any enforcement issues.
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Lawrence Garcia, Acting Director, Environmental Services Division, said his Division has
been charged with the enforcement, noting there is one enforcement officer with plans to
commission two more. He said when the bag ban was passed initially, there were issues where
stores were still giving out plastic bags. He said they send enforcement out to educate the
businesses, noting once they educated those businesses, they have not see other businesses
utilizing plastic bags that fall within that certain mil range.

- Councilor Bushee assumed we would get to afee. She asked Ms. Sopoci-Belknap the
Commission is considering recommending that we ban.

Ms. Sopoci-Belknap said they have had discussions about recommending the banning of plastic
bottles in conjunction with a discussion the Council had when the ordinance was adopted initially.
However, this report is limited to the plastic bag ordinance so they have no formal
recommendations tonight.

Councilor Bushee said, “I would love to have your Commission to present o us more regularly so
we can keep up with what is going on.”

Ms. Sopoci-Belknap said, “Great. Thank you. We'd be happy to do that.”

Counciler Bushee asked them to consider banning Styrofoam.

15, CASE NO. 2014-116: REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE CITY
ATTORNEY PURSUANT TO SANTA FE CITY CODE SECTION 14-3.17(D){6) THAT THE
GOVERNING BODY DISMISS THE APPEAL OF THE SANTA FE ALLIANCE FOR PUBLIC
HEALTH AND SAFETY, MARY LAYNE, CELLULAR TASK FORCE, ARTHUR FIRSTENBERG
FROM THE DECEMBER 2, 2014 DECISION OF THE LAND USE DEPARTMENT TO ISSUE A
BUILDING PERMIT #13-2503 TO NEW CINGULAR PCS, LLC (D/B/A AT&T), AT ST. JOHN'S
METHODIST CHURCH AT 1200 OLD PECOS TRAIL. (ZACHARY SHANDLER)

A Memorandum dated February 2, 2015 for the February 11, 2015 meeting of the Governing
Body, with attachments, to the Members of the Govemning Body, from Zachary Shandler, Assistant City
Attorney, as set out above, is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit “3.”

Zachary Shandler, Assistant Attorney, presented information regarding this matter from Exhibit “3.”
Please see Exhibit “3," for specifics of this presentation.

Councilor Bushee said, "Zach did you say we were to have a public hearing."
Mr. Shandler said, "No, no public hearing. But at this time, the Council has a decision. If you
accept the City Attorney’s recommendation, there is a motion written into our recommendation. We

actually scripted the mation. If you agree with this opinion then you can vote to dismiss the appeal. If you
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disagree, which you can as a policymaker, then you will refer this matter to the Board of Adjustment for a
public hearing.

Councilor Bushee said, "And the original H-Board hearing was the only public venue for peaple to
speak to this issue in this instance.”

Mr. Shandler said, “! believe so, although it preceded my time, but in reviewing the record, |
believe the Board of Adjustment also was involved in the 2010-2011 time period, and they did have a
public hearing on this."

Councilor Bushee said, “Okay, because we never had one at the Council level.”

Mr. Shandler said there was a public hearing in May 2011 of the appeal of the Historic District
Board's decisicn.

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, “If | might ask the attorney, in terms of the issues that a Governing Body
can examine, versus those that we are prohibited from considering as a matter of federal law, | think that's
always a distinction that is not necessarily easily understood, but is very necessary in this particular
instance, if you could address that.”

Ms. Brennan said, “That is correct. We are limited by federal iaw and thus you are considering
what our Code provides and the requirements set by our Code. Federal law, in relevant part says, ‘No
state or local govemment or instrumentality thereof may requiate the placement, construction and
modificalion of personal wireless service facilities on the basis of the environmental effects of
radiofrequency emissions to the extent that such facilities comply with the Commission’s reguiations
concerning such emissions, and environmental effects under federal law inciudes health effects’”

Mayor Pro-Tem lves noted in the basis of the appeal, Mr. Shandler, you mentioned number 2,
which was, ‘A building permit for the replacement of antennas within the tower damages the streetscape,’
but you're saying that the replacement antennas functionally are identical to the existing antenna which
has already been through various processes through the City, including Historic Design Review, and been
approved and is that a final decision "

Mr. Shandler said, “Mr. Mayor Pro-Tem, | agree with your statement. Yes."
Mayor Pro-Tem lves said he meant it as a question.

Ms. Brennan said, “The facility is a stealth facility. Itis a tower constructed to look like a bell tower
adjacent to the church surrounding a chimney. And so the antennas may be different, but we can't see
them. They have no visual or esthetic effect. In other words, the external structure remains visually
unchanged and the Historic Board heard two matters. They heard a status decision on the church itself,
and then they heard the antenna design matter. And then it was the status decision | believe was what
was appealed to the Council, so there were multiple hearings."
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MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Dimas, to accept the recommendation of the
City Attorney and dismiss the appeal in Case Mo, 2014-118, and to accept the Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law by the Historic Design Review Board in Case #H-11-004A and Case #H-11-004B.

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

For: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee, Coungilor Dimas, Councilor Lindell, Councilor
Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujilic.

Against: None.
Absent for the vote: Councilor Dominguez.

Explaining his vote: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, "On the basis of what has been presented in
terms of our capacity to examine this, | say yes.”

Explaining her vote: Councilor Bushee said, “On this one, Yes.”

16.  CASE NQ. 2013-116 & 2014-82: REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF THE RECOMMENDATION OF
THE CITY ATTORNEY PURSUANT TO SANTA FE CITY CODE SECTION 14-3.17(D)(6) THAT
THE GOVERNING BODY DISMISS THE APPEAL OF CELLULAR PHONE TASK FORCE,
ARTHUR FIRSTENBERG AND FIFTY-ONE CITIZENS FROM THE OCTOBER 30, 2013
DECISION OF THE LAND USE DEPARTMENT TO ISSUE A BUILDING PERMIT #13-2097 AND
THE APPEAL BY THE CELLULAR PHONE TASK FORCE, ARTHUR FIRSTENBERG AND
TWENTY-ONE CITIZENS FROM THE JULY 15, 2014 DECISION OF THE LAND USE
DEPARTMENT TO ISSUE A BUILDING PERMIT #14-813 TO JOHN MALONE AND VERIZON
WIRELESS REGARDING REPLACEMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS ANTENNAS AT 1402
AGUA FRIA. (ZACHARY SHANDLER)

A Memorandum dated January 30, 2015 for the February 11, 2015 meeting of the Goveming
Body, with attachments, to the Members of the Governing Body, from Zachary Shandler, Assistant City
Attorney, in this matter as set out above, is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit "4.”

Zachary Shandler, Assistant Attorney, presented information regarding this matter from Exhibit “4."
Please see Exhibit *4,” for specifics of this presentation.

Councilor Lindell asked, “Mr. Shandler, when the notice was sent out, do you know how many
people responded to that.”

Mr. Shandler said, “| did ask the City staff about that and they said there were just a few, but |
don't have a written document to establish the number for the record. Just that testimony that was
provided to me.”
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Ms. Brennan said, “Several people contacled me and 1 met with them and explained the issues the
City faces in these kinds of circumstances, and our policy to secure compliance rather than punish, and the
restrictions which federal law puts on us.”

Councilor Lindell said, “Less than 10, Ms. Brennan.”
Ms. Brennan said, “l probably spoke to 3 or 4 people.”

Councilor Bushee said, "Well, part 2 of that would be how many people received notice of the
hearing. The process | guess, no hearing.”

Mr. Shandler said, "it's my understanding it had to be sent to all property owners within 200 feet,
all tenants and neighborhood associations within 200 feet, but | don't have an exact number of how many
mailings.”

Councilor Bushee asked, “What was this doubled fee that they paid.”

Mr. Shandler said, “l was pausing to see if | have that on Exhibit F. And | don't see that number
right in front of me in the exhibits.”

Coungcilor Bushee said, "Well, 'm just going to suggest to my colleagues that this case Is different
than the iast case, in that there was no effort... well it was illegally installed, the antennas to start, it
seemed back board to me, and | see no reason why we can't take the time to send this to the Board of
Adjustment for a public hearing, and that would be my motion, well am | upholding the appeal in that case,
oram |, | don't know if I'm going to get a second, but that's how | fee!."

Ms. Brennan said, “You would be not accepting the City Attormey’s recommendation and veting to
hold the public hearing. There’s a motion at the bottom of the Memo that you can use.”

Councilor Bushee said, well, okay, that was my motion if there is a second.

MOTION: Councilor Bushee moved, seconded by Councilor Lindeil, that the Goveming Body not accept
the recommendation of the City Attorney to dismiss the appeals in Case No. 2013-116 and Case No. 2014-
82, and that the appeals be consclidated for hearing by the Board of Adjustment.

DISCUSSION: Councilor Maestas said, "As | was paging through the petitions, I'm just growing a little
more concemed about the impacts of this action. | realize whenever someone does something without
appropriate permits, we kind of punish them after the fact, but we don't make them undo what they did,
and | know we've done that in the past, so perhaps that's a past practice of what we do. But in the case of
this case, our decision may disproportionately impact a certain part of our community that doesn't
necessarily have a voice to speak out and be heard. And se | think we ought not to get too caught up in
just perpetuating past practice without thinking about the circumstances of the decision. And I'm
concerned about the impact to this neighberhood and these folks. And just in looking at the petitions, |
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saw a lot of Spanish sumames, and I've received a lot of communications from the area residents that they
would simply like to be heard. They didn't say Councilor please vote against this, they just wanted to be
heard.”

Councilor Maestas continued, ‘And | too am appealing to my colleagues that we think about these
decisions and the impacts they have and the fact they could be disproportionate on culturally significant
parts of our neighborhood, disadvantaged populations, minority populations. | realize Santa Fe is almost
50% Hispanic, but | think in this case, there is a predominance of Hispanic residents that are being
impacted by, really, it was an illegal installation of a telecommunications tower. Not because the Land Use
Department said it was okay and they slapped them on the hand. The impacts still remain and so, | am
going to stand in support of the motion. That's all | have, Mr. Chair.”

Councilor Bushee said, I just want to mention that our hands are also tied up here. A lot of folks did call
and write me from in and around the Agua Fria area, and it was not something that | could respond to, so
I'm letting folks know, that might be paying attention this evening, that | did receive their concerns and
listened to them.”

Councilor Rivera asked, “Zach, what happens affer it goes to the Board of Adjustment for a public hearing.
What's the process after that."

Ms. Shandler said, “The Board of Adjustment will make a decision that is also an appealable decision to
this Governing Body."

Councilor Rivera said, “And that comes back to the Governing Body to, Kelley...”

Ms. Brennan said, "'m sorry. | don't believe that's true. | think there's one appeal now, and then the
appeal goes to the Court. We modified the Appeals Ordinance some time ago to change it so people have
one appeal and that's it. Se because this is an appeal from the issuance of a building permit, it will go to
the Board of Adjustment. If the Board of Adjustment had made a decision in another matter, a Land Use
case of a different kind, that decision, because it was a decision of a Board would come to this Council, but
each would still have one appeal.”

Counciler Trujillo said, "Every City Attorney has always told me that anything dealing with health and all
this, we don’t consider. So how does that pertain to these calls we've gotten, because that's what it's
going to end up coming down to."

Ms. Brennan said, “You are correct, if the matier is heard by the Board of Appeals [Adjustment], we wil
have to advise the Board of Appeals [Adjustment] that they cannot consider health cancems in making
their decision regarding the matter.”

Councilor Maestas said Option 1 asked us to clarify that the action pertains to the 2013 and 2014 Petition,
but since the motion made was QOption 2, and that is that we don't wish to dismiss the appeal, does it apply
to the 2013 and 2014 Petition.”

City of Santa Fe Council Meeling: February 11, 2015 Page 28



Ms. Brennan said, “Yes. It directs that the recommendation not be approved and that the appeals be
consolidated for hearing, so it would include those cases.”

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, "And just so I'm clear, your point with regard to the appeal is if the appeal were
approved here, the matter would go back to the Board of Adjustment for a determination of the
appropriateness of the decision of the Land Use Director, and if that decision were going to be appealed
by anybody, it would be then to the District Court "

Ms. Brennan said, “Mayor Pro-Tem, that is correct.”

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, “One question | had, and | do see in Exhibit E, 14-11.4 Remedies and Penalties,
it talks about civil penalties, and two questions on this provision. It says, 'in addition to other penalties or
remedies, a penaily fee may be assessed for construction without proper permit approvais in accordance
with the scheduled adoption by Resolution of the Governing Body.' And of course, on page 158 in the
packet, which is the Construction Permit Fees, which | believe is the provision that section is referring to at
the bottom of the page, it says, ‘Building without a Permit Fee Double the Permit Fee. So that appears to
be a remedy specifically called out in the Code for somebody who has built without a proper building
permit, Am | reading that correctly.”

Mr. Shandler said, "Yes, and that's why we put the exhibit in."

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, “And it says, in addition to other penalties or remedies, and so the ones that
appear above under Sub-A through G, are discretionary. And so really what we're saying in this case, the
Land Use Director chose to impose the double permit fee called for on page 158 in the packet, as opposed
to any other type of penalty. Is that correct.”

Mr. Shandler said, “Yes."

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, “And | notice on the following page, which is the building permit application, it
noted the construction evaluation at $30,000 and on page 158 it does talk about the fees to be paid, and if
a total valuation is between $26,001 and $50,000, it's $391.75 for the first $25,000 plus $10.10 for each
additional $1,000 or fraction thereof, up to and including the $30,000. So presumably, it would have been
a fee somewhere in the nature of $800, or $840."

Mr. Shandler said, If you said $864.44, you would be right. That's on pages 154-155 in the packet”

Mayor Pro-Tem said, “Thank you. | couldn't do the math quickly enough. | suppose the question | have is,
assuming this goes back down to the Board of Adjustment then they can't consider any issues relating to
health and those types of issues, and we have a circumstance where a remedy called for under the Code
has been appiied. And | presume the erection of these towers at that location is, assuming a building
permit had been applied for, was that something that could have been denied in the first instance or not."
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Ms. Brennan said, "l would have to say no, because it was within Code that also we are, by federal law,
prohibited from taking actions that effectively prohibit telecommunication services within the City. So when
we deny something, there is a standard we have to meet. There have to be written findings to that effect,
and it's a fairly rigorous standard, so we would always advise that if it complies with Code requirements
and it was approved that it not be overturned because it would violate federal law.”

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives asked if there is anything that implies we are not complying with the Code.

Mr. Shandler said, “Mr. Pro-Tem, | imagine the appellants would disagree with the City Attorney’s position
that the shelter constitutes an addition to the structure, so that might be one issue still in dispute.”

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives asked him to explain that a little more, “because I'm not clear.”
Mr. Shandler said, "So the City Code says you can't have your antennas higher than a structure. And so
their argument is those antennas are taller than the ane-story building. Itis our analysis that those
electronic structures sit an top of the roof, thus raising the permissible height of the structure, and therefore
the antennas are not technically higher than the structure. They are massed lower than the structure.”
Ms. Brennan said, "Mayor Pro-Tem, in other words, if the structures on the roof had been erected to
conceal an air conditioner, they were permissible. They were permissible under the existing height limits
for the District, and therefore whatever was inside them doesn't make them impermissible. So they were
constructed in accordance with the Code ”
VOTE: The motion failed to pass on the following Roll Call vote, which was a tie vote:

For: Councilor Bushee, Councilor Cominguez, Councilor Lindell and Councilor Maestas.

Against: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Cauncilor Rivera, Councilor Trujillo and Councilor Dimas.

Councilor Bushee said, *| would like to be instructed as to how to make a motion to recensider this
at the next meeting when we have a full complement on the Governing Bod.”

Ms. Brennan said, ‘I think you can postpone action on the item until the next meeting. This has
not been a public hearing, so they can read it from the record.”

MOTION: Councilor Bushee moved, seconded by Councilor Lindell ta postpone a decision in this matter to
the next meeting of the Governing Body on February 25, 2015,

YOTE: The motion was approved on the following Rolt Call vote:

For. Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor
Lindell, Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujillo.
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Against: None.

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

The Mayor Pro-Tem then moved to the Evening Session for Petitions from the Floor

EVENING SESSION
F. PETITIONS FROM THE FLOOR

David McQuarie, 2997 Calle Cerrada, said he is here this evening to comment on a newspaper
article and comments by the Mayor that he wants to make the downtown business symbois for restrooms
to be gender neutral. My suggestion is, it may be a good idea, hut before the Council passes a Resolution,
would you please send your comments for review by Mayor's Committee on Disabilities. He said all of the
parking signs downtown are in violation of State law and federal regulations. | would recommend you
change your protocol for gender neutrat restrooms and all signage should be white on blue. This s the
traditional color combination, there is no mandatory color, there is only traditional. Four years ago when
the new Convention Center was finished | posed a question why the restroom signs are white on brown
instead of white on blue. There were comments like it was more esthetic and so forth, but the comment
that got his attention, was they are brown so they will remember to flush.”

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

Following the Petitions from the Governing Body
The Mayor Pro-Tem resumed the Agenda for the Afternoon Session.

17. MATTERS FROM THE CITY MANAGER

Mr. Snyder reminded the Govemning Body that on Friday we are having the second Joint
City/County meeting, and they are working on the agenda right now, so mere information will be going out
to you shortly.

18.  MATTERS FROM THE CITY ATTORNEY
EXECUTIVE SESSION

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE OPEN MEETINGS ACT NMSA 1978, SEC. 10-15-1{H)(7),
DISCUSSION REGARDING PENDING OR THREATENED LITIGATION IN WHICH THE CITY OF
SANTA FE IS OR MAY BECOME A PARTICIPANT, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION
JOINING OR FILING AN AMICUS BRIEF FOR CASE NO. 1:14-CV-00254, STATE OF TEXAS
ET AL V. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.

Ms. Brennan said, ‘| circulated, some of you may have seen earlier today, and I'm sorry it took me
awhile fo get here, an email with a corrected brief. The brief that had been circulated by Terrie Rodriguez
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was the brief by the State's Attorney General. | attached the Brief, which addresses similar issues to be
signed by Mayors for cities. And | suggested | didn't feet we had to go into Executive Session to have the
discussion, because | don't feel there are any issues that would be a matter of protected discussion by the
Council. The Council, of course can always go into executive session, but | don't feel there is anything that
is compromised by the discussion. And Marcos [Martinez] is ready 1o talk tc you about what the Brief
accomplished."

Councilor Bushee asked if the Brief was sent electronically and if it is somewhere in a hard copy.

Ms. Brennan said, “Yes. | sent the correct one today, but Marcos can describe it. It's a fairly
straightforward proposition.”

Councilor Dominguez asked if this requires a motion to hear the Executive Session publicly.

Ms. Brennan said, “I think you can go forward and hear it in open session. There is no Executive
Session triggered, and you'll take an action afterwards.”

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives asked if anyone on the Governing Body would Fke to move to go into
Executive Session on this matter, and no one indicated they would like o do so.

Councilor Bushee said, "I would love to have the Brief.”

Marcos Martinez, Assistant City Attorney, said, “I'm before you to discuss the City Amicus for the
case of The State of Texas, et al. vs the United States of America. He said, “Briefly, on December 3, 2014,
the State of Texas and 19 other States, 4 Governors, the Attorney General of Michigan, scught to overtum
federal immigration enforcement prerogatives, including through an injunction of the deferred action
policies that the President announced on November 20, 2014. The United States has responded in two
ways. First, they've said that the Plaintiff, the States, lack standing to complain about the immigration
priority, but even if the Plaintiffs had standing, the United States contends that the Court should deny the
request for a release because the Plaintiffs States cannol show ireparable harm, the likelihood of success
on the merits, that the balance of the equities favors these States and that the pubiic interest favers an
injunction.”

Mr. Martinez continued, “And on that final point, the public interest, the Mayors of New York and
Los Angeles, and the Mayors of 31 additional cities, the United States Conference of Mayors and the
National League of Cities filed an Amicus Brief in opposition to the Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary
Injunction. The Amicus facuses on that final element of an injunction with a local perspective on why a
grant of preliminary injunctive relief against the President's Executive Action would be strongly contrary to
the public interest "

Mr. Martinez continued, "The cities support the Executive Action which would allow eligible,
undecumented children or aduits to apply for expanded, deferred action for childhood arrivals and eligible
undocumented parents of U.S. citizen and lawful permanent resident children to apply for deferred action
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for parental accountability. The position of the cities is that the Exacutive Action will fuel economic growth
in cities across the country. The Executive Action will increase public safety by encouraging maore
immigrant residents to trust and cooperate with local law enforcement, and the Executive Action wil
facilitate the full integration of immigrant residents in cities across the country and promote family unit.”

Mr. Martinez continued, "So the questicn before the Council is whether the City of Santa Fe
Council wants to join these amici Mayors and City Councilors, and on that | would stand for any questions.”

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives said, * assume that joining as an amici doesn't involve any cost associated
with this, other than adding the City of Santa Fe as an additional signatory.”

Mr. Martinez said, “That's correct.”
19.  ACTION REGARDING JOINING OR FILING AN AMICUS BRIEF FOR CASE NO. 1:14-CV-00254
STATE OF TEXAS ET AL. V. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. (MARCOS MARTINEZ)
MOTION: Councilor Bushee moved, seconded by Councilor Maestas, to join the Amicug Brief.
VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor
Lindell, Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujle.

Against: None.

20.  MATTERS FROM THE CITY CLERK

Yolanda Vigil, City Clerk, wished everyone a wonderful Valentine’s Day.

21.  COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE GOVERNING BODY

A copy of “Bills and Resolutions scheduled for introduction by members of the Goveming Body,"
for the Council meeting of February 11, 2015, is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit 5"

Councilor Rivera

Councilor Rivera said he has no communications.
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Councilor Trujillo

Councilor Trujille said he has no communications.

Councilor Lindell

Councilor Lindell introduced an Ordinance creating a new Section 10-11 SFCC 1987, to prohibit
the sale of single serving containers of aicoholic heverages, in sizes of eight ounces or less, within the
municipal boundaries of the City of Santa Fe, noting the cosponsors are Councilers Dominguez, Rivera,
Dives, Ives and Bushee. A copy of the Ordinance is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit *6."

Councilor Dominguez

Councilor Dominguez introduced the following on behalf of the Finance Committee:

1. An Ordinance amending Subsection 11-9.1 SFCC 1987 and Section 18-9 SFCC 1987, to
require that prior to authorizing a reallocation of proceeds from a voter-approved General
Obligation Bond or Tax that deviates materially from the information provided to the
electorate that the Goveming Body authorize such reallocation through the adoption of an
Ordinance. A copy of the Ordinance is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit
7

Councilor Dominguez introduced the following:
2. A Resolution directing staff to propose an operational plan and programming opticns for
the establishment of a teen center that would benefit the youth of Santa Fe. A copy of the
Resolution is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit “8.”
Mayor Pro-Tem lves, Councilor Rivera, Councilor Dimas and Councilor Bushee asked to be
added as cosponsors of Councilor Dominguez’s Resolution regarding the teen center.

Councilor Dimas

Councilor Dimas wished his wife Candy a Happy Valentine’s Day.
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Councilor Maestas

Councilor Maestas introduced an Ordinance amending Section 2-22 SFCC 1987, o rename the
“Intemal Audit Department,” the Accountability and Performance Management Department; establish a
position of a Fraud Auditor to investigate fraud, waste and abuse allegations and increase efficiency
throughout City operations by identifying opportunities for recovery of revenue or other assets, and making
such other changes as are necessary to clarify certain provisions of the Accountability and Performance
Management Ordinance.

Councilor Maestas said at the last meeting he requested an update from the Lobbyist, and said he
sent us a written report, but he thought we had asked him to appear in person fo field questions and give
him recent developments since his written update.

Mr. Snyder said, “I understood the direction to be written only. However, he is scheduled to be on

the next Council meeting agenda and one other time before the end of the Legislature. He will be
providing written updates as well,”

Councilor Bushee

Councilor Bushee said she would like to cosponsor Councilor lves’ Ordinance regarding the single-
use bag ordinance. She is also cosponsoring Councilor Ives' Resolution regarding water conservation.

Councilor Bushee wants said she would like to have the Public Works Department check on the

pedestrian bridge across the Arroyo Mascaras across from the De Vargas Mall, which is in dire need of
paint, and she would love to see it to be repainted as soon as possible.

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives

Mayor Pro-Tem lves introduced the following:

1, An Ordinance refating to the Single-Use Bag Ordinance, section 21-8 SFCC 1987,
amending Subsection 21-8.1 to modify the legislative findings related to paper grocery
bags; amending Subsection 21-8.4 to establish the requirement that retail establishments
collect a paper grocery bag charge for each paper grocery bag provided to customers:
amending Subsection 21-8.8 to establish a 60-day implementation period; and making
such other changes as are necessary.

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives asked, in addition to the Committee schedule, that this Ordinance

also be directed to the BQL for its March meeting before coming back for action at
Council,

City of Santa Fe Council Meeting: February 11, 2015 Page 35



2. A Resolution supporting proposed State Legislation, Senate Bill 279 (SB 279) and Senate
Bill 280 (SB 280) - relating to water conservation measures.

There was a short break from 7:30 p.m. to 7:40 p.m.

END OF AFTERNOON SESSION AT APPROXIMATELY 7:40 P.M.
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EVENING SESSION

A, CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

The Evening Session was called to order by Mayor Pro-Tem Peler N. Ives, at approximately 7:40
p.m. Roil Call indicated the presence of a quorum as follows:

Members Present

Councilor Peter N. ves, Mayor Pro-Tem
Coungilor Patti J. Bushee

Councilor Bill Dimas

Councilor Carmichael A. Dominguez
Councilor Signe |. Lindell

Councilor Joseph M. Maestas

Councilor Christopher M. Rivera
Councilor Ronald S, Truijillo

Members Absent
Mayor Javier M. Gonzales

Others Attending
Brian K. Snyder, City Manager

Kelley A. Brennan, City Atomey
Yolanda Y. Vigil, City Clerk
Melessia Helberg, Council Stenographer

F. PETITIONS FROM THE FLOOR

Done previously.

G. APPOINTMENTS

Community Development Commission

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, on behalf of Mayor Gonzales, made the following appointments to the
Community Development Commission:

Tobe Bott-Lyons — Reappointment — term ending 3/2016;
Carla Lopez - Reappointment - term ending 03/2017;

John Padilla - Reappointment — term ending 03/2017;

Silas Peterson — Reappointment — term gnding 03/2017: and
Paul Gablet - to fill unexpired term ending 03/2015.
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MOTION: Councilor Trujille moved, seconded by Councilor Dimas, to apprave these appointments,
VOTE: The motion was approved unanimousty on a voice vote with Mayor Pro-Tem lves and Councilors

Dimas, Lindell, Rivera and Trujillo voting in favor of the motion, none voting against, and Councilors
Maestas, Bushee and Dominguez absent for the vote.

Mayor's Youth Advisory Board

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, on behalf of Mayor Gonzales, made the following appointment to the Mayor’s
Youth Advisory Board:

Amanda Ingram Jacobs (Santa Fe Prep) — to fill unexpired term ending 12/02/16.
MOTION: Councilor Trujillo moved, seconded by Councilor Rivera, to approve this appointment.
VOTE: The motion was approved unanimously on a vaice vote with Mayor Pro-Tem Ives and Councilors

Dimas, Lindell, Rivera and Trujillo voting in favor of the motion, none voting against, and Councilors
Maestas, Bushee and Dominguez absent for the vote.

Transit Advisory Board

Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, on behalf of Mayor Gonzales, made the following appaintment to the Transit
Advisory Board:

Paul Thompson {Tourism Representative) - to fill unexpired term ending 03/02/16.
MOTION: Councilor Dimas moved, seconded by Councilor Rivera, to approve this appointment.
VOTE: The mation was approved unanimously on a voice vote with Mayor Pro-Tem Ives and Councilors
Dimas, Dominguez, Lindell, Rivera and Truijillo voting in favor of the motion, none voting against, and
Councilors Maestas and Bushee absent for the vole.
H. PUBLIC HEARINGS

Disclosure: Councilor Maestas said, *| want to make a brief statement. | have disclosed it before.
| have an interest in a family owned business that owns an inter-local dispenser license which is current for

sale. | have asked the City Attorney if it is ckay for me to vote on tonight's agenda items, specifically H{1)
and H(2}, and she says | can, so | will.”
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1)

REQUEST FROM EL AGAVE MEXICAN RESTAURANTE, LLC, FOR A RESTAURANT
LIQUOR LICENSE WITH PATIO SERVICE (BEER AND WINE WITH ON-PREMISE
CONSUMPTION ONLY) TO BE LOCATED AT EL AGAVE MEXICAN RESTAURANTE,
31 BURRO ALLEY. (YOLANDA Y. VIGIL}

The staff report was presented by Yolanda Vigil, City Clerk, from her Memorandum of February 5,
2015, with attachments, to Mayor Gonzales and City Gouncilors, which is in the Council packet. Ms. Vigil
said it will be with patio service, noting the patio will in Burro Alley and will be fully enclosed, with on-
premise consumption only. Ms. Vigil said the location is not within 300 feet of a church or school, there are
staff reports in the packet regarding litter, noise and traffic and staff recommends this business be required
to comply with all of the City's Ordinances as a condition of doing business in the City.

Public Hearing

There was no one speaking to this request.

The Public Hearing was closed

MOTION: Councilor Bushee moved, seconded by Councilor Maestas, ta approve the request from El
Agave Mexican Restaurante, LLC, for a Restaurant Liquor License with patio service (beer and wine with
on-premise consumption only), to be located at E| Agave Mexican Restaurante, 31 Burro Alley, with all
conditions of approval as recommended by staff.

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

For: Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor
Lindell, Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Coungilor Trujillo.

Against: None.

2)

REQUEST FROM GOLER FINE IMPORTED SHOES FOR A WAIVER OF THE 300
FOOT LOCATION RESTRICTION AND APPROVAL TO ALLOW THE
DISPENSING/CONSUMPTION OF CHAMPAGNE AT GOLER FINE IMPORTED SHOES,
125 EAST PALACE AVENUE. THIS LOCATION IS WITHIN 300 FEET OF THE
CATHEDRAL BASILICA OF SAINT FRANCIS OF ASSISI, 131 CATHEDRAL PLACE.
THE REQUEST IS FOR THE PRESENTATION OF THE DONALD J. PLINER COMPANY
SPRING 2015 SHOE COLLECTION TO BE HELD ON MARCH 21, 2015 FROM 12:00
P.M. TO 6:00 P.M. (YOLANDA Y. VIGIL)

The staff report was presented by Yolanda Vigil, City Clerk, from her Memorandum of February 6,
2015, with attachments, to Mayor Gonzales and City Councilors, which is in the Council packet. Thereis a
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letter in the packet from the Very Rev. Adam Lee Ortega y Ortiz, Rector, The Cathedral Basilica of St.
Francis of Assisi, indicaling they are fine with this event going forward and with La Casa Sena providing
alcoholic beverage service far this event. Ms. Vigil said staff recommends this business be required to
comply with all of the City's Ordinances as a condition of doing business in the City.

Public Hearing
There was no one speaking to this request.

The Public Hearing was closed

MOTION: Councilor Maestas moved, seconded by Councilor Bushee, to grant the waiver of the 300 foot
location restriction and approve the dispensing/consumption of champagne at Goler Fine Imported Shoes,
125 East Palace Avenue for the presentation of the Donald J. Pliner Spring 2015 Shoe Collection to be
held on March 21, 2015 from 12:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., with all conditions of approval as recommended by
staff.

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

For. Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor
Lindell, Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujilio.

Against: Ncne.

3) CONSIDERATION OF BILL NO. 2015-1: ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE NO. 2015-2
{(COUNCILOR LINDELL, COUNCILOR BUSHEE AND COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ). AN
ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE CITY OF SANTA FE ANIMAL SERVICES
ORDINANCE, CHAPTER 5 SFCC 1387; AMENDING SECTION 5-8 TO ESTABLISH
THAT IT IS UNLAWFUL TO TRAP ANIMALS ON CITY PROPERTY AND TO
ESTABLISH THAT IT IS UNLAWFUL TO USE CERTAIN TYPES QF TRAPPING
DEVICES WITHIN THE MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.
(JOHNNY MARTINEZ)

The staff report was presented by Officer Johnny Martinez from the Legislative Summary and
Ordinance which are in the Council packet. Please see these documents for specifics of this presentation.

Councilor Bushee asked if the County las looked into this at all, commenting the majority of the

trapping is happening beyond the City limits. She said this is a new Ordinance and would like Officer
Martinez to communicate with the County Animal Control Services.
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Officer Martinez said he is in contact with him and the County Officer is very familiar with the things
we're locking at, and he's documenting it and taking it to his people. However, everything is on hoid at
their end until somebedy pushes it forward, but they are keeping track of the changes we're making in
hopes of adopting the whole thing in general.

Councilor Dimas said Officer Martinez brought it fo his atiention that we are having a real problem
with raccoons in Santa Fe, and the State wants 1o eradicate them rather than trap them and relocate them.

Officer Martinez said the State's idea is that if they relocate them they "won't make it anyway,
because their natural habitat they're used to is coming into the City and going to the dumpster or into the
yards to eat the cat food or dog food. Se they're thinking whether or not they are euthanized on trapping,
or if they're relocated, they're not going to make it either way.”

Ms. Brennan said, "The State regulates fur-bearing animals and other things, and the idea of this
Ordinance is to prevent accidents to domestic pets and people. There have been incidents.... Melissa did
some research on this, so we're trying not to bump up against State regulations, but there is already a
disconnect in our Ordinance and what they hope lo do with not just racoons, but skunks, but racogns are in
the distinguished group of fur-bearing animals, whereas skunks aren’t.”

Councilor Dimas said, “Then you answered my question, but 'm still a little concemed about what
we're going to do with the racoons. Personally, | would hate to see them euthanized or destroyed,
because | like animals.”

Councilor Rivera said there are some amendments, and it says the amendments are proposed. He
asked, if there is a motion 1o approve, is it assumed the amendments are automatically in the document, or
do we have to accept proposed amendments.

Ms. Brennan said, ‘The motion should say, with the amendments included in the packet, just to be
perfectly clear.”

Councilor Lindell thanked staff and her cosponsors on this bill. She said, “Anytime we move
something forward, it provides another provision for protection of domestic animals and even children, and

we're headed in the right direction. | really appreciate the help with this. | appreciate the help of staff and
Mr. Martinez, thank you for your help.

Public Hearing

There was no ane speaking to this request.

The Public Hearing was closed
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MOTION: Councilor Lindell moved, seconded by Councilor Bushee, to adopt Ordinance No. 2015-2, with
the amendments in the packet.

DISCUSSION: Councilor Bushee said she hopes the County will do something, although she knows it
would be tough to enforce because there’s a lot more ground to caver. Councilor Bushee spoke about her
homific experience when she lived in the National Forest area several years ago on Christmas while
walking with her dogs when she came upon 3 animals in coyote traps, and was able to get them out with
little or no knowledge about how to go about it.

Officer Martinez get they get occasional calls and they pursue criminal charges against them for animal
cruelty.

Counciler Bushee said people are raising cattle, putting out coyote traps and domestic animals are getting
caughtin them, commenting it is a horrible thing to witness,

Officer Martinez said they have humane traps that they loan out through their office, noting the County has
these as well. They recommend people use these instead of the old madel traps.

Councilor Bushee reiterated her hope that the County picks this up, and Officer Martinez said he will
continue to work with them on that,

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

For. Mayor Pro-Tem Ives, Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Cominguez, Councilor
Lindeli, Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujillo.

Against: None,

4) CASE #2014-91 & CASE #2014-92 - CONSOLIDATED APPEALS. ALLEN JAHNER
(APPLICANT APPELLANT) AND OLD SANTA FE ASSOCIATION {(ORGANIZATION
APPELLANT) BOTH APPEAL THE SEPTEMBER 9, 2014 DECISION OF THE
HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD (HDRB}) IN CASE #H-11-105 APPROVING
THE APPLICATION WITH CONDITIONS AT 237 & 239 EAST DE VARGAS STREET,
LOCATED IN THE DOWNTOWN AND EASTSIDE HISTORIC DISTRICT. (DAVID
RASCH AND ZACHARY SHANDLER) (Postponed at November 12, 2014 City Council
Meeting). {Postponed to March 25, 2015 City Council Meeting)

This item was removed from the agenda and postponed to the meeting of March 25, 2015.
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l. ADJOURN

The was no further business tc come before the Governing Body, and upon completion of the
Agenda, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:00 p.m.

Approved by:

e S

Mayor Javier M. Gonzales

ATTESTED TO:

Ao Lavolo. L J%C

Ulanda Y. Vigil, élty C|e?|p{ i

Respectfully submitted:

I :
:’__’_ -~ , - (._ Y
Z/ZZQ&LM-’ C/j{/é{j -
Melessia Helberg, Council Stenogr?pﬁ'er
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ITEM #10 (k)

CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

PROPOSED AMENDMENT(S) TO RESOLUTION NO. 2015-___
Veterans’ Advisory Board

Mayor and Members of the City Council:

I propose the following amendment(s) to Resolution Neo. 2015- :
I. On page 3, line 13, defete “released” and insert “discharged” in lieu thereof
2. Onpage 3, line 13, after “veterans” insert “whe”
3. Onpage4, line 22, jnsert the following:

“An outdoor eriented non-profit

Arts oriented non-profit

-
* Animal oriented non-profit
s  Or other relative programs”

4. Onpage 4, linc 22, delefe “appointee”
5. Onpage 4, line 22, delete “be’ and insert “appoint” in lieu thereof

6. Onpage 5, line 10, after “as™ delete “determined by the Board but not less than once a
quarter” and insert “necessary™ in lieu thereof

7. On page 5, line 13, insert the following resolve provision:

“BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that staff is directed to issue a public
service announcement on an annual basis, no later than December of each year,
informing the public that there is an option on PIT-! New Mexico I"ersonal Income
Tax Form, linc 40 to make valuntary contribution from a taxpayer refund towards
the Veterans National Cemetary Fund.”

Respectfully submitted,

Peter Ives, Councilor

ADOPTED:
NOT ADOPTED:
DATE:

Edhe de
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SINGLE-USE BAG
ORDINANCE

Implementation Report

BACKGROUND

The City of Santa Fe passed Ordinance 2013-29 eliminating the
single-use plastic bags from most retail stores and requiring a ten
cent fee for single-use paper hags over a specific size. Subsequently
it was discovered that the fee, as written in the ardimance, was
beyond the City’s authority to require and was eliminated through
Ordinance 2014-08, making the implementation of the fee optional
at the discretion of each retail store. The rules gaverning cities’
authority differ from state to state. Here in New Mexico, Santa Fe
does not have the authority to require a third party (retail stores) to
collect a fee for bags. The City Attorney was directed to explore all
available options within the authority of Santa Fe as a Home Rule

NM City.

The ordinance, as amended, went into effect on February 27, 2014.
The Environmental Services Division was charged with collecting
data regarding the financtal impact to stores and the Sustainable
Santa Fe Comunission was charged with developing this report on
the progress and effectiveness of the ordinance one year from its
effective date on February 27, 2015. in order to provide information
that would be helpful in resolving the increased use of paper bags -
due to the elimination of the fee, the following report has been
prepared ahead of schedule and includes recommendations to

mitigate paper bag use.




INTENT

Reducing the impacts of solid waste involves reducing the volumes of waste, reusing waste materials several
times, and recycling the remainder, in that order. The greatest reduction in impacts comes from the hierarchy
of these actions. Reusing shopping hags therefore has a greater reduction in impacts than recycling single-use

bags. This crdinance is intended to promote the use of reusable bags as much as possible.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The Ordinance has effectively eliminated the use of single-use plastic bags in Santa Fe's retail stores. Retail
stores across the City have complied with the Ordinance by no longer providing single-use plastic bags at
the checkout counter, Most stores continue to offer single-use paper bags for free, some stores implemented a
small fee for paper bags to encourage reusable bag use and recoup the difference in cost between plastic and
paper, and a few stores eliminated the use of all single-use bags and only offer free boxes or reusable bags for

sale at the checkout for customers.

The research conducted found that people have largely exchanged using single-use plastic bags for single-use
paper bags when they were available for free with little increase in reusable bags. While small retail stores
that were surveyed did not expérience significant financial burden due to the ordinance, some of the City's
larger retail stores indicated that they have been financially impacted. The increased cost for large stores is a
esult of the high volume of sales at these stores each day and the increased volumes of paper bags used for
custamer’s purchases due to the elimination of single-use plastic bags. The unit cost of a single-use paper bag

is higher than that of a single-use plastic bag,

lmplementaiion of the ordinance has not resulted in significant public complaint. The majority of the 60
customers, who were randomly surveyed at four of the largest retail grocers in Santa Fe as part of the research
for this report, were either indifferent or supported the implementation of a 10 cent fee on paper bags in
order to encourage reusable bag use and dis-incentivize paper bag use so Jong as the fee was used for an
environmental fund. Both customer respondents and store manager respondents articulated the need for more
customer education — through signage, advertising, and incentives/disincentives in order to increase the use of

reusable bags.

Though the number of people currently bringing reusable bags is a small percentage of overall store customers
{11-18% observed and self-reported), the number of people bringing reusable bags appears to be increasing
over time, While this does not meet the goal of significantly reducing single-use bag usage, it has reduced

he number of plastic bags that can get into the environment which then persist over time. Paper bags are

.ess likely to blow into the environment and when they do, they readily breakdown. Therefore, while the
ordinance has not met all the goals it was designed to meet, it has reduced the amount of plastic in the
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Sustainable Santa Fe Comunission recommends that the City:
Adopt and implement a service fee to discourage the use of paper bags and encourage the use of reusable
bags.

2. Use the praceeds from the service fee to fund recycling education programs that encourage the use
of reusable bags; provide additional reusable bags to the public at no charge; and fund a program
administered by the City that provides an environmental benefit to the general public.

3. Require retail stores to both train their staff about the ordinance and display signage reminding customers
lo bring their own bags. Retailers should be able to choose whether to print the signage made available
through Envirenmentat Services for free or to design their own signage. Parking lot signage should be

encouraged as well as signage at the door.

METHODOLOGY

The City did not have baseline data that measured single-use plastic or paper bag use before the Ordinance.
Nor was the City able to collect comprehensive quantitative data on single-use paper bag use after the
idinance was implemented. The reason for this limitation is that information about single-bag use is
ed to sale volumes and many of the large retail store establishments in the City made it clear that they
would be unable to provide this proprietary information duc to the need to protect their “trade secrets”.
Therefore, the methodology developed by the City and partners in reviewing the Ordinance’s impact has
significant limitations. The City relied upon the observed impacts of the Ordinance as communicated by retail
store management and customer surveys. The data collected is not statistically significant and cannot be
extrapolated to the City as a whole. However data collected does provide insights into the ways in which some

stores view the impact and the behaviors and opinions of some of the customers who have been impacted.

Vendor Data

The Environmental Services Division developed the following methodology for callecting qualitative
data from retail stores to assess the impacts of the ordinance. Stores were contacted during two separate
interview times, at two and four months after implementation of the ordinance. The City was divided inta
ree geographical areas; downtown and surrounding area, mid-town, and southside. Thirty two slores were
Jected to be surveyed, ten to cleven in each of the three areas. The first survey was conducted 2 months after

implementation and a secand was conducted 4 months after implementation. 3 | Page



During the Ordinance’s development, some members of the community expressed concern that small
businesses would experience financial hardship as a result of the Ordinance. Therefore, the Environmental
Services Division wanted to assess the Ordinance’s impact on those stores specifically. The first survey focused
on medium and small retailers that are locally-owned and typically have only location. Ten retail stores that
are large users of single-use bags from across the City were added to the second survey. The survey questions
from the first survey focused on the financial impacts and perceplions of the public’s feelings towards the
ordinance. The same questions were asked a second time during the subsequent survey in order to identify
changes. However the second survey also included additional questions to understand how the ordinance
was being impleme nted intern ally at the business and to get any data available regarding actual reductions in
single’bag use. Survey respondents were store managers at these establishments. The Environmental Services
Department identified managers as a credible source due to their relationship with purchasing single-use
paper bags, their role managing staff, and managing communications and messaging throughout the store.

A survey of Ordinances throughout the country found that this methodology was used by many cities across
the country in order to assess the impact of their Ordinances which can be found at hitp://www.surfrider.org/

pages/plastic-bag-bans-fees.

That report found that only 26 percent used resuable bags or no bags which was down from 29 percent prior
to the ban. It also reported that in cities with a 25 cent fee for all single-use bags, nearly 90 percent of shoppers
use no bags or use reusable bags. [Monterey Herald, 2/28/14]. Other cities with bag ordinances either have a

fee on all single-use bags (4%} or have banned all single-use bags (2%}.

Customer Data and Vendor Observations

Between 6 and 7 months after implementation of the ordinance, Earth Care Youth Allies program leaders who
serve as the Youth Advisory Board to the Sustainable Santa Fe Commission and who participated actively

in the development of the Ordinance and its passage conducted surveys at four large chain grocery stores in
Santa Fe in order to determine the effectiveness of the plastic bag ban in serving the purpose for which it was
created. Surveyors asked questions about customers’” knowledge of the plastic bag ban, their opinions on how
it could be better implemented, etc. They also tallied the observed prevalence of paper bags and the behaviors
of cashiers at the stores. Surveyors visited each establishment on two separale occasions once during the week
- Rer work hours and once during the weekend in order o collect data during the busiest store hours. A total

of 60 voluntary interviews with customers were conducted ~ 15 at each store.
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The Quesiions

5.

Have you seen a financial impact, either positive or negative, as a result of the ban?

Are you providing paper bags? If so, are you charging a fee? If so, how much?

About what percentage of your customers are bringing in their own bag?

Have you had complaints from your customers about the ban? If so, about what percentage of your
customers have voiced complaints?

Is there anything else that has resulted from the ban that you would like to tell us?

Additional questions included in Store Survey 2:

6.
7.

Did your checkout staff receive training about the ordinance? If so, in what format and by whom?
Do your checkout stalf ask customers if:

a. They'd like a bag before bagging their items with a paper bag?

b. They brought their own bag before bagging their items with a paper bag?

Both

None of the above — they automatically bag customers merchandise unless the customer asks them not

oon

to or offers a reusable bag,.
Does your store make cardboard boxes available at the checkout? Why or why not?

Has your stare incorporated signage at the checkout?

. Has your store incorporated signage in the parking lot?

. What additional support can the City provide in order to increase usage of re-usable bags from your

vantage point?

C gstomer SL]T! gy,

6.

Are you aware that the City of Santa Fe passed a reusable bag ordinance, last year? It banned single-use
plastic bags, and encouraged community members to use re-usable shopping bags, in order to reduce
waste and promote environmental stewardship. a. Yes or b.No

Have you seen this logo before? a. Yes or b. No

How often do you bring a reusable bag?

a. Never  b. Occasionally c. Mostoflthe time d. All of the time

Does the checkout staff ask you if you would like a bag before they started bagging?

a, Never b. Rarely c¢. Someofthetime d. Mostof the time

What could the store do to help you use fewer paper bags? (For example: parking lot signage, checkout
counter signage, mote reusable bags for sale, store incentives, offering re-usable boxes in the front of
the store.}

How would you feel if the city imposed a small fee, like other cities, on paper bags to encourage people
to bring their awn?

a. Bad idea b. Don't care either way c. Good idea

Would you prefer if part, or all, of the bag fee went to a community environmental fund?
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Results

imitations of Analysis
“his research does not include a statistically significant sample and therefore cannot be extrapolated to retail

practices across Santa Fe. However, it does provide qualitative insight into some of the benefits as well as somie
of the issues and limitalions of the current Ordinance. Questions relating to how stores are implementing the
ordinance help us understand the context for how effective the ordinance is at meeting its goal of reducing

single-use bag usage.

Key Findings

*  Stores with the highest percentage of customer’s that bring their own bags provided their staff with at least
some training,

* Stores with greater training and internal outreach to their customers tended to report fewer complaints.

* Some of the smaller stores reported a significant financial impacts as a result of the ordinance. Most of
the stores that are large users of single-use bags reported significant financial impacts due to the increased
demand for paper bags whicl are more costly.

*  Between the first and second survey, the percentage of people bringing their own bags increased. This
indicates that customers are getting into the habit of remembering to bring their bags.

» Most people are cither in favor of a fee on paper bags or are indifferent (62%). Almost all of the people
surveyed thought that any fee should be used for a community environmental fund or had no option what
the funds should be used for (89%).
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DATA AND ANALYSIS
Financial Impact

Stores were asked: Have you seen a financial impact, either positive or
negative, as a result of the ban?

SMALL AND MEDIUM RETAIL STORE SAMPLE: The first survey did not include stores that are large users
of bags as in large grocery stores and large hardware stores. This data shows no or minor financial impacts
from the banning of plastic bags. While 9% of respondents reported minimal impact (3%). Impact during the
transition to implement the Ordinance (9%), only 3% of the small and medium retailers surveyed reported

“significant negative impact”.

First Survey . Siznduant negscive
impact

Onlvinthe lrﬂiﬁtﬂ‘
! F 5.3
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Minimal imgect,.
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Paper morecostly. -
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k]

.-No financial im pacz
: A%

Nobags, ontybaxes_,
3%

SAMPLE INCLUDING STORES THAT ARE LARGE USERS OF SINGLE-USE BAGS: The data from the
second survey, which included the large users, shows a large jump in the “significant negative impact”
respanse. This is a direct result of the feedback from those stores tithat are now required to use large volumes

of paper bags to bag customers’ purchases.
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Store Operations

Stores were asked: Did your checkout staff receive training about the

ordinance?
Most stores did not provide any formal training to their staff. Those that did ususally included this training in

their regular staff meeting. Only six percent of those that provided training posted that information for their
employees to refer to later. forty four percent of those that did provide some kind of training did not say how

that training was conducted.

28% Stores that
provided staff
training

62% Stores that

Type of Training Provided:;

50% Provided fraining during staff meeting
6% Posted information

44% Training format not identified

did not provide
staff training

Stores were asked: Are you providing paper bags? If so0, are you charging a fee?
None of the stores surveyed charged a fee at the time the interviews were conducted. Some large users had
started out charging a ten-cent fee but rescinded the fee after receiving customer complaints. Many of the
comments received ask that a fee be required to enable stores to recoup the costs of paper bags and encourage

bag use reductions across the board. Most of the stores that don’t provide paper bags instead provide plastic

Total Both Surveys

1%

MPaper bags, no fee

SN paper bags

#MRecycable bags

@Lising thick {reusable) plastic
ags

@Provides boxes

Miises raused paper bags

i Number of Stores
Paper bags, No Fee No paper bags Recydabie bags Thick plastic bags Provides boxes Reused papar bags
Survey #1 23 7 2 3 4 1
Survey #2 33 4 2 3 2 0
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Stores were asked: Does your store make cardboard boxes available at the
checkout?

56°%YES 41% NO

More than half of stores make cardboard boxes available at the checkout. However, in most cases those were
made available upon request only when customers were purchasing multiple bottles of drinks, usually wine.
A few stores provide them for any purchase. The stores in the survey that do not provide boxes did not
provide information about why they do not make boxes available. Given that all stores receive merchandise in
cardboard boxes and most pay for their disposal (either through trash or recycling pickup fees), there appears
to be the potential to encourage them to offer boxes for more types of purchases. This may be an effective way

to encourage waste reduction through “Re-use”.

Stores were asked: Do your checkout staff ask customers if:
a. They'd like a bag before bagging their items with a paper bag?
b. They brought their own bag before bagging their items with a paper bag?
¢. Both
d. None of the above — they automatically bag customers merchandise
unless the customer asks them not to or offers a reusable bag.

Most stares (65%) reported that checkout staff ask customers if they need a bag before bagging their purchases.
More than half of those also reported that checkout staff ask if customers brought their own bag. About a third
of stares reported that checkout staff bag purchases in paper bags without first asking customers if they need

or want that bag. Only 2 percent of stores reported that they provide no bags to customers.

N hags .

1
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Customers were asked “Did the checkout staff ask you if you would like a bag

before they started baaging?

Maost people experience store staff bagging without inquiring if the customer wants a bag or brought a

reusable bag or would prefer no bag. Signage at the checkout could remind store staff to ask the customer

what their bagging preference is as well as reminding customers to provide their reusable bags to the staff as

they start the checkaut process.

Observation: Percent of checkout staff asking customers if they would like a
bag, if they brought a bag, or if they bagged without asking any questions.

Mast store staff asked the customers either if they would like a bag or if the customer brought a reusable bag,.

Also, most customers did not recall being asked if they wanted a bag or if they had brought one. It seemns that

reminders about encouraging reusable bag use need to be put in place to raise the consciousness of both store

staff and customers.

90%
BO%
70%
60%

S50%

30%

10%

0%

30% -i--

Store 1

Store 2

Store 3

Store 4

SWould you like a bag?
8 0id you bring a bag?

M Bagged with no questions
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Customer Qrdinance Awareness

Customers were asked: Are you aware that the City of Santa Fe passed 2
reusable bag ordinance last year?

89%YES 11% NO

Community outreach and news coverage of the ordinance was effective at letting people know the ordinance
was coming. There was a six month delay in the effective date of the ordinance to allow the City to conduct

outreach which included tabling at stores, reusable bag giveaways, newspaper ads and radio ads.

Customers were shown the “Bag to Differ” logo and asked: Have you seen this
logo before?

43%YES 55% MO

To facilitate the outreach and to help the stores develop
signage, the City developed a logo and tag line "Bag to
Differ.” The materials include artwork for signs that stores
could put in their parking lots, at their entries and at the
checkout to remind people, however, those stores that

did develop signage used their own artwork almost if not
exclusively. The City also made buttons that checkout

clerks could wear to remind customers of the ordinance.
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Customer Reusable Bag Use

Stores were asked and observations were made: About what percentage of

your custommers are bringing in their own bag?
While stores reported very few people bring their own bags, the number they report increased between the

first and second surveys and again by the third survey and observation. The four large chain retail grocery
outlets surveyed and observed during the third data collectian were included in the earlier surveys. At all
grocery stores the vast majority of people used only paper bags. The data observed generally tracks with
the data supplied by the stores and over time the percentage of people using reusable bags has slowly been

increasing. However, without a disincentive to using paper bags, the percentages will likely remain low.

10% e e e e e
90% ' .
M Customers observed with -
80% paper bags only g
70% .
60% T )
W Customers ohserved with
S50% - resuable bags anly
40%
30% )
adStore's estimate of i
20% - customers using reusable |
10% bags during second .
survey i
0% -
Store 1 Store 2 Store 3 Store 4

(not shown: custarmers observed with a mix of bag types or na bags)

Smaller stores reported generally low numbers of people using their own bags as well, however, the data show
the numbers increasing somewhat over time. This may reflect people getting into the habit of bringing their
own bags more often. As for grocery stores, without a disincentive to using paper bags, these percentages will

also likely remain low.

Small Store Reports of Percentage of
Customers Using their Own Bags
25 M e m 4 i m 4 a —m m m = e = = = P —
= 20 e e — - e et e = = i L S ——— i
5
E 15
=]
E 10
0 - B8 ecce.
e L 2€TO L <V 18% | 6-10% | 11-20% | 21-30%
WFirstSurvey | 8 | 23 0o 0 0 1
'wsecondSurvey] 10 | 13 . s | o | 2 1|
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Customers were asked: How often do you bring a reusable bag?

‘ustomers’ data generally tracks with the data that stores provided and that were observed. While 29% of
customers reported sometimes bringing their reusable bag, only 18% of customers reported always bringing
their re-usable bags. The majority of customers, (53%) repotted rarely or never bringing their reusable bag
Also, it appears thal the number of people reporting sometimes or always bringing their own bag is higher
than was either reported by stores or observed during the surveys. Likely, people report what their goals are
regarding reusable bag use. This is consistent with the slow but steady increase in reusable bag use reporied

and observed over the three data collection times as people begin to remember their bags more often.
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How to Encourage Reusable Bag Use

Stores were asked: Has your store incorporated signage at the checkout?

T°%YES 9©93% NO

Very few stores are providing signage at the checkout to inform customers of the ordinance and explain why
plastic bags are no longer available. Graphics for signage was made available by the Environmental Services
Division that stores can download and use free of charge. While we don’t have a mechanism to track if anyone
has down-loaded the graphics, none have been seen by staff. The signage that has been placed has been

created by the stores and is consistent with the graphics and signs used by those stores for other purposes.

Stores were asked: Has your store incorporated signage in the parking lot?

5%YES 9©95% NO

Even fewer stores have incorporated signage in the parking lot. Some stores don‘t have control over the

signage in the parking lot where the lot is shared with several stores and the land owner controls that area.

Observation: Signage of reusable bags or of ordnance. Location and content

Signage outside of store: NONE

Signage inside store: 25% (1 out of 4)

'ery little signage was observed to remind people that the ordinance exists or to remember to bring reusable
bags. As noted Jater, both stores and customers indicate that signage reminders would assist in increasing

reusable bag use. i4 | Page
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Stores were asked: What additional support can the City provide
in order to increase usage of re-usable bags from your vantage point?

‘ontinual education and outreach was the most common form of support stores cited the City could provide
to help with the Ordinance implementation. While the City provided graphic materials for stores, it didn’t
provide actual signage. Few stores have added their own signage in the parking lot which would typically
need to be metal to withstand the elements though several have develeped their own signage inside the stores.
Requiring a mandatory fee for paper bags continues to be a commaon theme. Some stores requested the City

supply them with bags (paper or reusable).

Fllnn]\t haos tn
e o b B

Mandate gl
paper bag N
fee
13%

Customers were asked: What could the store do to help you use fewer paper
bags?
Reminders and making alternatives easily available at the stores were the greatest incentives identified that

stores could do to help reduce paper bag usage,'

Othar their
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Offer reusable you
boxes at front
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Feedback on Implementation

Stores were asked: Have you had complaints from your customers about the
ban? If so, about what percentage of your customers have voiced complaints?

The percentages of people complaining remained fairly stable between the first and second suivey, Since we
didn’t stipulate during the second servey if they had received additional camplaints since the first survey, the
second survey answers may have been referring to complaints from th initiation of the ordinance. Since the
second survey includes large users and since the percentage of comptaints remained about the same, it does
not appear that grocery and hardware stores received more complaints than other stores. The second survey
includes the data showing stores that tried to implement a fee for paper bags but then stopped due to customer

complaints.
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Stores were asked: Is there anything else that has resulted from the ban
that you would like to tell us?
Commeants from the first survey ranged from suggestions for future regulations including allowing a greater
amount of time to prepare due to long-lead times for ordering supplies to both disallowing all types of plastic
bays to reporting that customers say that they reuse thin plastic bags and would like to still get them. Once
the ordinance had been in effect for a while, the second swrvey found more recommendations for Ordinance
updates such as a mandatory paper bag fee as well as reporting the incentives they are using to promote

reusable bag use. Stores continue to hear that customers used plastic bags for other uses and miss them.

Comments from First Survey:
Customers want to use plastic bags for other uses (10%)

Using boxes (6%)

Using reusable (thick) plastic bags {6%)

Carryout produce bags with handles working well

Finds plastic bags in the river 6 | Page
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c ts from Second Survey:

Need mandatory paper bag fee {(10%}

Complaints that plastic bags have other uses (7%}

Has incentive/reward program for bags brought in (5%)
People take merchandise without any container

Pecple are now aware of the requirements

Next Steps

Customers were asked: How would you feel if the City imposed a small fee, like
other cities, on paper bags to encourage people to bring their own?

ssCood idea’ or “*Pbon’t care: 62%

*¢Bad idea’’: 38%

While most people think a fee is either a good idea or don’t care either way, a significant percentage of people

believe 1t would be a bad idea.

Customers were asked: Would you prefer if part or all of the bag fee went to a
community environmental fund?

ssyYes?’’ or ‘‘Doesn’t matcter’’: 89%

“No’**: 11%

“a fee is assessed to paper bag usage, an overwhelming percentage of people surveyed believe it should be

used Lo fund environmental projects within the community.

17 | Page
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Conclusions

The Commission found that the Ordinance has effectively eliminated the use of single-use plastic bags in Santa
Fe's retail stores. This has resulted in positive waste reduction outcomes. However, without any disincentive
to use paper bags, the effectiveness of the Ordinance is clearly compromised as customers replace single-

use plastic bags with single-use paper bags which have different but significant negative impacts on the

envirenment and also are more expensive for retail stores to provide free of charge.

The Commission ronducted a survey of existing Ordinances banning the use of plastic bags and found that

the vast majority are paired with a paper bag fee or charge in order to achieve the desired waste reduction and
reuse vhjectives without increasing the marginal cost to retatlers. A review of the cities listed on that website,
and checked against updates at the Cities” websites, found that most, 74 percent, ban plastic bags with some
exceptions and have a fee on paper bags ranging from 5 to 25 cents. Twenty percent ban plastic and allow
paper as Santa Fe's current ordinance does. Of those, we were able to find only one, Carmel, California, that
had done an evaluation of single-use bag reduction as a result of the ban which was done by a non-profit
organization called Save QOur Shores. That study found that slightly fewer people used reusable bags after the
Ordiance implementation that before. Its conclusions included a recommendation to implement a fee on paper

bags.

The Commission surveyed the all Ordinances found to see what the revenue from the fee is used for and found
the following practices by other communities.
1) Litter mitigation programs including
a.  The installation of stormwater filtration infrastructure
b.  River cleanup crews
¢. Community cleanup events
d.  Education about litter mitigation
e. A very successful program in Washington D.C. goes towards the Anacostia River Clean Up and
Protection Fund which are used to implement watershed education programs, stream restoration
projects, and trash collection projects and to purchase and distribute reusable bags.
2} Recycling Education Programs
3)  Website and Educational Communications about Ban and the Impacts of Single-Use bags (and plastic
products in general) and the benefits of re-using, reducing, and recycling
4)  Reusable Bags for Free Distribution
5} Feeis retained by store and used to cover costs (in several communities the full fee is retained by the
stores, other communities have varying amounts retained by store).
a.  Tocover the cost of reporting for program

b.  To cover the cost of staff training 18 | Page
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¢.  To cover the cost of recycling centers at the store
d.  To cover the cost of signage in the parking lot and store entrance reminding customers to bring their
bags

e. Tocover the cost of re-usable bags distributed cither at cost or for free!

The Sustainable Santa Fe Commission recommends that the City:

1.

Adopt and implement a service fee to discourage the use of paper bags and encourage the use of reusable
bags.

Use the proceeds from the service fee to fund recycling education programs that encourage the use

of reusable bags; provide additional reusable bags to the public at no charge; and fund a program
administered by the City that provides an environmental benefit to the general public.

Require retail stores to both train their staff about the ordinance and display signage reminding customers
to bring their own bags. Retailers should be able to choose whether to print the signage made available
through the Environmental Services Division for free or to design their own signage. Parking lot signage

should be encouraged as well as signage at the door.

19 | Page
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APPENDIX A

Stores surveyed

Survey #1:

Downtlown Area:
Store Name Address Date Surveved
Alpine Builders Supply 493 W. Water Street 05/27/2014
Camera Shop 109 E. San Francisco St. 05/27/2014
Chile Shop 109 E. Water Street 05/27/2014
Clif's Packaged Liquor Store 903 Old Pecos Trail 05/27/2014
Cuprake Clothing 322 Montezuma Ave 0572712014
Double Take 320 Aztec Street 0572712004
Running Hub 527 W. Cordova Rd. 05/27/2014
Kaune Food Town 511 Old Santa Fe Trail 05/22/2014
Payne’s Nurseries Inc. 304 Camino Alire 0572712014
Wild Birds Unlimited 518 W Cordova Rd. B 05/27/2014

Mid-Town Area:
Store Name Address Date Surveyed
Ace Hardhare 2006 Cerrillos Rd 1 05/21/2014
Batteries Plus 16089 Saint Michaels Drive 0572272014
All Seasons Gardening 1228 Parkway Dr. E 05/28/2014
Empire Builders Supply Co Inc. 1802 Cerrillos Rd. 05/22/2014
Ary’s Fashion 2864 Cerrillos Rd 05/28/2014
Jackalope 2820 Cerrillos Rd. 05/28/2014
Fed X Office 730 Saint Michaels Dr. 05/28/2014
The Candyman 851 Saint Michaels Dr 2d 05/28/2014
State Beauty Supply 1522 Cerrillos Rd (05/28/2014
Big Joe Tru Value Hardware 1311 Siler Rd 052372014
Big 5 Sporting Goods 2864 Cerrillos Rd 05/28/2014

Southside Area:
Store Name Address Date Surveyed
Allsup’s Convenience Store 4200 Airport Road 06/06/2014
Fastenal 1365 Rufina Circle 06/03/2014
CARQUEST Auto Parts 1209 Siler Road 05/23/2014
Contenta Consignment 2907 Agua Fria 5t 06/03/2014
Mini Super Decicias 4641 Airport Rd 6 06/06/2014
PPaisanos Food Store Cerrillos Road 06/03/2014
Rodeo Plaza Liquors 2801 Rodeo Rd B12 06/06/2014
Ulta Beauty Zafarano Dr A 05/23/2014
Wet Seal 4250 Cerrillos Rd 05/23/2014
Radio Shack 4250 Cerrillos Rd 05/23/2014
Bootbarn 4250 Cerrillos Rd 05/23/2014
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Survey #2:

Downtown Area;

Store Name Address Date Surveyed
Alpine Builders Supply 493 W. Water Street 07/10/2014
Camera Shop 109 E. San Francisco St. 07/1042014
Chile Shop 109 E. Water Street 07/10/2014
(Cliff s Packaged Liguor Slore 903 Old Pecos Trail 06/30/2014
Cupcake Clothing 322 Montezuma Ave 07/10/2014
Double Take 320 Aztec Street 07/10/2014
Running Hub 527 W. Cordova Rd. 07/10/2014
Kaune Food Town 571 QOld Santa Fe Trail 06/30/2014
Payne’s Nurseries Inc. 304 Camino Alire 07/14/2014
Wild Birds Unlimited 518 W Cordova Rd. B 07/14/2014
Mid-Town Area:
Store Name Address Date Surveyed
Ace Hardhare 2006 Cerrillos Rd 1 07/15/2014
Batteries Plus 1609 Saint Michaels Drive 07/15/2014
All Seasons Gardening 1228 Parkway Dr. E 07/15/2014
Empire Builders Supply Co Inc. 1802 Cerrillos Rd. 07/15/2014
Ary’'s Fashion 2864 Cerrillos Rd (7/15/2014
Jackalope 2820 Cerrillus Rd. (7/15/2014
FedX Office 730 Saint Michaels Dr. 07/15/2014
The Candyman 851 Saint Michaels Dr 2d 07/15/2014
State Beauty Supply 1522 Cerrillos Rd 071572014
Big Joe Tru Value Hardware 1311 Siler Rd 07/15/2014
Big 5 Sporting Goods 2864 Cerrillos Rd 07/15/2014
Southside Area:
Store Name Address Date Surveyed
Allsup’s Convenience Store 4200 Airport Road 07/17/2014
Fastenal 1365 Rufina Circle 07/15/2014
CARQUEST Auto Parts 1209 Siler Road 07/17/2014
Contenta Consignment 2907 Agua Fria St 07/17/2014
Mini Super Decicias 4641 AirporlRd 6 07/17/2014
Paisanos Food Store Cerrillos Road 07/18/2014
Rodeo Plaza Liquors 2807 Rodeo Rd B12 07/18/2014
Ulta Beauty Zafarano Dr A 07/18/2014
Wet Seal 4250 Cerrillos Rd 07/18/2014
Radio Shack 4250 Cerrillos d 07/18/2014
Bootharn 4250 Cerrillos Rd 0771872014

21| Page
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Survey #2 continued:

Large Users:

Store Name Address Date Surveyed

K Mart 1712 5t. Michaels Dr 07/01/2014

Walmart 3251 Cerrillos Rd 0710112014

Albersons 3542 Zafarano Dr 07/01/2014

Smiths 2308 Cerrillos Rd 07/01/2014

Whole Foods 753 Cerrilios Rd 07/07/2014

Trader Joes 530 W. Cordova Rd 07/07/2(414

Lowes (food store) 1700 5t. Michaels Dr 07/01/2014

Home Depot 952 Richards Ave 07/01/2014

Lowes (hardware store) 3458 Zafarano Dr 07/01/2014

Sprouts 3201 Zafarano Dr 07/01/2014
Observational Data Locations:

Store Name Address Date of Observations

Walmart 5701 Herrera Dr 10/07/14 + 10/11/14

Albertsons 3542 Zafarano Dr 10/07/14 + 10/11/14

Smiths 2110 South Pacheco St 10/08/14 + 10/11/18

Sprouts 199 Paseo de Perajta Dr 10/08/14 + 10/11/18
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ATPENDIX B
2 mducte
nvironmental Services Division (ESD) staff contracted with an advertising firm to develop a logo and
graphics for signage and other reminders of the ordinance prior to its implementation. Below are some of the

images developed and made available to store for free for their use in communicating with their customers.
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ESD Staff:

Conducted 15 tabling sessions at strores
Handed out 20,000 reusable bags and information about the bag ordinance
Provided bags to the Food Depot for people receiving their services
Reusable bags were also given out at several City office locations and at other community events
ESD staff wore t-shirts with the “bag to differ” logo and answered questions posed by community members
ESD sent bill inserts (the lower 2 images) in all City utility bills during the month prior to the Ordinance
implementation start '
"SD made buttens (round image with “ASK ME”) and wore them before and after implementation
uttons were also given to stores for their stalf and community members

Radio ads and print ads were run before and after implementaion start 23 | Page
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Memorandum

To: Members of the Governing Body

From: Zachary Shandler 3 5
Assistant City Attorney
Via: Kelley Brennan
City Attorney

Re: Appeal of the Santa Fe Alliance for Public Health and Safety from the December
2, 2014 Decision of the Land Use Department to Issue a Building Permit #13-
2503 to New Cingular PCS, LLC (d/b/a AT & T) at St. John’s Methodist Church
at 1200 Old Pecos Trail
Case No. 2014-116

Date: February 2, 2015 for the February 11, 2015 Meeting of the Governing Body

The Appeal

On December 17, 2014, the Santa Fe Alliance for Public Health and Safety (SFAPHS or
Appellant), filed a Verified Appeal Petition (Petition) appealing the December 2, 2014 issuance
by the Land Use Department (LUD) of Building Permit No. 14-2503 (the Permit) to New
Cingular PCS, LLC {d/b/a AT & T) (AT&T) to install replacement cell phone antennas (Project)
on property owned by St. John’s Methodist Church (the Church) at 1200 Old Pecos Trail
(Property). Identical Verified Appeal Petition forms signed by four others were submitted with
the Petition, but without the required fee. As a resulf, these additional submittals do not
constitute valid appeals, and we consider the signatories as joining in SFPHS’s appeal. (Petition
attached as Exhibit A; Permit attached as Exhibit B).

A



Recommendation of City Attorney to Dismiss
Appeal of Building Permit #14-2503 — 1200 Old Pecos Trail
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The Property

The Property is located within the Historic Review Overlay District (District). The Church
building on the Property includes a tower around an existing chimney to house cell tower
antennas (the 2011 Project). The Permit allows AT&T to replace the antennas installed within
the tower as part of the 2011 Project. The 2011 Project was approved by the City’s Historic
Districts Review Board (HDRB) on March 8, 2011 (the Design Decision) after the HDRB
designated the Church as “non-contributing” to the District (the Status Decision). (Status
Decision and Design Decision attached as Exhibit C-1 and Exhibit C-2 respectively.)

History of the Case

The Status Decision (but not the Design Decision) was appealed to the Governing Body by the
Cellular Phone Task Force (CPTF), et al. The Governing Body heard and voted to deny that
appeal on May 11, 2011. Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law embodying the May 11,
2011 vote were adopted by the Governing Body on May 11, 2011 (the 2811 GB Decision).

On June 9, 2011, Arthur Firstenberg appealed the 2011 GB Decision to the First Judicial Court
{New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC v. Firstenberg, D-101-CV-201 101868).! Mr. Firstenberg did
not ask the Court to impose a stay on the 2011 Project while the case was being adjudicated.
Instead, on May 25, 2012 Mr. Firstenberg asked for a “temporary restraining order” to be
imposed on the 2011 Project. His legal theory was that City Code, SFCC 1987, Section 14-
3.17(EX1) dictates that no project can go forward while it is being adjudicated in the courts.

On June 1, 2012, Mr. Firstenberg also asked for a “preliminary injunction” to be imposed on the
project. On June 1, 2012, the City Attorney’s Office (CAOQ) filed a legal response to these
requests stating: “Rather than operating to siay proceedings during the pendency of an
administrative appeal to the District Court, however, Section 14-3.17(EX1) only maintains the
status quo while the appeal before the City runs its course.” Therefore, once the Governing
Body has taken final action, Section 14-3.17(E)(1) no longer stays a case. The Court took no
action on Mr, Firstenberg’s requests. While the underlying appeal is still pending, the Court has
never imposed a stay in this matter (or adopted Mr. Firstenberg’s legal interpretation of Section
14-3.17(EX1)).

On December 2, 2014, Land Use Department issued Building Permit No. 14-2503 to AT&T to
install replacement cell phone antennas on property owned by St. John’s Methodist Church. On
December 17, 2014, the Santa Fe Alliance for Public Health and Safety filed a Verified Appeal
Petition appealing the decision.

Pleasec note, prior to that, in 2010, the City’s Board of Adjustment (BOA) heard CPTF’s appeals
from the issuance of building permits to AT&T for the meodification of different cell phone

! This case was later consolidated with other cases: New Cingular Wireless PCS LLC v. Firstenberg, D-101-CV-
201101869; AT & T Mobitity Services LLC v. Firstenberg, D-101-CV-201101870; AT & T Mobility Services LLC v.
Firstenberg, D-101-CV-201101871,
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facilities at a different address. Following a final decision of the Governing Body on those

matters, Mr. Firstenberg appealed to the First Judicial Court (Firstenberg v. City of Santa Fe, AT

& T Mobility Services, LLC, D-101-CV-201004296). One of Mr. Firstenberg’s arguments on

_appeal was that the BOA and the Governing Body should have factored into their decisions

health and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) considerations. On October 30, 2013, Judge

Sarah Singleton issued a ruling against Mr. Firstenberg. The Order stated: “[Flederal law

provided (and still provides) that to the extent that the facilities comply with the regulations of
the FCC concerning such emissions, state and local governments may not regulate the placement

or modification of wireless facilities based on the alleged environmental effects of RF emissions.

47 U.S.C. § 332(C)7)(b)iv).” (Emphasis supplied.) The Order added “Any suggestion that the

City should regulate additional aspects of wireless facilities, in particular the level of RF

emissions, does not state a claim under the ADA.” (Emphasis supplied.} M. Flrstcnberg has

appealed Judge Singleton’s decision to the Court of Appeals. In a recent ruling,” the Court of
Appeals affirmed the finding of the First Judlclal Court that the City’s interpretation of its own

ordinances was entitled to deference by the Court.’

Basis of Appeal

The Appellant cites the following specific bases for appeal:

1. A building permit for replacement of antennas within the tower cannat be issued while the
case is being appealed to District Court. (Claim 1).

2. A building permit for replacement of antennas within the tower damages the streetscape.
(Claim 2). '

3. A building permit for replacement of antennas within the tower cannot be issued because it
violates the ADA and U.S. Constitution, Amendment 14 (Claim 3). '

Discussion
Code §14-3.17(A)(2) provides that an appcal can only be filed if:

(1) the final action appealed from does not comply with Code Chapter 14 or §§3-21-1
through 3-21-14 NMSA* (the Statute);
~ {2) Code Chapter 14 has not been applied properly; or
(3) the decision appealed from is not supported by substantial evidence.

Pursuant to Code §14-3.17(D)6)(a) the CAO has reviewed the Petition and for the reasons set
forth below concurs with the determination of the LUD Director that it does not conform to the

! Firstenberg v. City of Santa Fe, (NMCA No. 33,441) (Jan. 12, 2015).

3 “Because the ... action concerned a city ordmance this Court, as well as the district court, must give deference 1o
the City’s interpretation of its own ordinance.” [d. §11.

* Section 3-21-8 B. NMSA 1978 provides in pertinent part: “Any aggrieved person...affected by a decision of an
administrative. ..commission or committee in the enforcement af Sections 3-21-1 through 3-21-14 NMSA 1978 or
ordinance, resclution, rule ar regulation adopted pursuant to these scctions may appeal to the zoning authority. ...”
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requirements of Code §14-3.17 in that it does not state a valid basis for appeal under any of the
foregoing provisions.

General Claims. With respect to SFAPHS’s general claims, all of the matters have been
addressed in other litigation and cannot be re-litigated at this time. As stated below, SFAPHS’s
general claim does not fall within any of the three bases for appeal cited above and should be
dismissed. '

Claim 1. A building permit for replacement of antennas within the tower cannot be issued while
the case is being appealed to District Court.

The Petition asserts that the: “[i]ssuance of [the Permit] for replacement of antennas in wireless
facility ... is already under appeal in district court.” However, Mr. Firstenberg has appealed the
City’s permit for the 2011 Project in New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC v. Firstenberg, D-101-
CV-201101868. (Emphasis supplied.) That appeal does not prevent the City from issuing a
permit for the replacement of the existing antennas installed as part of the 2011 Project. First, as
stated above, there is no judicial stay in place. In addition, Mr. Firstenberg asked the Court for a
temporary restraining order and a preliminaty injunction to stay the 2011 Project. Neither was
granted. The Court’s silence may be interpreted to mean the Court has not overridden the City’s
interpretation of Section 14-3.17(EX1). Therefore, SFAPHS has failed to state a valid basis for
appeal relating to the Permit under Chapter 14.

Claim 1 does not fall within any of the three bases for appeal cited above and should be

dismissed.

Claim 2. A building permit for replacement of antennas within the fower damages the
streetscape.

The Petition asserts the tower is an eyesore and has damaged the streetscape and makes reference
to the appeal of the earlier HDRB decision. However, as nated above, Mr. Firstenberg appealed
the Status Decision to the Governing Body and then to the Court, but he did appeal the Design
Decision. Therefore, the Design Decision approving the design of the 2011 Project has not been
challenged and the HDRB’s conclusion that “[t]he Project complies with the Design Standards
and the Aesthetic Requirements and with all other applicable requirements under [Code Section
14-6.2(E)] that are within the jurisdiction of the [HDRB], including those requirements set forth
in [Code] Sections 14-6.2(E)(10)(a) and (b) and 14-6.2(E}3)(ix)A and B” stands. Nor has the
Court issued a decision in New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC v. Firstenberg, D-101-CV-
201101868 and the Court retains jurisdiction over the matter at this time.

In addition, the issuance of the Permit for replacement antennas within the tower does not in any
way affect the design of the tower or the visual character of the streetscape. Therefore, SFAPHS
has failed to state a valid basis for appeal relating to the Permit under Chapter 14.

Claim 2 does not fall within any of the three bases for appeal cited above and should be
dismissed. '
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Claim 3. A building permit for replacement of antennas within the tower cannot be issued
because it violates the Americans with Disabilities Act and U.S. Constitution, Amendment 14.
The Petition asserts that the issuance of the permit violates the ADA and the Constitution. As
noted above, Mr. Firstenberg appealed on the same ADA and constitutional basis in Firstenberg
v. City of Santa Fe, AT & T Mobility Services, LLC, and lost. Therefore, the matter has been
disposed of by the Court and SFAPHS has failed to state a valid basis for appeal relating to the
Permit under Chapter 14.

Claim 3 does not fall within any of the three bases for appeal cited above and should be
dismissed.

Conclusion

SFAPHS has not effectively alleged that the issuance of the Permit does not comply with
applicable Code or the Statute; that the Code has been improperly applied; or is not supported by
substantial evidence. As a result, the Appelilant has failed to state a valid basis for appeal under

Code §14-3.17(A)2). |

Option #1: The CAO recommends that the Governing Body vote to dismiss SFAPHS’s appeal in
Case No. 2014-116.

[MOTION: T move that the Governing Body accept the recommendation of the City Attorney
and dismiss the appeal in Case No. 2014-116.]

Option #2: If the Governing Board does not wish to dismiss SFAPHS’s appeal, the appeal will
be set for a de novo hearing {with testimony, exhibits and witnesses) before the Board of

Adjustment,

[MOTION: I move that the Governing Body not accept the recommendation of the City |
Attorney to dismiss the appeal in Case No. 2014-116 and that the appeal be scheduled for

hearing by the Board of Adjustment.]
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Subscribed and sworn to before me lhis\%ﬂay ofmmhx’ . 20&_

My commission expires.

AN G ;




(date stamp)

LUD Use Only

Time Fil VERIFIED APPEAL
Fes paid: %ﬁ‘@ [;DalE D
Receipt attached:; L PETITIO’

*Twao originals of this form must be f‘.'ed. The Land Use Department Director or fis/her designee will enter the date
and u'me uf necel pt and initial both o ma!s See Sectmn 14-3 1 7 D SFCC 2001 forme procedure,™

i Ml
nagress: (32 Ravesng  SThosd™ {3
By Addres Sultes/Unit #
a _fe AN M 2759/
Cily : State ZiF Code
Phone: ($0%) QQJ - 3,.S—¢0 E-mail Address: AMALY (@ /’uﬁ}/ L‘P‘fﬂ}& (O

Additional Appellant Names:

authorize ) to act as myfour agent to execute this application.

igned: Date:

Signad:

Project Name: (R € vnove 4 install 12 antranas

Applicant or Owner Name: Owner! St Joha's Methodist+ Chure 'y Agplicant: New
h}?;u.lﬂr— PCS, LT,
/0 ﬂ‘tﬁ-_-r'

Location of Subject Site: | A00 Sld Pecot Teall
Case Number: Permi+ Ng, 1H-2503 (ifapplicable):
Final Action Appealed:

IE/ Issuance of Building Permit ] Other Final Determination of LUD Director

Final Action of Board or
Commission {specify): [ ] Planning Commission [0 Board of Adjustment [7] BCD-DRC [] HDREB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

$ 14-3.07(@)(3) and (s

Basis for
Appeal: [ The facts were incorrectly determined B/Ordinancesﬂaws were violated andfer misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

(/2 /H  Isrulong rﬁf Em\d‘na fﬂn’?’hf,t Mo‘ 14~ 2503 fon

of LrtEros in inddoas faclily At MMW%

L B CINE <RURC ST SOVEY —

Check here if you have atlached a copy of the r nal action that is being appealed.




Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

Descnbe the harm that would result tr; ;0:] \‘r;:-.m the an appeal edfrom (attach addmunal Ipages if necessary).
- %M&«"ﬁ §r4—5z CF)Cz_)cb) me N
Casa No, H-—H ood By fijed 3-30-1oil
oz V\c}} hb‘"”'\ C)‘p W"\A N‘L&’)m MMLA Ut 3.

|Ia.'n "H E

IL(‘, Sig Cour No. D~joi- cv-wn—
!’870,5?-& }fw(-.m,l Destrat Gud, S-(Wﬁ*’
doacar q-3o-szon) oticckhd

Pi Basy delall the bas is for Appeal here (be specrﬁc

! hereby certify that the documents submitled for raview and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to mest the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001, Failure lo meet these standards may resuttin
the rejection or posiponemert of my application. | also cerfify that | have met with the City’s Current Planning staff to verily that the

altached proposal is in comphance with the City's zoning raquirements.
i -7 %’({ Date: ¢ ‘;‘// 7 / 5[

Appellant Signature:

gent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
) 55.
County of Santa Fe )

1iWe W}/ § M VA/E—/ , being first

duly sworn, depose and say. I/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the conients thereof and
that the same are true to myfour own knowledge.

Petitianar/s:
Srgnatureo/ Signature
ALY s m;//ua
Print Name Prirtt Mame
Subscribed and sworn to before ma this \Dﬁ&day of S ALY ‘ 20\&‘--

NOTARY PUBLIC 3 %
My commlssmn expires:

75,30\ q

N



(date stamp)

LUD Use Only
Time Fllgdﬁ R%D VERIFIED APPEAL
: WASST PETITIO’

**Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her desigriee will enter the date
and t:me of recer tand rnftraf bo!h orig nals See Section 14-3.17(D SFCC 2001 for the procedure **

B R e e - T P S o o

Name: Cef(ulaw th TQ_Q /< %f"ﬂe

iast First ML
Address: IP . BC&){ & ) £

Street Addrass Suite/Uni #

S arnte F@ . VL - A R e
4 Stale zip
Phone: (,S‘OST Y7101 2—-‘? E-mait Address: MMCQ l ﬂzﬂn\l ‘gm e, Q ':51

Additional Appeliant Names:

iWe:
authorize to act as my/our agent {o execute this application.
igned: Date:

Project Name: € ynove < install 12 fih'l'EniS

Applicant or Owner Name: Qwner, St Johe's Methodis+ Chure ﬁ'p_‘plf'cam‘{‘ New
Cowvaujor~ PCS,LLC,
Location of Subject Site: | 200  Gld Pecot Tirail A/’?._/n ﬂ':t‘d;:] '____

Case Number: Permit+ No, 1{-2503 (if applicable):
Final Actlon Appealed:
m‘/ Issuance of Buitding Permit [J Other Final Determination of LUD Director

Final Action of Board or
Commission (specify): [1 Planning Commission ] Board of Adjustment [CJ] BCD-DRC [ HDRB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001).

§ 14-3.47(8)(3) and (5)
Basis for

Appeal. W The tacts were incorrectly determined Ei/ Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented
Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final acticn was taken:

iv/2/ 04 Issuwn f EWH”‘a yuwrmi No. jiy- 25032 o

of Gl MQM ol At 4 adrandy rdir_ agonll <o

[ﬁ:‘r;ck here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.

10



Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2of 2

O otate § 18- 5 200E) (23 Ch), G ;
Casr. No, H-ll~00d B filed 3-30~01), o tmnhd .
o - Vid)a‘h'ﬂ"’\ of  Oupgustant : buméﬁﬁuad‘amﬁ{ ¢ 3,

_;,-égggdeia_m?jihmkbe Seciicy 14, Sag  Cous No. D~jo1- cv-20)~
1370)FA;W.;{” W Dot M) Sﬁlﬁ»d’ﬁ? e

&ﬂw) q‘30‘20”) oTtEehd

e

! hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and considaration by the Cily of Santa Fe have been prepared o meot the
minimum standards outiined in the Land Davelopment Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may resull in
the refection or postponement of my application. | also certify that | have met with the Ciy's Current Planning staff to vernify thal the

attached proposal is in compliance with the Ciy's zoning requirements.

Appellant Signature: _(z_aﬂ,ufb #Mﬂ%f pate: {2~ 7~ 20! L}

gent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
) ss.
County of Santa Fe )
1We A Th ar F ov-stem bevq , being first

duly swom, depose and say: l/We have read the foregoing appaal petition and krow the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own Knowledge.

Petitloner’s:

Otﬂ)ﬁaﬂ + ;
An
Signature Signature

A_‘_r“tkuv‘“ Fu‘wq‘l‘Pn\Der‘

Print Name Print Narme

Subscribed and sworn to before me thismday o&m, 20 55 .

N\ eNE S
NOTARY PUBLIC Q

My commission expires:

APy St 11




(dala stamp)

VERIFIED APPEAL

RE% D@_{)—" PETITIO

**Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Departmant Diractor or histher desfgnae will anter tha data
and tfme of recel tand inlﬂaf both on’ Ina[s See Sectron 14-3 7 7 D, SFCC 2001 for the p cedum **

Name: F\,r-c; +’9V‘- !DEY‘Q H‘v“f—lﬂu y

Last First ML
Address: P ). BO){ g;l} 6
Street Address Suite/Unit #
Smﬁ fo , wH S0 Q
A State ZIP Code
Phene: (S"OST H71-61 29 E-mail Address: beaistei @ ‘astwmarl, Tim
Additional Appellant Names: -

authorize to act as my/our agent to execute this application,

igned: Date:

Signed: Date:

Project Name: | £ ymove 4 install 12 Gh{‘ennqs

Applicant or Owner Name: Qwnevr! S€ Joha's Methodis t Chure Asplicant: New
' CW}?’L'@&" PCS, 1Ll
ﬁj_:¢qf_

Location of Subject Site: 1 200 S\d _ Pecos T‘\—-uil
Case Number: Permit— No, 1H{-2502 Permit NumbeR (if applicable):

Final Actian Appealed:

IE/ Issuance of Building Permit [[]1 Other Final Determination of LUD Director

Final Action of Board or
Commission (specify): [1 Planning Commission (] Board of Adjustmant [0 BCD-DRC 0 HDRB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

5 4-3.47() () amd (5
Basis for

Appeal: IE/The facls were incorrectly determined ['E[/Orﬁinancesﬂaws wera violaled andfor misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

RSV J:sru»wc Budld o v Mo. Jy- 2503 {}mﬂ{yqﬂutwvwvi‘

Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.

12



Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

e

v e v, : R I TR il A LRI S At ol 2077 L R T T R iy 1 > e

Describe the harm that would result ta you from the action appealed from { tional pages if necessary):

2 Cuatlila ferm e fowens Lo e . @ Kon. Ao
ot ololm §14-5 20 (RY()CH), Sa 5

Coan Vo, i-'}* It~ood B, filed 3~30-201 .
Q' V;ﬁ)ah'ﬂ‘_"\ 010 A 'M':-m bm%‘ aﬂub{ 5.
= S T T e 3 _.Li,-l- : D T

DL LGN AL

i
Ll R 2 P 2 Rl ek S

Eh A

i T AN el DE Bl :'_,.J.u A Sl 3 A R CaC
the baS|§ for Appeal here (be specific): "

Cmmﬁn‘) W’\&rgf 1 z?‘ Sag  Coar Ne. D~jol-cv-20))~-
(1 &70, Fant g,.mhu.d Doeitrat Gunk, .SW?P

M, "!—30‘20!1-) oﬂlﬁi&d .

{ hereby cerify thal the documents submitled for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have baen preparad fo meef the

minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure lo meet these standards may result in
the rejection or postponement of my application. | aisa certify that | have met with the City's Gurrent Planning staff lo verffy that the

attached proposal is in compliance with the Ciy’s zoning requirements.

Appellant Signature: Ovm,n. ?’W Date: f p - § 7~ ),_d’] L_/

Please detall

gent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
) 85
County of Santa Fe )

e At Fos “fom b [2AS , being first
duly sworn, depose and say: iWVe have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own Knowledge.

Petitioner!s:

Sigrrature Signature

‘ﬂrﬁ-\uv" s é«r\[?Qv\f]‘

Print Mame Frint Name
Subscribed and sworn to before me this%ﬂam, 20 %: )
ARY PUBLIC

y COMmission expires:
3[\_,%& 2, 2D 13



CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO
P.O. BOX 9209
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO B87504-0909

* % x *x * * * BUILDING PERMIT®* *x * & % % %

Application Number . . . . . 14-00002503 Date 12/02/1&
Application pin number . . . 481993

Property Address . . 1200 OLD PECOS TRL

Application type descrlptlon TELECOMMUNCATION TOWER

Subdivision Name . . . . . .

Property Zeoning . . . . . . . RESIDENTIAL 1DU

Application valuatiom . . . . 50000

owner Caontractor

ST. JOHNS METHODIST CHURC NEXIUS FUSION INC

VERIFY OWNER ADDRESS AND EIP 13C01CENTRALEXPRESSWAY STE 200
SANTA FE NM 87501 ATLLEN - TX 75013

(730) 650-7777
--~ S8tructure Information 000 000 CELL TOWER _ANTENNAS
Construction Type . . . . . TYPE V=B '

Occupancy Type . . . . . . UTILITY]MISCELLKNEOUS

Flood Zone . . . . ., . . . UPDATE

Permit . . .. BUILBING PERMIT COMMERCIAL

Additional desc “o.

Phone Access-Code . 1169341

Permit pin number . 11&9341 T

Permit Fee -. . . . 7%8@ Zﬁ_;' s Plan Check Fee . 483.19
Isgue Date .. . . .- 'tlth2{14f'*'_.. Valuatlon Lol . 500~

Expiration ﬂatel. . 11}29/TB”:

Special Notes and Comments
I, THE OWNER OR. AGENT FOR THE OWNER HAVE

UNDERSTAND
CONDITICHNS

T e e e e o e e e e e e e T i e b e e e — o m rr — BR Em o M o m mm o b m mm r Bm Y e e e e et bk A e e e A

For permits issued AFTER 08/01/2009, you MUST use VIPS

for scheduling inspections! Call in b : P for a next-
day inspection (based on availability ) €110
APPROVED BY 2 DATE fsy> ¢
APPLICANT /S YV DATE
8y my signatura above | hereby agree ta ahide with al® [aws of the CityaRganta Fe as well as with qﬂthe conditians stated above. | further statd ! nd jhat this
nol a permit 1o consiruct anything in viotation of the codes adopteg'by \he State of New Mexico. Further, | understand that thiz permit may be appaaled wi {15) days-

its issuance (the "appeal period*) pursuant to 14-3.17 SFCC (1967) and in the event an appeal is upheld this permit may be revoked. | hereby agree that any grading, buildng,
alleration, repairing or any other construction done pursuant te Ihis permit during this eppeat period iz done at my ovwn risk and without relisnce on the issuance of this penmit. 1
also agree that in the event an appeal is upheld and this permit is revoked | may be required b remove any tikding, grading, alterating, repairing or any other construclion done
during the appeal period. | hereby cedify that | have read the loregoing and understand the same and by my signature assant bo the terms stated herein.

IS FRIBUTIN: COPIES TO GRIGINATING OFFICE and APPLICANT. Bmo0snaa ol



CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO
P.C. BOX 209 :
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-090

* * * *x + *x * BUILDTING PERMIT®#* % *x % & & %

Page 2
Application Wumber . . . . . 14-00002503 Date 12/02/14
Application pin number . . . 481293
Other Fees - . . ARCHEQOLOGICAL FEE 10.00
Fee summary Charged Paid Credited Due
Permit Fee Total 684 .25 684 .25 00 .00
Plan Check Total 483 .19 483.19 Y .00
Other Fee Total 10.00 10.00 .00 .00
Grand Total 1177.44 1177.44 .00 .00

For permits issued AFTER 08/01/2009, you MUST use VIPS
for scheduling ingpections! Call in by 2:00 PM for a next-
day inspection (based on availability). 955-6110
APPROVED BY DATE
APPLICANT DATE
signalure above | hereby agrea to abide with ail the laws of the City of Santa e as well as wilh all ihe conditions Stated above, 1 further state that | undersiand that this is
armit la construct anything in vialation of ihe sodes adopted by the State of Mew Mexica. Further, | undesstand that this perrnit may be appealed within fifteen (15) days of
I fance (the "appeal pericd”} pursuant to 14.3.17 SFCC (1387) and In the evenl an appeal is uphald this permit may be revoked. | hexeby agrae that any grading, buliding,
alteration, repairng or any other construction dore pursuant to this permit during this appeal paried is done al my own risk and wilhout rekiance on the issuanca of this permit. |
also agree that In the evenl an appeal s upheld and this parmit is revoked I may be required to ramova any building, grading, alterating, repaifing ar any other construction done
dunng the appeal penod. | heraby cerlify that | have read the foregoing and understand the same and by my signalure assenl to the terms stated herein.

[ TRIB NON: COPIES TO ORIGIMATING DFFICE and APPLICANT. BIDOY indd 0415



CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO
P.C. BOX 3809
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-0903

* x * *x * ¥ * BUILDING PERMITH* * % % % % #

Page

Application Number . . . . . 14-00002503 Date 12/02/14
Property Address . . . . . . 1200 OLD PECOS TRL
Application description . . . TELECOMMUNCATION TOWER
Subdivision Name . . . . . .
Property Zoning . . . . . . . RESIDENTIAL 1DU
Permit .+« « « . . BUILDING PERMIT COMMERCIAL
Additional desc . .
Phone Accegs Code . 1169341
Permit pin number . 1169341
Required Insp&ctions
Phone Insp : :
Seq Insp# Code Deserlptlon ) - Initials Date
=10 101 Eﬂql FOQTING' : S YA
10 103 F007 FOUNDATION peabe : YA A
10 402 JEL0O2 ELECTRICAL, ROUGH,_ A
10 403 - A A
10 499 I/
_/_

1000 199

_, my signature above | hereby agree lo abide with ali the laws of the City of Santa Fe as well as with all the condilions stated above. | further state that | undaratand Ihat this

nol @ permil to canstruct anything in viclation of the codes adopted by the Slate of New Mexico. Further, | understand that this permit may bs appealed within ifteen (15) days. - -
its issuance (the "appaal pericd”) pursuant to 14-3.147 SFCC (1987} and in the event an appeal i3 upheld this permit may be revoked. | hereby agree that any grading, eslding,
alteralion, repairing or any other construction done pursuant o this permil during this appeal pariod ia done sl my own risk end without reliance on the issuence of this parmil. )
als agree that in the event an appral is uphold and this permit is revokad | may be required 1o remove any building, grading, alleraling, repairing or any other construction donae
during the appeat period. | heraby cectify that | have read the foregoing ard understand the same and by my signatura assent to the terms stated herein.

GISTRIBUTION: COFIES TO ORIGIMATING DFFICE and APPLICANT, Bi008.md 0}
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ITEM # =54

City of Santa Fe
Historic Design Review Board
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #H-11-004A

Address — 1200 Okl Pecos Trail

Owner’s Name — St. John’s Methodist Church
Applicant’s Name — City of Santa Fe

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Design Review Board (Board) for hearing on
February 22, 2011 at the request of the City of Santa Fe (City) pursuant to Santa Fe City Code
(SFCC) Section 14-5.2(C)(2)(c)(iii).

1200 Old Pecos Trail, known as the St. John’s Methodist Church (the Church), is located
within the Historic Review Historic District {District) on the northwest corner of the intersection
of Old Pecos Trail and Cordova Road.

After conducting a public hearing and having heard from staff and all interested persons, the
Board hereby FINDS, as follows:

FINDINGS OF FA

1. The Board heard reports from staff ard received testimony and evidence from the members
of the public interested in the matter.

2. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(2)(b) the Board is authorized to designate a status for a
structure with no status designated based upon an evaluation of data provided through survey
or other relevant sources of information and the definitions of “significant”, “contributing”,
or “noncontributing”.

3. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(2){c)(iii) the Board may review the status designation in

response to 2 request initiated by the City after notification to the property owner.

Prior to the hearing on this matter the Church had no designated status.

SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(2)(d) sets out notice requirements for the Board's review of status.

Board staff and the City complied with the notice requirements of SFCC Section 14~

5.2(C)(2)d). -

7. Board staff provided the Board with a written report (Staff Report) recommending that the
Board designate the Church as “contributing” based upon staff’s evaluation of available data
relating to the Church and the definition of “contributing” set out in SFCC Section 14-12.1.

8. A “contributing structure” is defined in SFCC 14-12.1 as “{a] struciure, located in an
Historic District, approximately 50 years old or older that helps to establish and maintain
the character of the Historic District...fwhich] [a}ithough not unigue in iiself, ...adds to the
historic associations and/or historic architectural design qualities for which a District is
significant {and which...] may have had minor alterations, [bul] its integrity remains.”

9. The Church is comprised af the ariginal section constructed in 1952 (the Original Structure)
and two non-historic additions (collectively, the Additions), the first constructed in 1964 and
the second constructed in 1999,

10. Together the Additions represent more than 50% of the overall mass of the Church.

Sk
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Case #H-11-004A
1200 Old Pecos Trail — St. John's Methodist Church

11. The Church does not meet the definition of “contributing”set out in SFCC Section 14-12.1
because more than 50% ofthe structure is less than 5O years oid.

CONCLIUISIONS OF LAW

Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted during the hearing, the
Board CONCLUDES and ORDERS 15 follows:

That the Church be designated “non-contributing” because the majority of the structure is not of
historic age.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS X#' DAY OF MARCH 2011 BY THE HISTORIC
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

M 3.8.U

Sharon Woods
Chair
FILED
3/ 7 / 2
Date:

APPROVED AS TO FORM

2/4/11
Datg: /

Assistant City Attomey

Page2 of 2
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ITEM # .05

City of Santa Fe
Historic Design Review Board
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Case #H-11-004B
Address: 1200 Ol Pecos Trail

Owner’s Name: St. Joha’s Methodist Chuech
Applicant's Name:  Peter Dwyer, Esq. for Basbam & Basham PC
as the agent for New Cingolar PCS, LLC, d/b/a AT&T

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Design Review Board (Board) for hearing on
February 22, 2011 upon the application {(Application) of Peter Dwyer, Esq. for Bagsham &
Basham PC as the agent for New Cingular PCS, LLC, d/b/a AT&T (Applicant).

1200 OM Pecos Trail, known as the St. John's Methodist Church (the Cinach), is Jocated within
the Historic Review Historic District (District) on the northwest corner of the intersection of Ol
‘Pecos Trail and Cordova Road. It is non-contributing to the District.

The Applicant proposes to increase the height and mass of an existing chimney on the Church’s
southwest fagade i onder to screen a cellular antenna and related telecommunications facilities
while permitting its continued use as a chimney venting a steam boiler and to construct a fiee-
standling 500 square foot stuccoed mechanical enclosure up to 8" high (collectively, the Project).
The Applicant requests a waiver pursuant to Santa Fe City Code (SFCC) Section 14-
6.2(E)(10)(a) of the 16’4 maxinmm allowable height in order to extend the existing 44’ high
chimney to 53°, .

After conducting a public hearing and having heard from staff, the Applicant and all interested
persons, the Board hereby FINDS, as follows:

FINDINGS OF FAC]

1. The Board heard repotts from staff and received testimony and evidence from the Applicont
and from members of the public interested in the matter. .

2. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-2.7(A){(1) the Board has authority to review and approve or
deny all applications for rew construction and exterior alteration of structures in the Historic
Districts in accordance with the standards set forth in SFCC Section 14.

3. The standards set forth in SFCC Section 14 include the standards and requirements set forth
in SFCC Section 14-6,2(E), entitled “Telecommunications Facilities” (the
Telecommunications Ordinance).

4. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(3)(a) and (b) the Board is authorized to review all
applications for new construction and alteration in the Historic Districts based on the
‘gtandards set farth in SFCC Section 14-5.2 and to condition its approval on the condition that
changes relating to exterior appearance recommended by the Board be made in the proposed
work.

37
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Case #H-11-004B
1200 OMd Pecos Treil - St. John's Methodist Church
Page 2 of4

N

10.
11.
12.

13.

14.

SFCC Section 14-5.2(C){(4) requires that all development located within the District comply
with all applicable general development standards set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(D), as
well as the specific development standards set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(F) (collectively,

. the Development Standards).

The Church is located in the Diistrict and is designated as non-oontributing.

Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-6.2(E)(6)(a) antennas requmng appmval of a Special
Exception from the Board of Adjustment (BOA) may require review and npproval by the
Board as detailed in the Telecompmmnications Ordinance.

Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-6.2(E)}3)(ix) A, no Special Exception may be granted by the
BOA i any Historic District unless the applicant can conclusively demonstrate to the Board
that failure to grant the Special Exception would prohibit or effectively prohibit the applicent
Trom providing services in a portion of the City; that all alternatives to location in the
Historic District have been considered; and that the conditions of SFOC Section 14-
5.2(CY5)c)(3) - (iii) and (v) — (vi) have been met,

SFCC Section 14-6.2(E)(10)(a) provides that the Board' may grant a waiver of SFCC Section
14-5.2 requirements only if the Board makes ceriain written findings and SFCC Section 14-
6.2(E)(10)(b) sets out factors to be considered in granting such a waiver (the Waiver
Factors).

SFCC Section 14-6. 2(B)(3)(e)(i) — (iv) sets out certain aesthetic requirements to be applied
by the Board in its review of the Application (the Aesthetic Rexuirements).

Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-6.2(E)}3)(ix)B the BOA and the Board are required to conduct
concurrent reviews of applications submitted under the Telecommnnications Ordinance.

The BOA reviewed the Applicant’s Special Exception request for the Project at a public
hearing on January 19, 2011 and denied that application.

Notwithstanding the BOA's denial of the Applicant’s Special Exception request for the
Praject, the Board is required under SFCC Section 14-6.2(E)(3)(ix)B to hear the Application
concurrently.

The Board has considered the information contained in the Staff Report and the testimony of
the Applicant, viewed from the perspective of the Board’s typical jurisdiction under SFCC
Section 14-5.2, and finds in accordance with the requirements of SFCC Section 14-
6.2(E)(6)(a)(ix)A.1 and 2, that (a) the Board's fhilure to approve the Project would prohibit
or effectively prohibit the Applicant from providing services in the Historic Districts, in that
there are limited existing sites with the elevation necessary to accommodate antennas, height
limits and other aesthetic standards in the Historic Districts, including streetscape standards,
mitigate against the construction of new towers and antennas, and the Applicant cannot
provide services to identified areas in thé Historic Districts; and (b) the Applicant has -
considered altermatives to the location of the Project in the District, but determined that it
would not be possible to provide coverage in the north and east sides of the City if all

_ telecommunications facilities were located outside the Historic Districts.

15.

The Board has considered the Applicant’s request r a waiver of SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)
height requirements in light of the Waiver Factors, viewed from the perspective of the
Board’s typical jurisdiction under SFCC Section 14-5.2 and based upon the inforrnation
contained in the Staff Report and the testimony of the Applicant and others, finds in
accordance with the requirements of SFCC Section 14-6.2(EX6Xz)(ix)A.3, that granting the
waiver (z) does not damage the character of the streetscape in that the Application complies
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with the Development Standards and the Aesthetic Requirements by integrating the Project
into the Church’s existing elements in order to screen the antenna; (b) permits the Applicant
to provide services to members of the public in the Historic Districts without damaging the
character of the streetscape; (c) strengthens the heterogeneous character of the City by
providing lease revenue to the Church to support its operations; (d) is due to special
conditions and circumstances which are not the result of the actions of the Applicant, in that
the geography of the north and east sectians of the City and the Historic Districts overlay,
together limit opportunities for the placement of antennas and towers with sufficient height to
provide effective services; and (¢) will permit the integration of the antenna into the Ciurch’s
existing elements in order to screen the antenna, providing the least negative impact with
respect to the purpose of SFOC Section 14-5.2 as-set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(AX(1)-

16. The Board has considered the Applicant's request for a waiver of SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)

height requirements and finds in accordance with the requirements of SFCC Section 14-
6.2(F)(10)(2), that granting the waiver (a)  in the best interest of the community as a whole,

.in that the visual impact of the Project is minimal and that it will permit the Applicant to

provide services in an area of the City that has gaps in coverage; (b) will expedite the
approval of an antenna, in that an antenna cannot be constructed in the District without Board
approval; (c) ameliorates the adverse impact of anteana and tower preliferation by integrating
the antenna into the Church’s existing elements in order to screen the antenna, minimizing
the visual impact of the Project; {d) will not jeopardize the public health, safety and welfare
to the extent that the Board has jurisdiction to make such a detenmnination and fo the extent
that the Project complies with the Design Standards and the Aesthetic Requirements; and (e)
will serve the purposes of the Telecommunications Ondinance by ensuring that the height of
towers in the City are to the maximum extent feasible integrated into the City’s terrain and
architecture and by mirimizing adverse impact through carefil design, siting, landscape
screening and inno vative camonflaging techniques.

17. The Project complies with the Design Standards and the Aesthetic Requirements and with all

other applicable requirements under the Telecommunications Ordinance that are within the
jurisdiction of the Board.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted during the hearing, the

1.

‘Board CONCLUDES and ORDERS as follows:

The Board has authority under SFCC Section 14-5.2 and under the Telecommuaications
Ordinance to review and approve the Project, including granting the Applicant’s request for a
waiver from SFCC Section 14-5.2(D) height limits.

The Project complies with the Design Standards and the Aesthetic Requirements and with all
other applicable requirements under the Telecommunications Ordinance that are within the
jurisdiction of the Board, including those requirements set forth in SFCC Sections 14-

6. (EX10)(2) and (b) and 14-6.2(E)(3)(ix)A and B.
That Case #H-11-004B be approved; subjeet to the conditions-that () the coaxial cables
shown running diagonally across the roofand down the Church’s southwest fagade be

Page 3 of 4 39
' 21



Case #f1-11-004B
1200 O1d Pecos Trail — St. Tohn's Methodist Church
Page4 of 4 '

mounted to achieve the lowest visibility possible and brought to Board staff for approval and
(b) that the mechanical enclosure be stuccoed, not painted., '

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 39 #h DAY OF MARCH 2011 BY THE HISTORIC
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

_ 3.8.4

Sharon Woods Date:
Chair
FILED

kmda Y. V@H ‘&Q— Date:
APPROVED AS TO FORM

3/4/)]
Z Date/ /
Assm ; C:ty Attomey
Paged of 4
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Memorandum
To: Members of the Governing Body
From: Zachary Shandler g
Assistant City Atiorney:
Via: Kelley Brennan
City Attorney
Re: | Appeal by the Cellular Phone Task Force, Arthur Firstenberg and fifty-one

citizens from the October 30, 2013 Decision of the Land Use Department to Issue
a Building Permit #13-2097 to John Malone and Verizon Wireless regarding
replacement of telecommunications antennas at 1402 Agua Fria,

Land Use Case No, 2013-116

Appeal by the Cellular Phone Task Force, Arthur Firstenberg and twenty-one
citizens from the July 15, 2014 Decision of the Land Use Department to Issue a
Building Permit #14-813 to John Malone and Verizon Wireless regarding
replacement of telecommunications antennas at 1402 Agua Fria.

Land Use Case No. 2014-82

Date: January 30, 2015 for the February 11, 2015 Meeting of the Governing Body

The Appeal

On November 14, 2013, the Cellular Phone Task Force (CPTF or_Appellant) filed a Verified
Appeal Petition (2013 Petition) appealing the October 30, 2013 issuance by the Land Use
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Department (LUD) of Building Permit No. 13-2097 (BP_13-2097) to Verizon Wireless (Verizon)
for the replacement of existing telecommunications antennas (Project) on property owned by
John Malone at 1402 Agua Fria (Property). Identical Verified Appeal Petition forms signed
Arthur Firstenberg and fifty-one other individuals were submitted with the Petition, but without
the required fifty-one separate fees. As a resuit, these additional submittals do not constitute
valid appeals, but instead we consider the signatories as joining in CPTF’s appecal. (2013
Petition attached as Exhibit A; BP 13-2097 attached as Exhibit B). On August 8, 2014, CPFT
filed another Verified Appeal Petition (2014 Petition) appealing the July 15, 2014 issuance by
the LUD of Building Permit No. 14-0813 (BP 14-0813) io Verizon for the installation of
telecommunications antennas at the Property. As with the 2013 Petition, Arthur Firstenburg and
twenty-onc other individuals joined in the 2014 Petition. (2014 Petition attached as Exhibit C;
BP 14-0813 attached as Exhibit D).

As the 2013 Petition and the 2014 Petition (coilectively, Petitions) address the same subject
matter, we consider them together.

The Property

The Property is zoned C-2 (General Commercial) and is improved with a one-story sfructure
(Building) occupied by a business called “Absolute Flooring and Materials”. Verizon rents
space on the Building roof. The Building is near the intersection of Hickox Street and Agua Fria
and is across the street from the “Critters and Me” pet feed store.

History of the Case

In 2005, the City of Santa Fe issued Building Permit No. #5-0553 (2005 BP) to Verizon for the
construction of electronic equipment shelters (Equipment Shelters) located on the Building roof.
The 2005 Permit stated: “The permit is for the equipment shelter only—the antennas are not
approved at this time—Separate permit is required.” Verizon constructed the Equipment
Shelters, box-like structures that are a few feet high, on the south (rear) portion of the Building
roof. Verizon did not apply for or receive a separate permit for the installation of the antennas.
Nevertheless, Verizon placed six antennas within the two Equipment Shelters, presumably close
to the time the Equipment Shelters were constructed,

In 2013, Verizon applied for a building permit to replace the original six antennas and the LUD
issued BP 13-2097.  Shortly thereafter CPTF advised the City that Verizon had not applied for
or been issued a building permit for the installation of the original six antennas, On November
14, 2013, CPTF filed the 2013 Petition, asserting that the installation of the original six antennas
was done without a permit and without notice to the public. The filing of the 2013 Petition
stayed the work under BP 13-2097.

Generally, the City seeks through its process to procure compliance with applicable Code, rather
than to punish, although it also imposes penalties for violations of Code. Code § 14-11.4
establishes a vatiety of possible penalties when a party does unpermitted work. (Attached as
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Exhibit E) Typically, the LUD requires people who have performed unpermitted work to apply
for and obtain a permit for that work and to pay a double application fee.

City Code (Code) establishes three levels of review for a request to install telecommunications
antennas, depending upon a number of factors, such as zoning and facility type and design: (1) a
simple building permit application; (2) administrative review, which includes written notice to
the public and specific submittals; and (3) Planning Commission or Historic Districts Review
Board review, which includes Early Neighborhood Notification meetings and specific submittals.

Code § 14-6.2(E)(3)(iii) provides that that “new towers or antennas in C-2, I-1 and I-2 districts”
trigger administrative review. As noted above, the Property is zoned C-2.

On December 2, 2013, City staff wrote to Verizon stating that it needed to submit a new
application for a building permit to provide for the unpermitted installation of the original six
antennas and that the new application was subject to “adminisirative review.” In accordance
with standard practice, the LUD required Verizon to pay a double application fee. Verizon re-
applied and paid the double fee.

The new application, when submitted was numbered 14-813 and it incorporated the prior
application numbered 13-2097 (collectively, the Application).

In February and March 2014, Verizon provided the required submittals to City staff. On March
26, 2014, City staff deemed the submittals to be complete. On April 25, 2014, an application -
was logged into the system. (Attached as Exhibit F) Verizon posted a sign at the property and
on May 12, 2014, sent certified mail written notice (Notice) to property owners, tenants and
registered neighborhood associations within 200 feet of the Property. The Notice included a site
map. (Notice attached as Exhibit G). During this time, citizens were able to call and meet with

City staff regarding the Application.

On July 15, 2014, the City issued BP 14-813, which incorporated the approvals included under
BP 13-2097. '

On July 26, 2014, Verizon posted BP 14-813 on the Property, providing notice to interested
parties of its issuance. On August 8, 2014, CPTF filed the 2014 Petition.

Basis of Appeal

CPTF makes two general claims under the 2013 Petition (numbered LUD Case No. 2013-116):
(1) unpermitted activity and (2) lack of public notice. Both these claims, however, were
addressed when Verizon, in late 2013, was required by the City to obtain a building permit and
provide notice to the public in accordance with Code requirements.

CPTF makes two general claims under the 2014 Petition (numbered LUD Case No. 2014-82):
(1) violation of maximum height standards and (2} lack of public notice.
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Because the claims under the 2013 Petition have been addressed, this memorandum will focus on
the claims made under the 2014 Petition, but the Governing Body should make a motion that
includes both LUD cases for the record.

CPTF cites the following specific bases far appeal:

Height Issues:

1A.BP 14-813 for antennas within the electronic equipment shelters was issued in violation of
Section 14-6.2(E)(5)(b) (the shelters and antennas exceed the height of the structure) (Claim

1A).

1B.BP 14-813 for antennas within the electronic equipment shelters was issued in violation of
Section 14~6.2(E)(8) (failure to have a height waiver) (Claim 1B). '

Public Notice Issues:

2A.BP 14-813 for antennas within the electronic equipment shelters was issued in violation of
Section 14-6.2(E)(10) (failure to provide notice) (Claim 2A). ' '

2B. BP 14-813 for antennas within the electronic equipment shelters was issued in violation of
Section 14-6.2(E)}(10)(b) (failure to have an Early Neighborhood Notification meeting)

(Claim 2B).

2C. BP 14-813 for antennas within the electronic equipment shelters was issued in viclation of
Section 14-6.2(E)4) (failure to have a public hearing before the Planning Commission)

(Claim 2C).

2D. BP 14-813 for antennas within the electronic equipment shelters was issued in violation of
Section 14-11.4(A) (failure to remove illegal structures) (Claim 2D).

Discussion
Code §14-3.17(A)(2) provides that an appeal can only be filed if:
(1) the final action appealed from does not comply with Code Chapter 14 or §§3-21-1
through 3-21-14 NMSA' (the Statute);

{2) Cade Chapter 14 has not been applied properly; or
(3) the decision appealed from is not supported by substantial evidence.

! Section 3-21-8 B. NMSA 1978 provides in pertinent part: “Any aggrieved person...affected by a decision of an
administrative...commission or committee in the enforcement of Sections 3-21-1 through 3-21-14 NMSA 1978 or
crdinance, resolution, rule or regulation adopted pursuant to these sections may appeal to the zoning authority. ..."

4
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Pursuant to Cade §14-3.17(D)(6)(a) the City Attomey’s Office (CAQ) has reviewed the Petition
and for the reasons set forth below concurs with the determination of the LUD Director that it
does not conform to the requirements of Code §14-3.17 in that it does not state a valid basis for

appeal under any of the foregoing provisions.

General Claims. With respect to CPTF’s claim on height issues, rules of statutory and ordinance
construction explain why placing antennas within the electronic equipment shelters did not
violate maximum height roquirements. With respect to CPTFs claimns on public notice, Verizon
provided notice during the 2014 review process and paid a double fee for its prior non-
compliance. As explained below, the LUD’s actions have been consistent with Chapter 14 and
CPTF’s general claims do not fall within any of the three bases for appeal cited above and should
be dismissed.

Claim 1A. The 2014 building permit for antennas within the electronic equipment shelters was
issued in violation of Section 14-6. 2(E}(5)(b)

CPTF asserts that Code under the “Maximum Height” subsection provides that:
“Telecommunications facilities located on existing structures shall not exceed the height of the
structure upon which the facility is located.” SFCC 1987, § 14-6.2(E)X5)b) The term
“telecommunications facilities” is defined as “[t}he plant, equipment and property, including but
not limited to, fiber optic lines, cables, wires, conduits, ducts, pedestals, towers, antennas,
electronics and other appurtenances used or to be used to transmit, receive, distribute, provide or
offer telecommunication services.” SFCC 1987, § 14-12.1. The term “structure” means
“lalnything that is considered or erected with a fixed location on the ground or attached to
something having a fixed location on the ground, including buildings...walls.....” SFCC 1987, §
14-12.1. .

One rule of statutory coanstruction is “[i]n disceming legislative intent, we look first to the
language used and the plain meaning of that language.” State v. Trujillo, 2009-NMSC-012, §
11, 146 N.M. 14, 18. The plain language of the definition of “telecommunications facilities”
covers things like the technical equipment, the wires, the electronics that are used to transmit and
receive the cell phone signals. The plain language of the definition of “structures” covers the
classic bricks and mortar of a built item.

In 2005, Verizon obtained the 2005 Permit and constructed twe Equipment Shelters on the
Building roof. Thesc structures, which are similar in appearance to a roof parapet or screening
wall, increased the overall height of the Building within the limits permitted by the Code.
Therefore, the plain reading of the Code is that the Equipment Shelters are part of the overall
structure. The Equipment Shelters are not part of the “telecommunications facilities” because
they are mortar walls and are incapable of transmitting and receiving cell phone signals.
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This begs the question: “does City Code allows a cell phone company to build a new 50 foot
tower on top of a one-story existing building?”? The answer is “yes, if that tower is surrounded
by a type of brick and martar structure and as long as the antennas do not exceed the height of
the structure.” The concept of screening telecommunication electronics is consistent with the
City Code’s focus and emphasis on. “landscape screening and innovative camouflaging
techniques.” SFCC 1987, § 14-6.2(E){1){d)(iii). This begs another question: “won’t a 50 foot
brick and mortar screen wall on top of a one-story existing building be an eyesore?” The answer
is that the “Aesthetic Requirements” subsection of the Code provides a check and balance on the
process. The “Aesthetic Requirements™ subsection states “telecommunications facilities shall be
designed, installed and maintained in such a manner as to minimize the visual impact upon
adjacent lands, public rights of way and residentially zoned property.” SFCC 1987, § 14-
6.2(E)(5)(c)(ii). This means it is possible that a 50-foot brick and meortar tower could be
permitted under the “Maximurn Height” subsection, but it is not guaranteed to be approved if it
does not comply with the “Aesthetic Requirements” subsection.

[n suminary, the antennas at 1402 Agua Fria are not taller than the siructwre. The equipment
shelters are “structures” that raise the permissible height of the overall structure. They do not
cause a visual impact on the adjacent lands. The telecommunications antennas do not extend
above over these shelters. In fact, citizens and city officials have driven past the Building for
years unaware of the existence of the antennas.

In addition, another rule of statutory construction is that related items should be read together to
ascertain the legislative intent. The State Supreme Court has stated: “In ascertaining legislative
intent, the provisions of a statute must be read together with other statutes in pari materia under
the presumption that the legiglature acted with full knowledge of relevant statutory and common
law.” State ex rel. Quintana v. Schnedar, 1993-NMSC-033, 94, 115 N.M. 573, 575.

Code reads: “Telecommunications facilities located on existing structures shall not exceed the
height of the structure uwpon which the facility is located unless otherwise allowed under this
section.” SFCC 1987, § 14-6.2(E)(5)}(b) (emphasis added). The next sentence of the subsection
reads: “Telecommunications facilities located on new structures shall not exceed the maximum
height for buildings otherwise allowed as set forth in Chapter 14 with the exceprion that in C-2,
{-1 and I-2 districts the height limit of telecommunications facilities shall be one hundred feet.”
Code § 14-6.2(E)(3)(b) (emphasis added). Reading the two sentences.together, the “Exception”
language means that towers within the C-2, I-1 and 1-2 districts can have a maximum height of
100 feet. One could also read the “Exception” language to mean this tower could be built on a
new structure provided in the first sentence or an existing structure provided in the second

sentence.

Therefore, CPTF has failed to state a valid basis for appeal under the “Maximum Height”
subsection regarding BP 14-813 under Chapter 14.

2 The “50 foot” number is chosen as a random numeric example, the maximum actual height may also depend on
permissible building height based on the ¢commercial zoning requirements.

6
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Claim 1A does not fall within anv of the three bases for appeal cited above and should be

dismissed.

Claim 1B. The 2014 building permit for antennas within the electronic equipment shelters
was issued in violation of Section 14-6.2(E)(8).

If Claim 1A is denied, then there is no need to analyze whether a variance from the height
- requirements was required. Therefore, Appellant has failed to state a valid bams for appeal
regarding BP 14-813 under Chapter 14.

Claim 1B does not fall within any of the three bases for appeal cited above and should be
dismissed.

Claim 2A. The 2014 building permits for antennas within the electronic equipment shellers
was issued in violation of Section 14-6.2(E)(10).

Code § 14-6.2(E)(10) provides the three steps for public notice under the “administrative review”
process. It requires certified mail written notice to property owners, tenants and registered
neighbor associations within 200 feet of the proposed project site. It requires putting up a sign.
It requires the sign to generally describe the project site and proposal. In 2014, Verizon
completed all these steps. Therefore, CPTF has failed to state a valid basis for appeal regarding
BP 14-813 under Chapter 14.

Claim 2A does not fall within anv of the three bases for appeal cited above and should be
dismissed.

Claim 2B. The 2014 building permits for antennas within the electronic equipment shelters
was issued in violation of Section 14-6. 2(E)(10)(b).

Code § 14-6.2(E)(10){a) provides the three steps for public notice under the “administrative
review” process. It does not require an Early Neighborhood Notification (“ENN") meeting.
This is only a requirement if the Application had to go the Planning Commission under Code §
14-6.2(E)(10)(b). Therefore, CPTF has failed to state a valid basis for appeal regarding BP 14-
813 under Chapter 14.

Claim 2B does not fall within any of the three bases for appeal cited above and shoutd be

dismissed.

Claim 2C. The 2014 building permits for antennas within the electronic equipment shelters
was issued in violation of Section 14-6.2(E}(4).

Code § 14-6.2(E){10) provides the three steps for public notice under the “administrative review”
process. It does not require a public hearing before the Planning Commission. Therefore, CPTF
has failed to state a valid basis for appeal regarding Building Permit #14-813 under Chapter 14.
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Claim 2C does not fall within any of the three bases for appeal cited above and should be

dismissed.
Claim 2D.  The 2014 building permit for antennas within the electronic equipment shelters

was issued in vielation of Section 14-11.4(4).

The 2014 Petition states: “The facility has operated illegally for nine years.” The 2014 Petition
requests “requiring the removal of illegal structures.” First, the Equipment Shelters were legally
permitted structures. The structures should not be removed. Second, the LUD has a variety of
penalties it can impose for non-compliance and the most common is a double fee. Verizon had
to pay a double application fee. This is a discretionary decision by the LUD. Therefore, CPTF
has failed to state a valid basis for appeal regarding BP 14-813 under Chapter 14.

Claim 2D does not fall within any of the three bases for appeal cited above and should be

dismissed.

Conclusian

CPTF has not effectively alleged that the BP 14-813 does not comply with applicable Code or
the Statute; that the Code has been improperly applied; or is not supported by substantial
evidence. As a result, CPTF has failed to state a valid basis for appeal under Code §14-
3.17(AX2).

Option #1: The CAO recommends that the Governing Body dismiss CPTF’s appeals under both
the 2013 Petition and the 2014 Petition.

(MOTION: I move that the Governing Body accept the recommendation of the City Attormey
and dismiss the appeals in Case No. 2013-116 and Case No. 2014-82.]

Cption #2: If the Governing Body does not wish to dismiss CPTF’s appeal(s), the appeals will be
set for a de novo hearing (with testimony, exhibits and witnesses) before the Board of
Adjustment.  Section 14-2.4(C) states the Board of Adjustment sits as the administrative
adjudicator of de novo appeals of decisions made by the LUD.

[MOTION: I move that the Governing Body not accept the recommendation of the City
Attorney to dismiss the appeals in Case No. 2013-116 and Case No. 2014-82 and that the appeals
be consolidated for hearing by the Board of Adjustment.]
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Applicant or Owner Name:  _werizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone (owner}
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
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FInal Action Appealed:
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Basis for
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Issuance of a building permit on October 10, 2013

i3 Check here if you have altached a copy of the final action that is bemg appealed




Verified Appeal Petition : -
- Page 2 of 2 :

Descnbe the harm that would resull to you from the aclmn appealed from (attach addmonal pages if necessary)

* {1) Our organization’s president and $ome of its members live in the vicinity of this facility. The facility has aperated
for nine years without zoning permission. Expansion of an already ilegal facility further violates the rights of
neighbois who have an interest in the character of their neighborhood, which otherwlse cansists of residences and
small businesses. {2) Violation of Due Process. (3] Emofional distress. (4) Violatlon of any other rights we may have
under New Mexico or federal law,
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_{1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) {operation of a talecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
(2) violation of Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(A){3) {issuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B}(5) {failure to post the bullding permit on the property. {3) Violation of any other laws of
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the refection or posiponement of my application. | also certily that ) have met with the City's Current Planning staft to verify that I'he
aftached propasal is in compliance with the Cily’s zoning requirements.
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Date:

Date:

Project Name: Varizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or OQwnar Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 37505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): _13-2097 _

Final Action Appealecd:

[ (ssuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17(B){3) (person alleging injury to my economic, envircnmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized intarest under New Mexico law)

Basis for
Appeal: B The facts were incorrectly determined B oOrdinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

Des_criplioﬁ' of the final action appealed from, and date cn which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

Gheck here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.

11



o RS ' Verified Appeal Petition
Col o Page2of 2

sry):

Wit g ity
ealed from (

escribe the harm that would result te you from the action a

(1) The facllity has operated for nine years in my neighborhood without my knowledge and without zoning

permission. Expanslon of an already illegal facility further violates the rights of nelghbors who have an interest In
the character of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses, {2) Violation of
Due Process. {3) Emotional distress. (4) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or federal law,

LT R PR
e 3
i e {i

SRR I
Please detall the basis for Appeal here (be specificy THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOLULD BE REMOVED,

{1) Vlolatlon of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E} (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
{2} Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A){3) (issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). {3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B){5) (failure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illegal facility may implicate,

Voo i d — an . a mie Aa B

.::k o Ty :‘é{ 2 - "y__..yi ) ’ e ol
RN e R ek

{ haraby cerfify tha! the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have bean prepared lo meet the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may result in
the rejection or posiponement of my applicetion. | also certify ihat | have met with the City's Current Pianning stalf to vertfy that the
attached proposal is in compliance with the City's zoning requirements. . .-

Appellant Signature: Cm ?’M . Date: /(/WJ%:,L 20! -?

ent Signature: : " Dale:
State of New Meaxico )

o ) ss.
County of Santa Fe )

_ N o
IWe /q-w oy — LYE '-Fe/r\b X Q , being first
duly sworn, depose and say: tWe have read the foregoing appeal petitigh and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to mylour own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:
Signature . (/ . Signaiure

A-thur Fies fenbe 2]

Print Narme \, Print Nama

Subscribed and swom to before me this [?)h\;ay of N Oﬂ@\’lb{r\/ .20 r_f).

a2 g

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commissi

o5 borle

12



LUD Use Only E @’%ME

Time F:ea_l'__ NOV 14 208 VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: $ 100
Receipt attached: ) PETITION

LAND USE DEPARTMENT

7

*Two originals of this form must be fifed. The Land Use Depariment Director or hi her dasignee will enter the date .
and :fma of receiband Inmal both odﬂals See Section 14-3. j'1_?"(&:')_SF(',"C 2001 ror procedure,™

c AP pezllan’ilff’ .."'ﬂiﬁ@ﬂ —rm—
Name: Lﬁtﬁ{/{m E_r FL‘“ _
Address: WM .
StrestAddress Suite/Unit #
Z /I/M £7505

Slate ZIP Code

Phone: (L%S- 1e99-94 L)a? E-mail Address: .;'4 L0 35 aalal tAta 2;,1[44@_?5 @

Additional Appeilant Names:

Correspondence Directed to: E Appeliam __ElAgent ' Q Both

| Agent ﬁlﬁﬁl‘lﬂlﬂﬂ—ﬂfﬂppﬂﬁﬂble} R ”%» .
We:
suthorize o act as my/our agent to exectte this application.

Jned: 2 Date:
Signed: Date: :

[_& o SubjectofAppeal o - o )
Project Name: Verizon Wireless — N4 Silva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)
Applicant or Owner Name; Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
| Case Number: ' Permit Number (if applicable):  13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

A Issuance of Building Permit _
Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B} SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17({B)(2) {person who was required to be mailed

natice for the application giving tise to the final action being appealed, ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE

REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULE HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED; Section 14-3.17(B)3) {person alleging Injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17({B(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for
Arpeal: [[] The facts were incorrectly determined X Ordmancesf[aws were violated and/or misrepresented

sseription of the fina) action appealed from, and date on which fmal aBlIOﬁ Was iékén

Issuance of a building permit on OctnbEr 3q 2013 S

[X] Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.



AR A ~ Varified Appeal Petition
Lo ] Page 2 of 2
LRV R
i ' e
i e , _
bt s i e T T Deseriptoipat Harn, = 2= et o]
Describe the harm that wouid result-to you-fromy-the -action-appealed‘from (attach additional pages if necessary);

(1) The faclilty has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permlssion. Expansion of an
already illegal facllity turther violates the rights of nelghbors who have an Interest in the character of our _
nelghborhood, which otherwlse conslsts of residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of Due Process. (3) Harm
to the value of my property. {4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or
federal law, ;

e T T T EAphin e BasIs TR ApRRal .

Please dotail the basis for Appeal hers (be speciic): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REWGVED.

(1) Vlotation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facliity without a zoning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A)(3) {issuance of a bullding permit for an.unauthorized uss). {3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) (fallure to post the buliding permit on the property. (3) Violatlon of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this fllegal facility may Implicate.” A

Lo T T Signature and Verflgation . o . ]

| hereby ceriify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the Gity of Sants Fe have begn repared to meet the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards rmay result in
the rejection or pesiponement of my application, | aiso certty that | have met with the City’s Current Planning stalf to verly that the
attached proposal is in compliance with the Gity’s zoning requirements. .

* peilant Signature: ﬁ? & j/&:\— Date: / / - LZ- -/ 5 |

gent Sighature: Data:
State af New Mexico )
)ss.
County of Santa Fe )

We M K/US Sea A&&U 4 , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: /We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge, :

Petitioner/s; :

Slgnature { Signature
E-zlz [MA‘S Se Melour

Print Mame Print Namas

bscribed and sworn to before me this b day of I;LQI \ M 20 15 3! )

b ool Agpaitty L\t
: NOTARY PUBNGC (‘R’Qﬂ m@m /kﬁ@,l()

NOTAHY PUBLIC
My commissiol

RN 14

w

) My Commiaston Esplui:_‘




{date stamp)
LUD Use Only

Time Filedi_ VERIFIED APPEAL

Fee paid: &______
Receipt attached: ) PETITION

"*Two originals of this form must be flled. The Land Use Department Direcior or his/her designee wiil enter the date
and time of receipt and !nfﬂa! bath odg.'nals. See Sectlon 14-3.17(0) SFCC 2001 for the procedure i

“Appefiantinformation
}

Name: C*:r Bye’ad Q. ag_ﬁx-%
Last . First
address: 710 C A pn Ddenly
Street Address Sufte/Unil #
S AnthA Fe woayi ity

Gy S e 2 Cone

Phone: _(5'2%) g X 3 é o i g E-malf Address:
Additional Appellant Names:

Correspondence Directed to E Appeilant ent | _E Both —

| I A kgentkdthorlzatlon it dpplicabde) ... . oo . _ et s

iWe:
fnhon'ze | to act as myfour agent 1o execute this application.
gned: Cate:

Signed: ‘ Date: -

l_l .. Subjectof Appeal ]
Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva - AWS Project {(addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)
Appiicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone [owner)

Location of Subject Site; 1402 Agua Frla Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permil Number (if applicable):  13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

BJ  issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing {see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17(B)(3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthelic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5} (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for
_Appeal:  [] The facts were incorrectly determined X Crdinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

scription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

{ssuance of a building permit on Gctober 30, 2013

& Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. 15




Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

Describe the harm that would resull to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages il necessary):

{1) The facility has operated for nine ysars near my house without my knowledge and without zohing permission,
Expansion of an already illegal facllity further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest in the character
of our neighborhood, which otherwlse consists of residences and small businesses. {2} Violation of Due Process. (3)
Harm to the value of my property. (3) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New
Mexico or federal law.. =~

Please detall the basis for Appoal hore (bs specific): THE ILLEGAL FAGILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED.
(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) {operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permlt).
(2) Violation of Chapter 13, Section 3.11(AK3} (issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3} Viclation of

Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(B){5) (fallure to post the buflding permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illegal facility may Implicate.

L e e oo Sigpature andMerftéation oo o]

I hereby certify that the documents subrmitted for review and consideration by the Cily of Santa Fe have been prepared (o meat the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001, Faifure to meet these standards may resulf in
the rejection or postponement of my application. | also certify that | have met with the City's Current Planning staft to verify thaf the
attached proposal is in compliance with tha Cily's zoning requirements.

~ pellant Signature: Q,.J—E_»(ﬂo._,;\_) AN /Z(;-ﬂ/l E_A;ﬂ./ Dﬂlﬂ; _,L’?/JKQV'— 7—207

~gent Signaluref Date:
State of New Mexico )
) ss.
County of Santa Fe )
Coeilie (Bure) ] -
We f i (Ol e , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knawledge.

Petitioner/s:
. f , [ i -
Signatuie . Signalure
!' oy / /-\ t
NS Y. Vi)
FPrint Name Print Name

it
bscribed and sworn to before me this f/ day af _ f (!

OFFICIAL SEAL
vicki L. Watsr

NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF NEW MEXICO

¢ IIA
NOTARY PUBLIC

CONIpiSsion expires:




(date stamp)

Time Filed: ' VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: $ : -
Receipt attached: ) PETITION

| "*Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee will enter the date
and ﬂme of recel i and fnft.'a} bom oﬂ !nals See Secﬂon 14-3.17(D) SF CC 2001 far the procedu

Name:  GARCL\R AUo R
' Last . First M./

Address: y '
Strest Address . Suite/Unit #
G_fz.ma_m@m Mevien PALCU

. _ - - SBtate ' ZIP Code”

Phone: {S p3) AR 3, L,d."?ﬂ? E-mall Address:

Additional Appellant Names:

Correspondencé Directed to: X Appellant Ed Agent Bolh

Lo B i T Agent Authorlzatlor {if applicable} e i e |
IWe:
~ythorize to act as my/our agent to executs this applicatibn.

Jned: ' Date:
Signed: Date: -

[ .. .- SubjectofAppeal -~ . . . . . " |
Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facillty)
Apglicant or Qwner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Strest, Santa Fe, NM 87505 .
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable):  13-2097 ‘

Final Action Appealed:

B Issuance of Building Permit

Basls of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001).

. Section 14-3.17(BX{3} (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetlc Interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law}

Basis for
Appeal: [] The facts were incorrectly detarmined [X _Ordinances/taws were viotated and/or misrepresented

scription of the final action appeated from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

X] Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action thal is being appealed. ' S 17




Verilied Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

Describe the ﬁanﬁ that Wduld result to yoﬁ from the action appealed from (attach addilional pages if heceséafy]:

{1} The facility has operated for nine years near my house without my knowledge and without zoning permlssion.
Expansion of an already illegal tacliity further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest in the character
of our nelghberhood, which otherwise conslsts of residences andsfhall businesses. (2) Violation of Due Process. (3)

Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New
Mexico or federal law, -

Ly T T T R phaln the BRsis for Appeal . e L ST T ]
Please dstail the basis for Appeal here {be specific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED.
(1) Viclatlon of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E} {operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning pemit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.1 1(A)(3) (issuance of a buliding permit for an unauthorized use). (3} Violation of

Chaptar 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) (failure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this lllegal facllity may implicate. . '

____ Descriptico ot Harm T

Lo 0 o SonatweanaVerfication . ]

! hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to meet the
minimum standards outiined in the Land Davelopment Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001, Faiure to meet these slandards may resuit in
the rejection or postponement of my application, | also cartify that | have met with the City's Currant Planning staff to verify that the
attached propesal is in compliance with the City's zoning requirements.

" pellant Signature: Iy L o Date: ':\_* NOY- 2043
~gent Signature: . Date.
State of New Mexico )
) ss.
County ot Santa Fe )
IWe Jull s Qﬁ-ﬂ ECih . being first

duly swom, depose and say: I/'We have read Ihe foregoing appeal pefition and know the contents thereaf and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge. :

Petitionerfs:

Signatire ' ~ Signatue

T R.GBReIA

Frint Name Frirt Narmne

bscribed and swom o before ma this I [,pu day of

OFFICIAL SEAL ¢
Yicki L. Watar

S NOTARY PUBLIC NOTARY PUBLIC L/
y Rt STATE OF NEW MEXICO
)My Commission Expires: £l commisgion expires: ) 18
Z 4




(date stamp)
'?ﬁ“téée% [I LUD Use Only
2P % J ;‘:"'me F!:je'd:____ VERIFIED APPEAL
J |/ £ HZig;ajlr attached: ) '
L dE PETITION

*“*Two orlginals of this form must be filed The Land Use Depariment Director or his/her designee wiil enter the date
and time of recelpt and-initial both orlginals. See Section 14-3.17(0 SFCC 2001 for rhe procedure.””

.‘ _ '-_‘\."'_"_v_,,.-\ _g:::ﬂ.: ;q e PR A Io;»i.i.
Name: / df cdieg e %oc M/
M.L
Address: /’%@V Am;_a, -/%’/f 0(./
Street Address _ Suite/Unit # g
o . ,,Lé’. At FFeps
GCity ' 7 state 2P Code
Phone: (S0.5) {5’77, ,;),,?‘? / ~ E-mail Address:
Additional Appeliant Narmes:
Correspondencs Diracted to: . Appellant - g_ﬁ_uqﬂ ' EI Buth
L T R _Agént. Au:hbrltaﬁdn(ﬂ’ appllcabie) R
¥We;
authorize : to act as my/our égent to execute this application.
ghed: Cate:
Signed: Date; .
I S o _ - ‘SobjectofAppeat . . . .-

Project Name:  Verizon Wireless ~ NM4 Sliva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications faclity)

Applicant or Cwner Name: Verizon Wireless {appllicant); John Malone (owner)
Location of Subject Sile: 1402 Agua Fria Streat, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Casa Number: Permit Number (if applicable).  13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

[X] Issuance of Building Permit
Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCT 2001): Section 14-3.17(B)(2) {person who was required to be mailed
notice for the apptication giving rige e final action bein L ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FE ERE

AEQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED; Section 14-3.17(B)}(3) {person alleging Injury to my economlc, environmental and aesthetic Interests;
Saction 14-3.17(B(5) (persan who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law}

Basis for . .
Aopeal. 3 The lacls were incorrectly determined P4 Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

scription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final aclion was taken;-

Issuance of a building permit on Octeber 30, 2013

tis — 19

B Check here if you have attached a copy of the finai action that is being appealed




Varifiad Appeal Pelition
Page 2 of 2

I‘Jesc-ribe the ha'r_m thal .wbuld résull 1d'irou. f}c;m the action appeale'c'l"f rom {attach addilional pages if 'nécesséry):
{1} The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zaning penmission. Expansion of an
already illegal facllity further violates the rights of neighbars who have an Interest in the character of our

neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small husinesses. (2) Violation of Due Process. (3) Harm

to the value of my property. (4) Emoational distress, {5) Violation of. any other rights | may have under New Mexico or
federal law. .

. Explain Whe Bacis oy Appeal . ..

i

..... o ST

Piease detal the basis for Appeal here (ba speciic): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHIOULD BE REMOUED — -

{1} Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) {operation of a telecommunications facllity without a zoning permit).
(2} Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A)(3) {Issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(B){5) {failure to post the bullding permit on the proparty. (3} Violation of any other laws of
New MexIco or the United States that expansion of this lliegal facility may implicate.

. SlgnatresndVerificatlon _ - . o ]

I S

! hereby ceriify that the documents submitied for review and considenation by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to meel the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Cods, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001, Failure to meet these standards may result in,
the rejection or postponament of my application, ! also ceriify that | have met with the Gity's Current Planning staff to venfy that the
aitached proposal Is in compliance withdbe City's Zoning requirements.

Anpellant Signature: ,,ﬁ & 1: i 0 ﬁQQ_ML ) Date;
=

_ent Signature: Date:
State of New Maxico )
) 88,
County of Santa Fe )

Y'we V%fﬁé_&&f /MJ/,WW o , being first

duly swom, depose and say: i/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the conténts theraof and
that the same are trua to myfour own knowledge. :

Petitioner/s:

M2t Mg

7
}éf'gnafurs ~—

ﬁ:.’_af e | [/';j&z,/gj’ FoeA_s

Pririt Name Frint Name
bscribed and swom to before me this { U day of %WM | ,20fF
OFFICIAL SEAL

Vicki L. Walsr /d}}/%w@%

NOTARY PUELIC { NOTARY PUBLIC

GRS 7a0E OF NEW MEXICO _
My Commission txmmg_;w__\_zgj.»fiévﬁ#? %ton expires: /L// a2

Signature




(date stamp)

VERIFIED APPEAL

PETITION

**Two originals of this form.must be filed. The Land Use Dapari‘ment Director or his/her designee will enter the date

and rfmre af re E‘ and mmai bom ofgina! . Ses $ectlon 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedure *
L i T e AL i il
Name: G—?ALI-HD@ M AZATV L
' Last ' First M.
Address: 1409 AGQGuh Freip
Streat Address T Suite/Unit #
Sanvtn T ¢ | 2205
Clty . ZIP Code
Phone: (505) ST F22AC  Emaj Address: M‘;fmqa.hud.o G, ML( e
Additional Appeliant Names:
Correspondence Directed 10: B4 Appellant 3 Agent ' L] Both
[ T Agént Autorization Gt applicabley o "]
l’'we:
thorize ‘ to act as my/our agent 1o execute this application.
Jned: Date:
Sigred: Date: -

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project {(addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Maione (owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Casa Number: . Permit Mumber {if applicable): _13-2007

Final Action Appealed:

5| |ssuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B} SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(8)(2) (person who was required to be mailed
natice for the application giving rise 1o the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED; Sectlon 14-3.17(B){3} (person alleging injury to my economlc, environmental and aesthetic interasts;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized interast under New Mexico law)

Basis tor
peak: L] The facts were incorrecily determined B4 Ordinances/laws were viglated and/or misrepresented

ascription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

Bd Check here if you have allached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. 21




. ' Verified Appeal Petition
S _ Page 2 of 2

Lo T DescriptionefHam o e e
) Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary):

{1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permisslon. Expanslon of an
already lilegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest In the character of our
nelghborhood, whieh otherwlse consists of residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of Bue Process. (3) Harm
to'the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any ather rights | may have under New Mexico or
federal law, .

i

Ploase detail the basis for Appeal here (be spacific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVES —
(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section §.2(E) iuperatlon of a telecommunications facllity without a zoning permit).
(2) Violatlon of Chapler 14, Section 3.11(A)3) (Issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). {3) Violation of

Chapter 14, Section 3.11({B)(5) (fallure ta post the bullding permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illegal facility may Implicate.

i ” o T Signature sndVerficatien - . . . . ]

! hereby certify that the dacurnaents submitted for review and consideration by the Cily of Sarta Fe have been prepared o maeet the
minimum standards autiinad in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may rasult in
the rejection or postpopement of my application. | aiso certity thal | have met with the City’s Current Planning staff to verliy that the
attached proposal is in compliance with the City’s zoning requirements. :

o .
A~nallant Signature: ﬁv\dﬂ,\,— s t—— Date:
N )N
. ent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
)88,
Caunty of Santa Fe }
we M aZoTL (GAl SO . being first

duly sworn, depose and say: /We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:

5 :l:{_»— *—-‘.}/" """—.'.‘-TL—"""_‘_'"
S:}Q.rrej - Signature

MAzZATL GHALuoDo

Print Name : Print Name

et )]
1scribed and sworn 1o before me this /‘9 day of W/)‘U@M

., 20, .

) L | ’ !

OFFICIAL SEAL o, 0{2{)
Vicki L. Walsr Qﬁfféf f ‘ W

4

NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF NEW MEXICO NOTARY PUBLIC 5/ .
My commission expires: 2 O/‘f/

22




: {date stamp)
LUD Use Oniy

Time Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: § : -
Recsipt attachad: ) PETlTlO“

*Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or h:sﬂrer designee will enter ihe date
and time of recelpt end Infrfa] barh or Inals. See Secrfon 14-3. 1' 7 D SFCC 2001 for the Jie edure .

Name: W\ HR.Ti "4&.1 3_0 S5k C~
Last First M1
Address: ’_LH) '4-‘ ﬁ GV AR %T \
SUBB!AC’C!{GSS Suiterlinit # e
%m\-fﬁ Fe nl M 3 1505
: : Swmte ZIP Code * -

Phone: (50‘57) q - W3S E-mail Address:
Additional Appellant Names: THERESA T, MARTINEZ.

E Appe!!anl _

Correspendeance Direc!gd fo:
rr——

I/We;

uthorize to act as my/our agent to execute this application.

.ghed: Date:

Signed: | __Dai_e: _ -
e — . SublectotAppeAl T

P i

‘Praoject Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Sliva - AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicgnt}; John Malone (owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fa, NM 87505

Case Number: Permit Mumber (if applicable):  13-2087

Final Action Appealed:

B Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-2.17(BX2) on who w

requi
notice for the application qiving rise to the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APFLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,

FILED; Section 14-3.17(B)}(3) {person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic Interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexlco law)

Basis for
peal: [.] The facls were incorrectly determined Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

scription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was takan:

lssuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

Eﬂ Check here if you have attached a copy of the fmal action that is being appealed.

[
Cad



Varified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

- Descnbe the harm that would resu!t to yﬂu from 1ha act:én appealed from (attach addmonal pages if necessary)

(1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning parmisslon. Expansion of an
already illegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest in the character of our
nelghborhood, which otherwise conslsts of resldences and small businesses. (2) Violation of Due Process. (3) Harm
to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (S5} Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or
federal faw,

L ML JOr-Al e it
Please detall ﬂ'le baSIS for Appeal here (be spec:ﬂc) THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE FI‘EMOVED.

{1) Vigclation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Sectlon 6.2(E) {operatlon of a telecommunications facility withuom a zoning permit).
{2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A)(3) (issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) (fallure to past the bullding psrmit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexlco or the Unlted States that expans!on of this lllegal facillity may Irnpllcate

! hereby certily thal the documents submitied for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to meet tha
minimum standards outlined in tha Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may result in
the rajection or posiponement of my application. | also oerrify that | have met with the Gity's Current Planning staff to verify that the

attached proposal is in compliance with the City's zoning requirerments.

sellant Signature: a . Date: |1 [ 1 ! V7Y
. ¥ >
~gent Sighature: Date:
State of New Mexico }
) ss.
County of Santa Fe )

e “Nosg Qo DMAATMEZ  THEresa T MarTinge eing first

duly sworn, depose and say: l/We have read the foregoing appeal patition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to myfour own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:

Sigklfre | Signature

Dose ¢ Mavkines Therees T Martingz

Frint Name Pt Name

bscribed and swom to before me this
T g OFFICIAL SEAL
[ [disty K Z(JW
BE e, 3'_} :
N qﬁET&i‘f‘ilTﬁE&&m’j NOTARY PUBLIC

LMy Cc;mlnhxlon Expliwki missigh expires.
y 2
X o )




{date stamp)
LUD Use Only

Time Filed;__ VERIFIED APPEAL
Fegapaid: $§ - .
Receipt attached: ) PETITION

**Two orlginals of this form must be flied. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee will enter the date
and ffme m' recelp! and fnmaf both orfgl'na!s See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 far the procedurs *

L N B . Appeltant Inforation R
Name: C,hawcf_ _ Mp,/wyz
Last First ML
Address: /707 Lena SH.
Street Address ’ SulteyUnit #
s'm.{—q P rr. 87503
. ’ \ Stats - ZIP Code
Phone: (5" 85) YL '75 ¢/ '3 - E-mail Address:
Additional Appellant Names:
Correspondence Directed to: . Appeliant [.] Agent E Both _
| Agent Authorizaﬁon(tf applieable). .o . e )
I/We:
ithorlze to act as my/our agent to execute Ihié application.
gnad; Date:
Signed: Date: .
TR . . "~ SubJectolAppeal . L 1

Project Name:  Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility]

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {ownsr)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Parmit Number (if applicable): _13-2087

Final Action Appealed:
K issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3,17(B)(3} (person alleging injury to my economic, environmentai and aesthelic interests

Basis for
Appeal: ] The facts were incorrectly determined COrdinances/laws were viclated and/or misrepresented

scription of the final action appsealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

P
Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013 o

[ Chack here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. o 25




Varified Appeal Petition
Page20i 2

Déscf_ibe lh'e hau:m Ihat \;}omd result to yoh i

(1) The facility has operated for nine years without zoning permission. Expansion of an already litegal facility further
violates the rights of Santa Feans who have an interest in the character and environment of their city. (2} Violatlon of

Due Pracess. (3) Violatlon of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or federal law.

i EXplainthe Basls for Appeal o - T

Please detal the basis for Appeal hers (be specific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED

{1} Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) {operation of a telecommunications facHity without a zoning permit).
{2} Violation of Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(A)(3) (issuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Viclation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B}{5} {failure to post the bullding permit on the praperty. (3) Violatlon of any other taws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this lllegal facility may Implicate. '

L . o T o SignatreamdVermleation . . . ]

{ hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prapared to meet the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001, Failure to meet these standards may resuilt in
the rejection or posiponement of my application. | alsa certity that [ have met with the City's Current Planning staff to verify that the
aftached propesal is in compliance with the City's Ty reqUiremients.

2rpellant Signature:

Date: //" //"/-3

.ent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
} ss.
County of Santa Fe )
'we e lisin Chayes , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: 1/We have read the foregaing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:

Signature { 4) Signature
EZZQ é;gug { . { EE{&&CZ_

Frint Name Print Mame

- [ eyt ]
" bscribed and swom to before me this / day of _, }Wllé’éf , 2043

OFFICIAL SEAL
Vicki L. Walsr E

NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE QF NEW MEXICO

My Comemissles Explzam —
T e

NOTARY PUBLIC

COMMYSsion expires:
Culis, s 20




(date stamp)
LUD Use Qnly

| time il VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: § ;

Receipt attached: ) ! PETITION

**Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or hisfher designee will enter the date
and rfme of receipt and iniﬁal horh or_gfna!s Sea Section 14-3,17(D) SFLC 2001 for tha procedum. il

Ap_fallant lﬁfofma!iaﬁ

Nanie: C,&M‘Z | C%!’ 15 M
M.L
Address: 235/ VCL //@? Qn m,-ﬂ
Strget Add, Sufte/Unit #
Sl Ce _ AW §7sol

. . _ . . ate ZIP Cods -
Phone: (5’3’5"){/?'0 42228 E-mail Address: amcéwggﬂs” GmAa, / s g e
Additional Appeliant Names: ' V.
Correspondence Directed to: B3 _Appellant g_Agem £ Both
Lo - “AentAuthorlzation (it applleable) -~~~ ]
YWe:
uthorize : | to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
ighed: Date:
Signed; Date:
B T e - SubjectofAppeal .~ - - . ]

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunlications facillty)

Applicant or Qwner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)
Location of Subject Shte: -_1402 Aqua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable):  13-2097

Final Action Appealed: _
X Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):
Section 14-3.17(B){3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic Interests

Basis for
_Appeal: [L]1 The facts were incorrectly determined BJ Ordinancesflaws were violated andfor misrepresented

escription of the final action appealed from, and date on-which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

| Cheek hare if you have atlached a copy of the final action that is being appeated. 27




Varified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

Pesetiption of Harmy ~/ = =ik St 2 T
action appealed from {attach additional pages if necessary):

Describe the harm that would result 1o you from the :
{1) The facility has operatad for nine years without zoning permission. Expansion of an already Illegal facllity further

violates the rights of Santa Feans who have an interest in the character and environment of their city. (2) Viotation of
Due Process. (3) Violatlon of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or federal law. '

Lo e T Explainahe Basis for APRRAl . ]
Please detall the basis for Appeal here (be specific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED.
(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Sectlon 6.2(E} (operation of a telecommunications facility wihout a zoning permit).
{2) Violation of Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(A)(3) (issuance of a building permit for an unautherized uae). (3) Violetion of

Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B){5} (fallure to post the building permit on the praperty. {3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illega) facility may Implicate.

Lovoe o o T T Sighatdreand Verdfieation . ]

I'heraby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have beert prepared to mest the
minimum standards outiined In the Land Developmant Cods, Chaplar 14 SFGC 2001. Failure to meet these Standards may result in
the rejection or postponement of my application. 1 also certify that | have met'with the Clty's Current Planning staff to verify that the
attached proposal is in comphance with the City’s zoning requirernents.

rellant Signature: L Date: [/ -/ 2003
~geni Signature: Q _ Date:
State of New Mexico }
) ss.
County of Santa Fe )
IAWe , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: /We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereo! and
that the same are true fo my/our own knowledge.

Patitionar/s;
-

Signafureé/ Signature
[L-4]- 2013

Primt Name FPrirt Name

-
iscribed and swern to before me this / / day of ~W/\ 20 A3
e, OFFICIAL SEAL |
(TR vicki L, Watsr ¢
e
)

MNOTARY PUBLIC
STATE QF NLEW MEXICO

My Cormmisslen EXpirum

NOTARY PUBLIC

O ey = s 28




_ (date stamp)
LUD Use Only

Time Flled: VERIFIED APPEAL
Fes paid: § '
Receipt attached: ) PETITION

**Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Depaﬂmenr Director or m&’har designee will enter the date
and ﬂme of recei t and inftial both ori inais See Sect!on 14-3 17 SFCCZDO‘I’ for the procedure -

r“l:elme; ) %H’u.:tu A

™~

Last O M.
Address: 03 W am. @Y/U{’ﬂé v
SireakAddress
Sindu e A//ﬁm ﬁ@\
Gy _ . . ZIPCods -
Phone: _{ } E-mail Address:
Additional Appellant Names:
Carrespondence Directed to: E App_ellant Q_f_\genl‘ L] Both
I e T Agent Asithorization {if applicable) - - ot R S J
I/we:
uthorize | to act as my/our agent to execute this appllcation.
gned: Date:
Signed: : Date: : :
T o .. SubjectofAppeal - . - . ]

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva -~ AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunlcations facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verlzon Wircless (applicant); John Malone {owner)
Lacation of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM §7505
Case Number; ' Permit Number (it applicable): _13-2087

Finat Action Appealed:

B issuance of Building Permit
Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B)(2) (person who was required to be mailed
tice for the lication giving rise 1o the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET

REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT
FILED: Sectlon 14-3.17(B){3} {person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Seclion 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law) '

Basis far . '
peal: [} The facts were incorrectly determined B Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

»scription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken: -

R

Issuance of a bullding permit on October 30, 2013

X Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.

M
(4



Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 o 2

Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary}).
(1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expansion of an
already fllegal facility further violates the rights of nelghbors who have an interest In the character of our
neighborhood, which otherwise consists of resldences and smail businasses, (2) Violation of Due Process. (3) Harm

. to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. {5) Vlolatlon of any other rights I may have under New MexIco or
federal law. : .

L i T Explain the Basisfor Appeal . -

Please detail the basis for Appeal hora (06 spaciic): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED-
(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) {operation of a telscommunications facillty without a zoning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A)(3} {Issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). {3} Violation of

Chapter 14, Section 3.11({B)(5) {failure to post the building permit on the property. {3) Violaticn of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expanslon of this illegal facility may implicate.

L. . - 0 7 SignalgrempdVerication - ]

I heraby certify that the docunenis submitted for review and consideration by the Cily of Santa Fe have beert propared 10 meet the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. - Fallure o meet these standards may result in
tha rejection or postponement of my application. | also certify that | have met with the City’s Current Planning staff to varnfy that the

attached proposal Is in compliance with the City’s zoning requiremenits.

wilant Signature: \}/‘;\/b’\ C/\qul W pate: {l-U- 3@19

agent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
) 5.
County of Santa Fe }
IWe __- [, ‘ ﬁ, fé_/l/ ?Z; LA, , being first

duly swom, depose and say: /We have reag the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowlédge.

Petitioner/s:

i G
y Mhne
(

bscribed and sworn to before me this _/ / day of A Wr"{/@” .20 /(j .

OFFICIAL SE

HEL " % Yicki L. Water
Orelily.c NOTARY SUBLIC

i‘ wese”  STATE OF NEW, MEX)

My Commisslen Expires:

e

Signatura

Frint Name Prin! Name

NOTARY PUBLIC

compission expires:
30

_ T Zol




(date stamp)

LUD Use Only

Time- Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL
Feepaid: § : .
Receipt attached: )

PETITION

**Two orlginals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee will enter the date
14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedure.™*
- N .'- IR TR NIER: e q R .

LAl

Name:

Address:

Street A S : Sufle/Lnit #
- m% _ /M 8359

{ State ZIP Codle

Phone: (? 55 Q'Q,'q'.-:]m‘:]_' " E-mall Address:

Additional Appeliant Nemes:

Comrespontience Directed to: Appeliant

t\We:
uthotize 1o act as myfour agent to execute this application.
gned: -

Date:

Project Name: Yerizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: . Permit Number {if applicable): 13-2097

Final Action Appealed:
[X] issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Seclion 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001}
Section 14-3.17(B)(3} (person alleging Injury to my economic, environmental and aesthelic interests

Basis for
Appeal: ] The facts were incorrectly determined X Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

sscription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on Qctober 30, 2013

[ Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. B : 24




Veritiod Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

SCRPUOTOLHAINL - 7 o
Describe the harm that would result to you from the actlon appeal ed from {attach additional pages if necessary):
(1) The facility has operated for nine years without zoning permission. Expansion of an already illegat facHity further
violates the rights of Santa Feans who have an interest In the character and environment of their city. (2) Violation of

Due Process. (3) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or federal law.

A o .-l el P Eie- P 3 .{.; fs -@ % 1) :!.'_

Please detail the basis specific): T FACI VED.
(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Sectlon 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
{2} Violatlon of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A)(3) (Issuance of a buliding permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) {fallure to post the building permit on the property. {3} Violation of any other lawa of

New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this lilegal facility may implicate.

e

i
o L p e s et sy L R e e

{ hereby ceriify that the documents submitted for review and considaration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to meet the
minimum standards outiined In the Land Deveiopment Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meset thasa standards may result in
the rejection or posiponement of my apglication. | aiso certify that ! have meft with the Cily's Curreni Pianning staff lo vorify that the

altachad proposal is in compliance wi s Zoning requirements.
(/ C Date: ( (r /%

allant Signature:

Date:

~gent Signature;

State of New Mexico. )

} ss.
b

County of Santa Fe ) '
" We _ M hﬂﬂ\"’\"”\‘ , being first

~ -duly sworn, depose an\d‘s'ay: I’Wa have re foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the samae are true to my/our own knowleige.

N
gfgna!ure K_ Signature
~L (g e Johase

Frint Name Print Name

78
scribed and swamn to before me this 7 day of . . 2046‘. _
OFFICIAL SEAL ’ ,
¥icki L. Walat LA s
{ NOTARY PUBLIC

NOTARY PUBLIC

X0 - BTATE OF W MEXIC
My Commission Explres: .T:éi ( COMMSSIon expires: 32
X . __{;/




{date stamp)
LUD Use Only .

Time Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL

Feepaid: § -
Receipt attached: PETITION

**Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Depariment Director or hfsmer designee will enter the date
and time of receipt and iniital both originals. See Secﬂon 14-3.17(D} SFCC 2001 for the procedure.™

Name:;

Adress: vﬁ 0. m K97 42 ’:';W
9& “h. M . 1593 -
Phore: ﬁ\g 0’!) 04 34? O E-mail Address: h@rna.g(e'/‘fm;’om%b 3 @qu" ‘ .

Additional Appellant Names: Lo

i

Correspondence Directed to: B Appellant

iWe:
utharize : 1o act as my/our agént to execute this application.
gned; ) Dale:
Signed: Dale' e

I B VL I L B R I i

—

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva - AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunicatlions facllity)

Applicant or Ownar Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone (owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Sania Fe, NM B7505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicalle): 13-2087

Final Action Appealed:

DX Issuvance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):
Section 14-3,17(B}(3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic Interests

Basis lor
Appeal: [] The tacls were incorrectly determined ¢ QOrdinances/|aws were viclated and/or misrepresentedh

iseription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken: o

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

B4 Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. 33



Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

- : -- e e £l
Describe the harm that would result to you from lhe actlon appealed from (atlach additional pages it necessary)

(1) The facility has operated for nine years without zoning permission. Expansion of an already lilegal facility further
violates the rights of Santa Feans who have an interest in the character and environment of their city. (2) Yiolation of
Dug Process. (3) Violatlon of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or federat law,

Please detall the basis for Appeal here (be specmc} THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED.

{1} Violatlon of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operatlon of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
(2} Violation of Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11{A)}{3} (Issuance of a building permit for an unautheorized use). (3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11{B)(5} (failure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illegal fachity may implicate.

T shinatil 'anﬁ"ﬂ”ﬂ‘;ﬂl on

! hersby cartily thal the documents submitled for review and consideration by the Clry of Santa Fe have been prapared to mest tha
minimum standards outlined In the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001, Faliure 1o meet these standards may result in
the rejection or pestponement of my application. | also certify that ' have met with the City’s Current Planning staff to verify that the
attached proposal Is in compliance with the City's zoning requirements.

pellantSignmure:KmM éf)’ll—%o _ >4£ fl’..- 6 -/3

~gent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )

) s8.
‘Gounty of Santa Fe )

UWeK%&/I/m & m @W | , being first

duly swom, depose and say: We hava read the foregoing appeal petltion and know the cantents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:

Signature Signature
M&r N QJ e ﬁ& ?ﬂm €A 0
Print Name Print Name

mday of 20,5

isctibed and swomn to before me this

OFFICIAL SEAL y{/} /é)/
Yicki L. Walst //}/ / gé)
C
5¢a¥ETc?rE % P#BhLEI—XJCﬂ , NOTARY PUBLIC
My Cumm:man Expirest ommission expires:
34

LALE)



(date stamp)

LUD Use Only
Time Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL
Feepaid: § .

Receipt aftached: ) | PETITION

Name: M: Hing _g_(‘a_,ﬂ_ K

Last _%' First M. _
Address:  S&14 \ilva St. . :
Street Address Suilte/Unit #
Fe - A o
Stale ZiP Codea

City
Phone: (S¥€T 24 S [Fo5 E-mail Address: 65’&!‘:“0\3 @AM&@_&%;CM_

Additional Appellant Names:

Corresondence Directed to:

authorize to act as myfour agent to execute this application.

igned: _ _ : Date:

Project Name: _ Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Varizon Wireless (applicant); John Malaone {owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): _13-2097

Final Actlon Appealed:

B tssuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17(B)(3) {person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic mterests
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law}

Basis for

Appeal: @ The facts were incorrectly determined @ Ordinancesilaws were wolated and/or misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken o

Issuance of a building permit on 0ctober_.30.’20:13 e C

B8 Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appea!ed._""-

35



Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

Describe the har

~ {1) The facllity has operated for nine years near my house without my knowiedge and without 2zoning permission,
Expansion of an already Hlegal facllity further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest In the character
of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses, {2) Violation of Due Process. (3)
Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5} Violation of any other rights ! may have under New
Mexico or federal law, ) _

1
LA mﬂﬁh‘ﬂgf')ﬁ}b P PREOAN AL

Please defail the basis for Appeal here (be specific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED,

(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
{2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3,11{A){3) (Issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). {3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)}5) {failure ta past the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illegal facifity may implicate,

il el O 15 L e e L2, < . -.". TR It i .....I P e R LY .:] .
1 hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of-Santa _Fé have been prepared to meet the
minimum standards outfined in the Land Developmesnt Cods, Chapter. 14 SFCC.2001. Fadure lo maet these standards.may result in

the rejection or postpanement of my application. [ also certify that | have met with the City’s Current Pianning staff to venfy thal the
attached proposal is in compliance with the Cily's zoning requirements.

" Appellant Signature; W m Date: /// /"//?

ent Signature: W Date: /1///// 2

/

State of New Mexico )
1ss.
County of Santa Fe )

wwe Srad $chebling, - , being first
duly swomn, depese and say/ [/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge., o ‘ . .

Petitioner/s:

b Ak N
Signature Signature
Prié Nane J Print Neme

Subscribed and sworn to befoie me:this // day of M‘Vf%&- 20 /5.

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commissjon expires:
?j/‘%/ﬁrf/f .




(date stamp)
LUD Use Only
Time Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL

Feepald: & :
Receipt attached: ) | . PETITION

o Schilling. Kelly, 6

Address: %’JM St ’V%(- St — ' ot
Lot T - _ NM™_ 67505

Phone: {9%)’5 145 - I‘fﬁ(o E-@il Address: !(C ”?bmm‘H'gh@ o mwk ne/{,' :

Additional Appellant Names:

authcrize to act-as my’dur. égent to execute this application.
ned: ' Date:
2Igned: Date

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone {owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): _13-2087

Final Action Appealed:

B Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17({B) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17(B){(3) (person alleging injury to my economilc, environmental and assthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17{B(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law]

Basis for
Appeal: B The facts were incomectly determined B Ordinances/iaws were violated ancior misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken: & ...

Issuance of a buikding permit on October 30, 2013 - -

B8 Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Pelition .
‘Page 2 of 2

ok

the actien appealed from (attach additional pages if nf

(1} The facliity has operated for nine years near my house without my knowledge and without zoning pemmission.,
Expansion of an already lliegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest in the character
of our nelghborhood, which otherwlse consists of residences and small businesses. {2) Violation of Due Process. {(3)
Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. {5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New
MexIco or federal law. :

TR
el

T U3 N U P, G WY L TS,

Q‘I;:'F . ik __.__,,,_ _,__..;_1._.__;-.. ..'__...,'._.. S
for Appeal here (be specific): THE LLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE RE

OVED..

- (1) Vlolation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 8.2(E) {operation of a telecommunlcations facility without a zoning permit).
(2) Violatlon of Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(A)(3) (issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use):. {3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) (failure to post the hullding permit on the property, (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this |llegat facilty may implicate.

i e SRS AT SR

! hereby cerlify that the documents submitled for review and conisideration by the City of Santa Fa have been prepared to' moef-the
minimum standards ouliined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC-2001. Failure fo meel these standards may result in -
the rejection or postponement of my application. | also certify that | have met with the City's Cumment Planning staff to verify that the
altached proposai is in complianee.with the City’s zening requi) fs.

Appellant Signature: g(d / /g Q /é{-! : }Zfﬁ, . Date: // ,//‘ { /;71? / 3

ent Signature: Date: : :

Siate of New Mexico )
) ss.
County of Santa Fe )

IWe M’Nu %‘n/ﬁﬂw | - , being first

* duly sworn, deposefand say: i/WWe have rqgd the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge. ' '

/@ Signatura

Petitioner/!s;

Kelly Schif /f’z/(?;,

Prnt Name r FPrint Name

Subscribed and sworrl tobefore me this 7 dayof /‘éb OMfoe—~__ g -"5.
=t v

NOTARY PUBLIC &

My comgisgion expires:

2L 7£XY:
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(date stamp}-
LYD Use Only

- Time Filed: - ' VERIFIED APPEAL
Feepaid ¥ :

State ZiP Code

Cily .
prere: (55 A0 Qs D emarnsaess __ANSAG(G heil. yCouery
Additional Appellant Names: s N . :
Correspondence Directed to: Appellant s 7 e . I _

iWe:
authorize to act as mylour dgent to execute this apblica'tlon.' -
gned: - . - Date:

Praoject Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 éifva ~ AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunicatlons facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: . Permit Number (if applicable): 13-2087
Final Action Appealed:

Issuance of Building Permi

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17(B){3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person wha has a recognized interest under New Nexico law}

Basis for
Appeal: [ The facts were incomectly determined B Ordinancesflaws were violated and/or misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2073

] Check here if you have aitached a copy of the final action that is being appeated.
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Verified Appeal Petition
PageZof2

ssary).

onal pages

(1} The facility has operated for nine years near my house without my knowledge and without zoning permission,
Expansion of an alrsady lllegal facllity further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest in the character
of gur neighborhiced, which otherwise consists of resldences and small businesses. (2) Violation of Due Process. (3}
Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. {5} Violation of any other rights | may have under New
Mexico or federal law.

specific): THE IL| EGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE R

)BEREMOVED.
(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 8.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).

(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A)}(3) {lssuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use), {3) Violation of

Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5} (failure to post the building permit on the property. {3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this iHegal facility may Implicate,

I hereby ceriify that the documents submilted for review and consideration by the Cily of Santa Fe-have been prepared fo meet the

B Lo PR LR NI L M o 2 e i LRl T et vl T it Mad

minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure o meet these standards may resultin . -

the rejection or postponement of my application. | also certify that | have met with the City's Current Planning staff to verify that the
altached proposal is in compliance with the Cily's zoning requiremants.

Appellant?ignature: iizg-_’ﬁ[ v Te !é E %}Q ‘ g,_n: NE> Date: ll (‘ \ '2._\‘ \zv)

nt Signature: S
| , " OFFICIAL SEAL
.State qf New Mexico ) § (1N smza;uzs_:;gfﬁnm N : SR
} ss, PERES ' ' o
County of SantaFe -~ - )

_ . _
we_Deloovein 8 g e  ing first
duly swarn, depose and say: I/We have read the faregding appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge. . - .

Petitioner/s:

\ d;mﬁ@& ﬁga.(;z,a?@ '
Signature Signaiure

" Print Name Frint Nams
Subscribed and swarn to before me this Mday ot A V%aéf’f” | .20 / .
A/
LA
NOTARY PUBLIC

M mission expires:
Ty 28 2877
/ i
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(date stamp)

LUD Use Oniy

Time Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: § .
Receipt attached: } _ PETITION

Name: ﬁ@m&ef\ﬁ/ Q‘&WM__.

Last $ First M.
Address: /"4'__7 = 'ﬁ‘(?;,a@-_. F:,étiz 'Sf- FJJQOV) Ff—
Shreet Address R - Sufte/Unit #
T utn P : PO S 32,
State ZIPCode -

ChHy
Phone: {$3<Y 347 — K31 [y E-mail Address:
Additional Appefiant Names: =~

Correspondence Directed to:

igned: : -Date:

Project Name: Verizon Wirsless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project (addition of antennas 1o a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone (owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Streat, Santa Fe, NM 87506
Case Number: ' Permit Number {if applicable): _13-2097
Final Action Appealed:

B Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17(B){3) {perscn alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14.-3.17({B(5) {person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law}

Basisfor
Appeal: [ The facts were incorrectly determined B Ordinancesflaws were violated andfor misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on wh‘ich' final action was taken:

¥ Ianenn
THUAV-DLILYTT 2 YHA 4l 5
E = . .

aled 291721 walt b 26:2 e

Issuance of a building permit an Qcto

PO PR
= LT A Tl b PR T

B8 Check here if you have attached a copy of lhe final aclion that is being ap




Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

' Descnbe the harm that would result to you from the action appe ed from (attach onal pas if necessary):

(1) The facility has operated for nine years near my house without my knowledge and without zoning permission.
Expansion of an already illegal facillty further violates the rights of nelghbors who have an interest In the character
of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. {2) Violation of Due Process. (3}
Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New
‘Mexica or federal law.

'Please dotail the pasis for Apeal here (be specific): THE ILLEGAL SHOULD BE REMOVED.

{1} Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) {operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A){3) {issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3. 11{3)(5] {failure to post the building permit on the property. {3} Violation of any other laws of -
New Mexlco or the Unlted States that expansion of this illegal facility may implicate.

! horeby certify that the documents submitted for review and cansideration by the Cily of Sante Fe.have been prepared-to meel the
minimum standards oufiined in the Land Development Cade, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Feilura to meet these standards may result in
the refection or postponement of my application. 1 elso cestify that | have met with the City’'s Cutrent Planning stalf to verify that the .
attached proposal is in compliance with the City's zoning requirements.

Appeliant Signature: @Mw%ﬂa{ Date: M—»

= - —_—
nt Signature: ™ ' Date:
State of New Mexico )
} ss.
Gounty of Santa Fe )

IWe Drra:(_wf;. SO v L@.Ifh C—,( " ' .b‘eiﬁg ﬁrstl

duly sworn, depose and say. |/We have read the foregoinf.abpeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are rue to my/our own knowledge. .

Petitioner/s:

Signalure Signature
Doamue Tfeouler } ,
Print Name /“?;rfnl Name '

W
Subscribed and swom to before me this lg day of
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(date stamp)

VERIFIED APPEAL

- ' PETITION

F .
} Regceipt attached: ) |

Name: fg}' ] m‘r\fﬂﬁ { o

Strept Address /],é Sultatinkt 3
Sonto ke - ! 4 L

City . fate ZIP Code :
Phone: { ) E-mail Address: '
Additional Appellant Names:

ondenoe_Dircted.to:

authorize toact as my!ouf agent to execute this apblicaﬁon.

Ined: : Date:

Project Name: _ Verizon Wireless —- NM4 Silva — AWS Projact {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility} - - -

Applicant or Qwner Name:; Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone {owner} .
Location of Subject Site:; 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: - Permit Number (if applicable):  13-2097 .

Final Action Appealed:
B8  Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(8} SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17{B](3} (person alleging njury to my econamic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17{B(5} {person who has a recognized Interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for
Appezal: B The facts were incorrectly determined B4 Ordinances/laws were viclated and/or misrepresenied

Description of tha final action appealed from, and date on which final action was. taken:- .

Issuance of a building permit on Octqbu_;'r"\fiﬁ',"z:bi':s‘ =

& Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being ap'pé'aled.__
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

den | pages if essary)

from the action appealed from (attach

{1) The facility has operated for nine years near my house without my knowledge and without zoning permission.
Expansion of an already illegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest in the character
of our neighborhood, which otherwise.consists of residences and small businesses. {2) Violation of Due Process. {3)
Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distréss. {5} Vidlation of any other rights | may have under New

Maxico or federal law.

-‘.;:; .

P

REMOVED.

lease detall the basis for Appaal here (be specific): THE ILLEGAL FAGILITY SHOULD

{1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2{E) {operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A){3} {Issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violatlon of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B}(5) (fallure to post the bullding permit on the property. {3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illegal facility may implicate.

! hereby cerlily that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have boen preparad ta meet the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001, Failura to mest these standards may result in
the rejection or posiponement of my application. 1 also certify that | have mel with the Cly's Current Planning stalf fo verify thal thie
attached proposal is In compliance with the City’s zoning requirements.

f / e
Appellant Signature: . Date: __| f‘/ H‘!/ { 3
ent Signature; Date:
State of New Mexico )
- )ss.
County of Santa Fe )

1We Wﬁﬂﬂ L'\-f. IA:E‘\ ; l | , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: |We have read theforegoing appeal petition and-khow the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitionsar/s: '
i ng mi
4 L1z
Signature . ' Sigrrature
“Print Name Print Name

Subscribed and sworn to before me, this ./ / __day of /f/tﬂ?’?ﬁfﬂa— : 20 /5

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commissipn expires:

z/ff; N4
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(date stamp)
LUD Use Only :

Time Filed: ' VERIFIED APPEAL
Feepaid: $ ) :

Address: Laﬂg‘ L" é'WA\- ' MJ_.‘ - '
ZhRcA TE win 23505

Phone: Sg " E-mail Address: /V\ / /ﬁ"—

Additional Appeliant Nalnés: . /\a’lﬁr Vi

ondence Directed to:

authorize - ' to act as myfour agent to execute this application, *

igned: Date:
aigned: Date:

T

Project Name:  Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva ~ AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Varizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone {owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87506
Case Number: Permit Number {if applicable); _13-2097

Final Action Appealed:
B lssuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17(B)(3)} (person alieging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17{B{5} {person who has a recognized intarest under New Mexico law)

Basis for
Appeal: 8 The facts were incomectly determined B Ordinances/fiaws were violated andior misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

%] Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

Describe additi ary).
(1) The facility has operated for nine years near my house without my knowledge and without zonlng permission,
Expansion of an already Illegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest In the character
of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of Due Process, {3)
Harm to the value of my property. {4) Emotional distress. () Violation of any other rights | may have under New
Mexlco or federal law. :

ges if necess

B N

3 I B i IE

T : ) p Rk X il Ll S
Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be specific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED.,

{1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A)(3) {Issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B){5} (failure to post the building permit on the property. (3} Violation of any other laws of

New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this lllagal facillty may knplicate. '

o

AR HB R il e guthl i SN UL P M

I hereby cerlify that the documents submitted for review and considaration by the Cify of Santa Fe have been prepared to meel the
minimum standards outfined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001, Failure to meet these stendards.may resulf in
the rejection ar postponement of my application. ! also cerlify that [ have met with the City's Current Planning staff o verify that the
attached proposal is in complisnce with the City's zoning regquirements. -

v/Appeliant Signature: %E ﬂ ( . &EE “ Date: ‘

‘ent Signature: Date:

State of New Mexico )
' ) ss.

) .
C-%tb | - - , being first

We
duly swom, depbse and say: I/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know thi contents thereof and . .
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

County of Santa Fe

Petitionerfs: :
v EWREN . Reed>

Signedure . _ ‘Signature

‘ -

EheEn ¢ BeED

Frinit Name ' Frint Narme

Sqﬁéiméq,a?q‘sworn to before me this /C% day of ﬂ] J{E }/&2? ,{jé‘gf , 20 ,!8)
B I (--""'5\7/: A e & Cﬁ?—f?\é—'
SRR I NOTARYPUBLIC

g My commission expires:

| 46
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(date stamp)
LUD Use Cnly

Time Filed: ‘ VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee pald E . ’
Receipl altached: ) ] PET'TIDN

First \ Me

Address: mtﬂl-{—' élWA - - o
Zihoa e W 1

ity Stale 21P ool
Phene: [?_gg flfig %I 2_--' ' il Address: /V\A - '
Additional Appeltant Names: . 4

Corres D ondenca ﬂlrecled lo:

authorize ] . to act as my/our agent to execute this application.

igned: : Date:

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NN4 SHiva — AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facHlty)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {owner)
Lacation of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe,_NM 87505 '
Case Number: Permit Number {if applicable): _13-2087

Final Action Appealed:
B  Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001}

“Section 14-3.17(B}(3) {person alleging Injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic Interests;
Section 14-2.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexlco law) .

Basis for ;
Appeal: [ The facts were incomectly determined B8 Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

Description of the finzl action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

4 Check here if you have altached a copy of the finat action that is being appealed.
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Verlﬁed Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

Doscribe the hamm that wesid rost to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pagesn’ necessary):

(1) The facility has operated for nine years near my house without my knowledge and without zoning permissioen.
Expansion of an already illegal facility further viclates the rights of nelghbors who have an interest in the character
of our neighborhood, which otherwlse consists of residences and small businesses. {2) Violation of Due Process. (3)
Harm to the value of my property {4) Emotional distress. (6} Violation of any other rights ! may hava under New

Mexico or federal law.

R e G : it ; _ S
Please delasl the basis for Appeal here (be speclﬁc) THE ILLEGAL FACILITY' SHOUL BE REMOVED

{1) Violation of SFCG, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) {operation of a telecommunicattons faclllty without a zoning pennit),
-(2) Violation of Ghapter 14, Section 3.11(A)(3) (issuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use}. (3) Violation of
Chaptar 14, Section 3. 11(B)[5) {fallure to post the building permit on the property. [3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexlco or the United States that expansion of this lllegal facility may implicate, * -

! hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the Ciry aof- Sanra Fe have been prepamd to most the
minimum standards outfined in tha Land Development Code, Chapler 14 SFGC 2001. Fallure fo meet these standards may result in
the rejection or postponement of my appiication. | alsp cerrn'y that | have met with the City’s Current Planning | fo verify ihet the

altached proposal is in compliance with the City’s zoning ments

-

e {}, 4 /I 2

Appellant Signature:

st Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
) s5.
County of Santa Fe )

me W FppRECTREED
duly sworn, depose and say. IMe have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and

that the same are true to myfour own knowledge.

Petitloner/s:

Signalums Signalure
M. BrrEEeH

Print Mame _ Print Name

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2 2 day of [ Qﬂ EQJ} Eyf':ﬁg . 20 Z\B

e TaRypUBLIC ¢

=t . : - - -
DT My commission expires: _




(date stamp)
LUD Use Only

Time Filed: ' VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: $ : . ’
Receipt altached: ) -] PETITION

Name: /34 eh y /4_,»2 et L
| Last First . M.
Address: __/ </ @ &L& Vor: 37 S7- :
Sirest Address Suite/Unit # .
_ Sauts B2 - - v PosEs
Cﬂfv ‘ I S State b 2IP Code
Phone: (525} Aur-322/ E-mail Address: ]

Additional Appellant Names:

ected to.

L e

authorize ' to act as my/our agent to execute this application.

ned: Date: -

Date:

T T T
ESnhset stoXiine

'

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Projact (addition of antennas to a telecomnmunications facllity)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone {owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM B7505

Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable). 13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

B Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing {see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17(B){3) (person alieging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) {person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law) . i

Basis for

Appeal: @ The facts were incorrectly determined B8 Ordinances/laws were violated andfor misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which finat action was taken:

Issuance of a bullding permit on October 30, 2013

& Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

{1} The facilily has operatad for nine years near my house without my knowledge and without zoning permission.
Expanslon of an already illegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an Interest in the character
of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses, (2) Viclatlon of Due Process. (3)
Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have undar New :
Mexico or federal law. _

'Please detall the bams: for Appeal here (be spemf c): . THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULDBE REMCNED

{1} Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E} (operation of a telecommunications facillty without a zoning permit).
(2) Violatlon of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A)(3) (issoance of a building permit for. an unauthorized use).. (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11{B){5} (fallure to post thve building permit on the property. (3} Violatlon of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illegal facllity may implicate.

! hereby certily ibat lhe documents submitfed for review and considerafion by the C:fy of Sanra Fe have been prepared to-meet the
minimum standaids ouffined in the Land Development Cods, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Failum to meel these standards may resulf in
the rajection or pas!panement of my application. | also certify thal { have met With the City’s Current Planning sltaff to verify that the
altached proposal is in compliance with the Glity's zoning requirerments.

Appellant Signature: % ,;@ ﬁéﬂ_ Date: _ /7 P8

nt Skgnature: Date:
:Si_éla of New Maxico )
IR } s8.
County of Santa Fe )

We Anitos L A #ca ' . being first
duly sworn, depose and.say: I/We have read the faregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereo and
that the same ara true tc mylour own knowledge.

Petltioner!s

Signatura l Signalure
Print Name Print Names

day of NWLWL 2013

WA Mw

NOTAé}( PUBLIC

My commission expires:

MaAes 23,5015

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

CEeistaL SEAL T
SYLVA MARISCAL
; NOTARY PUBLIC
RRES  STATE OF NEW MEXICO N

My Commisai 3
S0 Expiug 5 25 OIS »

R R I R B R TR e ey

50



{date stamp)

LUD Use Only
Time Filed: | VERIFIED APPEAL

Feegaid:&_______ :

’J/\\k\?\ UG RS

ol Addrass

o0k Bo - S en D

City
Phone: 15@ gqu -%zﬂ-lﬁ E-mall Address:
Additional Appellant Names: :

Correspondence Directed to; -

IfWe:
authorize to acl as my/our agent to execute this applicétiu;i.
ned: ' Date:

Date:

Project Name: Verizon Wircless — NM4 Silva ~ AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facifity)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone (owner}
Laocation of Subjact Sile: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87605
Case Number: ' Permit Number (if applicable}: 13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(8) SFCC 2001):

‘Section 14-3.17(B){3} (perscn alleging injury to my economic, envirenmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New iMexico law)

Basis for _
Appeal: [ The facts were incorrectly determined

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken: -~

Ordinances/taws were violated and/or misrepresented

lssuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013 Cie.

¥ Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action Ihat is being appealed, .. /-




Verifled Appeal Petition . .
Page 2 of 2 ’

Descnbe the harm that would resuilt fo you from the action appealed from (attach addmonal pages s if necesry]

(1) The-facility has operated for nine years near my house without my knowledge and without zoning permission.
Expansion of an afready illegal facllity further violatas the rights of neighbors who have an Interest in the character
of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. (2) Vielation of Due Process. (3)

' Hanm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress, {5) Vielation of any other rights 1 may have under New
Mexico or federal Jaw.

R H " .: 3 ; : i A "
Please deta|l the basis for Appeal here (be specificy: THE ILLEGAL FACILITY suouw BE REMOVED.

(1} Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Sectlon 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(A}(3} (lssuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11{B)(5) (fallure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexlco ar the United States that expansion of this 1llegal facility may Implicate.

St e

! hemby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Sanra Fe have been prepared to mee! the
minimuny standards outlined in the Land Deve!opmem Code, Chapter 14 SFCC2001. Failure lo meet these standards may result in

the rejeclion orposmonemenr of my app,

. { also certify that /| have mef with the City’s Current Planning staff to verify that the
attached proposal is in i

. Appellant Signature:

ent Signature: . Date:
N
State of New Mexico }
. } s5.
County of Santa Fe )
e _ S Onin. Hoct . being first

duly sworn, dedose and say: 1We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true ta my/four own knowledge.

Petltioner/s;

Signatung

Print Mame Print Name
dayof/(/C?I/'?/ﬁMD\ .20 //?-*

D&m’/.p / // S'./C,

NOTARY F'UBLIC

My commissjon expires:
‘%’Z %L_’.J Cré
52

Subsecribed and sworn {o-bafore me this




(date stamp)
LUD Use Onl

Time Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: § :
Receipl attached: ) - PETITION

Nam: ‘E//:"Q 7"7’“ N Cﬂmr/:‘ e |

Last M,
Address: 6/5f H':"g'ar + B‘K ' - # {35
sm"“dﬁ'm Fe , A 87507
' State

Saﬂ &,

Phone: (5 05) ‘{‘70 /765 " E-mail Address:

Additional Appellant Names:

authorize to act as mylour agent to execute this appli'ca'ﬁnn'.'

ned: Date:

Project Name: _ Verizon Wireless — NM4 Sflva — AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {(applicant); John Malone (owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87506
Case Number: : Permit Number (if applicable): . 13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

Bl  issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17{8) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17(B}{3) {person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and assthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17{B(5) {person who has a recognized interest under New Mexlco law)

Basis for
Appeai: The facts were incorrectly determined B8 Ordinances/laws were wolated and!or misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was talseu

EI

Issuance of a building permit on Octoher 30, 2&!{ Q-._ L

I Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. “ e

53



Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

s
D
(1) The facility has aperated for nine years near my house without my knowledge and without zoning permission,
Expansion of an already illegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an Interest in the character
of our neighborhood, which otherwise conslists of residences and small businesses. (2) Violatlon of Due Process. (3)
Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5} Violation of any other rights | may have under New
Mexico or féderal law. ' .

{1} Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Sectlon 6.2(E} (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit}.
{2} Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A)(3) {issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)N5) (fallure to past the building permit on the property, {3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexlco or the United States that expansion of this illegal facillty may implicate,

i 5 A3 o
i rld e mmaiim maaiie

{ hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the Cily of 8anta Fe have been prepared to meet the
minimum standards outined in the Land Development Code, Chapler 14 SFCC'2001. Failure lo mest these standards may result in
the rejection or postponsment of my application. - ) also certify that | have met with the City’s Current Planning stoff to verfly that the

atltached proposal is in ijﬂm City's zonin irements.
Appeilant Signature: Zf/ ) ' Date: [ / o 8 ~/! 5

ent Slgnature: : Date:
State of New Mexico . )
) ss.
County of Santa. Fe )

e (o lie E/’{“’ v | | .beiﬁg first

duty sworn, depose and say: IA\We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents theraof and .
that the same are true to my/our own knowiedge.

Petitioner/s:
g £ —
<
Signature Signature
Charlic Sttt
Print Name Print Name

Subscribed and sworn to'Baforé e this ?/day of /I/d’/ff L = })

OTARY PUBLIC ~

My compnissicryexpires:
775 /26!
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{date stamp)
LUD Use Onty
Time Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL

Fee paid: § . .
Receipt attached: ) : PETITION

“*Two orlginals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his‘her designee will enter the date
and time of receipt and initial both originals, See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedure. -

.._ - Appefiant Information
¥ e——— "
Name: \@A _ B -
Last ' First - ' M.A.
)
Address: 21D g\lUCL gs L
Street Addross E Suhe/Uinit # )
Bl e 87 _frged
Ciy ) : ' State ZIP Code
Phone:  (G0%) ;8 6-// (7[(/ ~~ E-mail Address: rad-Viq {057, .
Additional Appellant Names: - : -
Comespondence Directed to: _[X] Appellant .. 5] Agent Both
| ' o —_ Agent Authorlzation (it applicable) e I
We:
-uthorize ta act as my/our agent to axecute this application.
mned: Date:
Signed. ' Date. o _
r'& ‘ _ SubjectofAppeal . — 1
Project Name: _Verlzon Wireless —~ NM4 Silva — AWS Project {adklition of antennas to a telececmmunications tacility)
Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe;, NM 87505
Case Number: ] : Permit Number (if applicable): 13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

) kssuance of Building Permit

.Basis of Standing [see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17{B)(3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17{B(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexlco iaw)

Basis for - '
Appeal: [l The facts were incorrectly determined [ _Ordinancesflaws wers violated andvor misrepresented

scription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

[ Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. . . 5

-



Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

| - Description of Harm : - ' |
Describe the harm that would result 16 you from the action appealed from {attach additional pages if necessary):
{1} The facility has operated for nine years near my house without my inmowiedge and without zonlng permission.
Expansion of an already lllegal facility. further violates the rights of neighbors who have an Interest In the character
of our nelghborhood, which otherwlse consists of residences and small businesses.- (2) Violation of Due Process. (3)
Harm to the value of my property. {(4) Emotional distress. (5) Vtolation of any other rights | may have under New
Mexico or federal law. .

[ - | Explain the Basis for Appeal g |
Fiease detall the basis for Appeal here (be spachic): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED.

(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E}{aperation of a telecommunications facility without a zaning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A){3) (Issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(B)}5} (fallure to post the building permit on tha property. (3} Violation of any other laws of
New Mexlco or the United States that expansion of this illegal facility may Implicate.

| ' ' o . Signature and Verification T —I

! hareby certify thaf the documents submitted for review and consideration by, the City of Santa Fe have been prepared fo mset the
minimum standards ouifined in the Land ste!apmenr Cods, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may rasuit in
the rejection or postponement of my application. i aiso cemrfy that f have mat with the City’s Current Flanning staff to varify that the

altached propesal is in compliance with the City's zopipg ents.
Appellant Sigm@mw_ Date: 1~ T7-13%
‘ il

TRy
Date:

gent Signature:

State of New Mexico )
} 58,

County of Santa Fe

wxlra htbb}ﬂﬂ ‘ /MI( | , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: [/We have read tHe Ioregomg appeal petition-and know the contents thereoi and
that the same are frue to my/our own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:

J—
Sighature Signature

Teeeie (Meil

Print Narme Print Narme

Subscribed and sworn to before me this - day ofdf Rt é'\ , 20 / 3

A2us, / vaé/

NOTARY PUBLIC

My comrpissian expires;

9—0/:{ 56




(date stamp)
LUD Use Only
Time Fited:

Fee paid: $ _ ]
Receipt attached: ) ‘ PETITION

VERIFIED APPEAL

“Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Direcior or his/her designee will enter the date
and §me of recelpt and Inftial both orfginals, Ses Section 14-3.17(P) SFCC 2001 for the procedire. ™

i - Appellant inforation. - i h

wne: VAL [rital N

e X2 GO SE- T
o H N XS

Cit , Stale "ZIP Code
Phone: 60;1 ﬂ% lﬁ - \ lu LJ " E-mail Address:

Additional Appellant Names:

Corres Appellant _ [ Agent [} Both

ndence Directed to:

_ Aﬂéﬁihﬂtﬁqﬂzﬁwﬁﬁf applicabley " ¢ oo iy i
HWe:
uthorize to act as myfour agent to execute this application.
jned: Date:
Signed: : Date:
I"g ___ Subject of Apggeal ]

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Sliva ~ AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telscommunications facllity)

Applicant or Qwner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: Permit Number {if applicable): _13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

4] Issuance of Building Permit

‘Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17({B) SFCC 2001}

Section 14-3,17(B)(3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized Interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for o
Appeal: [] The lacts were incorrectly detesmined X Ordinances/taws were violated and/or misrepresented

scription of the tinal action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on Qctober 30, 2013

Check here it you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. 57




Verilied Appeal Petition
Page 2ol 2

Description of Harm

Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary):

(1) The facility has operated for nine years near my house without my knowledge and withaut zoning permission.
Expansion of an already iltegal facliity further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest in the character
of our neighborhood, which otherwlse conslsts of residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of Due Process. (3}
Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights. | may have under New.

Mexico or federal law.

Explaln the Basis for Appeal : :

Fioase dotall he basis for Appeal here (be speciic): THE ILLEGAL FACILTY SHOULD BE REMOVED.

{1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Saction 8.2(E) {operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
{2} Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A}(3) (Issuance of a building permii for an unauthorized use). (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11{B}(5} {fallure to post the bullding permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of

New Mexico or the Unlted States that expansion of this illegal facility may Implicate.

Signature and Verification

]

! hareby cerdily that the documents submitted for review and consideration by, the Gity of Santa Fe have been.prepared to mes! the
minimum standards outiined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failurs to meet these standards may result in
nt of my application. 1 alse certify that { have met with the City's Current Planning staff to verify that the -

the refection or pos
attached proposal is in

Arpeliant Signature:

iancem' Umn? .(fequlremenfs- Date: H / 7 j { 8

gent Signature: . Date:

State of New Mexico )
} 8s.

County of Santa Fe

oy
bWe (\ V\-S'l'c\‘ V“)\H , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: 1AWe have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

tiaper/s:
0
- ‘J .

Signature | Signature

(yickal Viog\

Print Name ‘) Print Nama

- ? , . ' i
bscribed and sworn to before me this day of A;/Aa'z’%’ Z ' , 20 ’-/-’; -

72;4@/ M—:C’/
—~ 7

lioTagy PUBLIC e

My comipissjon expires:
- . L -
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(date stamp)

LUD Use Only .
Time Filed: : VERIFIED APPEAL

Feepad: §
Recelpt attached: ) - : PETITION

~Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or histher designee will enter the date

and time of recelpt and initial both adglna.'s. See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedure,™
L ERPAS Anpellantlnfar:ﬂatlon Coeie T am o r e
Name: \hCD(I Danel 1,
. LBSI‘ ) First ML
Address: B3 S e S—\‘
Streat Address . Suite/Unlt # -
Qanke Yo Uim_ oS~
City State ZIP Code
Prone: { SO%) G8l~ ( | LN E-mail Address:
Additional Appellant Names:
Correspondence Directed to: Appeliant . _[dAgent Both
— - AgentAuthorization (if appicable) " " - - . |
iWe:
~uthorize - to act as myfour agent to execute this application.
ted: Date:
Signed: Date:

I — .  SubjectefAppeat . ... . ... .. |
Project Name:  Verizon Wireless - NM4 Silva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)
Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): 13-2{i97

Final Action Appealed:

BJ  Issuance of Building Permit

Basls of Standing (see Section 14-3.17{B) SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3,17(8)(3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic Interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized Interest under New MexIco law)

Basis for
Appeal: [] The facts were incorrectly determined B Ordinances/laws were violated and/or migrepresented

cription of the final action appealed from, and date on which linal action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

B Check here il you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. KN

39



Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

Description of Harm .~ . |

Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from {attach addifional pages if nacessary):

(1) The facitity has operated for nine years near my house without my knowledge and without zoning permission.
Expanslon of an afready lllegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest in the character
of our neighborhoad, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of Due Process. (3)
Harm to the value of my property. {4} Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New
Mexico or federal law. '

- - Explaln the Basis for Appeal |

Please detail the basis for Appeal hers (be specific): THE LLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED,

(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 8.11(A)(3) (issuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized usa). (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) {faliure to post the bullding permit an the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Maxico or the United States that expansion of this illegal facility may implicate.

- 'Slgnature and Verffication - - |

tiy—

| heraby contily that the documents submittad for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to maet the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Cods, Chapter 14 SFCC'2001. Failure to meet these standards may result in
the refection or postponement of my application. 1 also certify that | have met with ihe City's Current Planning stalf to verify that the
attached proposal is in compliance with the City's zoning requirements.

Anpeliant Slgnature:_{zgyj fec] %5)’{/ Date: // / ?/ / 20/3

/ i
nt Signature: Date:
Stale of New Mexico }
} ss.
County of Santa Fa )

we___ L BHZT. % é¢ (/— , being first

duly swom, d'é'po'sé and say: {AWe have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
thal the same are true to' my/our own knowledge.

Petitionar{s:

Signaluwe Signalure

,Z%mi,:z Ve | )

Print Name Print Name

= * soribed arid sworn to bafore me this ? day of M bﬁﬁé&/ﬁ‘ , 20 d 3

_ T7)A4f{/ é/fj/

‘NOTARY PUBLIC

My comipissich expires:

S
7 7
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(date stamp)
LUD Use Only

Time Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL

Feepaid: § - -
Receipl attached: ) PETITION

**Two orlginals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or hisiher designee will enter the date

and time of recelpt and initial both originals. See Section 14-3.17(0) SFCC 2001 for the procedure.” .
Name:  NJaveloo velene, J

First ML

Address: LmrSBﬁL( C[)(Om‘* Ci.PJ L lﬂl
Strest Address - , Sulte/Unit # -
2ende FE | . WM R7S0/

Stater . ZIP Code

City .
Phone: (<% Y A4~ 28K E-mail Addrass: 7\[ }A
Additional Appellant Names:

Bd Appsilant Agent:

Correspondence Directed to:
SR cAgeheAnthstzZation itapplicable)
I/We:
thorize : to act as mylour agent to execute this application.
.gned: Data:
Date:
T o SubjectobAppeal to s p iy

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project (additlon of antennasto a telecommunications fachity)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {owner)
Location of Subject Site; 1402 Agua Frla Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Pemnit Number (if applicable): _13-2097

Final Action Appealed:
EJ  Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Slanding (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001}
Section 14-3,17(B)3} (persan alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic Interests

Basis tor
Appeal: [J ‘The facts were incorrectly determined [ Ordinancesfiaws were violated and/or misrepresented

ascription of the final action appealed from, and date on which tinal aclion was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

X Check here it you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. . L - 61




Verified Appeal Petition
Page2of 2

Descnbe the harm that would result 10 you from lhe action éppéaled from (atiach addmonal pages if necessary}

(1) The facllity has operated for nine years without zoning permission. Expa nsion of an already lllegal facliity further
violates the rights of Santa Feans who have an interest in the character and envirenment of thelr clty. (2) Violation of

Dué Process. (3) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or tsderal law.

; s Explaintihe.Bakls for APReEE ok
Please detall lhe basls for Appeal hsre {be speclflc) 'I"HE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED

(1) violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) {operation of a telecommunications facllity without a zoning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(A}(3) (issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(B){5) (fallure to post the bullding permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illegal facillty may implicate.

kY

I heraby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Sania Fa have beeri prapared to mest the
minimum slandards ouliined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Fallure to meet these standards may resuit in
the rejection or postponerment of my application. | also cenify that | have met with the City’s Current Planning staff to verify that the
attached proposal is in compliance with the CRy's zonin irements.

_ Date: /7 }QC.J 13

Agent Signature: Date:

rellant Signature:

Stats af New Mexico )
) ss.
County of Sanla Fe ]

IWe Vavelevie K-\Jayele , being first
duly sworn, depose and say: WWe have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitloner/s:

&M Voo

Signature Signatiire
DOL'PEleneJ \I-\ }&N@I e __
Print Name Frint Name

:s;:ﬁbed and swom to betora me this 7mday of r}}mm | , 20 15
Vicki L. Wafer E Mé/ ,/ &M

NOTARY PUBLIC NOTARY PUBLIC

STATE OF MNEW MEXICO j .
);aé’)njmlssmn expires: 62
ot 3 201




(date stamp)
LUD Use Only

TimeFiled: ¥ VERIFIED APPEAL
Fes pald $ '

Recelpt atlached: )

PETITION

“*Two originals of this form must be Tlled. The Land Use Department Director or histher. desfgnee will enter the dafp
and ﬂme of recel tandlnfr:al borh oti 'Ina!s. See Sacﬁan 14-3.17(D, SFCC 2001 for. l'ne procedure. . ,

Address: Lw# Ji //9- &Zi&(a /éf% ,#;,L,A—

e A - 1Y & 52503 . =
Phone: @I.{WE) / [)D(D‘; / (gﬁé-méii Address: 6@% ? / { @

Addiuonal Appellant Names:

Aned: Date:

Project Mame: Verizon Wireless -~ NM4 Silva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {owner)
Location of Subject Sita: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM g7505
Case Number: Permit Number {if applicable}: _13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

X Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Slanding (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B)(2) (person who was required to be mailed
notice for the application giving rige to the final action being appealed, ALt PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED; Section 14-3.17(B){3) {person alleging Injury to my economlic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
SEction 14-3.17(B(5) {person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law)

" Basis for
peal: [J The facts were incorrectly determined B4 Ordinanceslaws were violated and/or misrepresented

scription of the finail action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

Ly
o —_ 83
[<] Check here il you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appsaled.



Verified Appeal Petition
Page2of 2

PR e N TR

' Deécnbe the harm lhat would result to you from the actlon ap peaied from (anach addiﬂonal pages it necessary}

(1) The tacility has operated for nine years without my knowladge and without zoning permlsslon. Expansion of an
already illegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an Interest in the character of our
nelghborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. {2) Violation of Due Process. (3} Harm
to the value of my property. (4} Emotional distress. (5} Violation of any other rights 1 may have under New Mexico or

federal law.

Please detail lhe basis for Appeal here -(be spaclflc): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE FIEMDVE D. |

(1) Violation ot SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a 2oning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A}(3) {issuance of a building.permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violatlon of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B){5) (failure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expanslon of this [liegal facility may impllcata.

I hereby certify that the documents subritted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prapared to meet the
minimum standards outfined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failura to msat thess standards may result in
the raefection or pasrponemenr of my application. !also certify that ! have met with the Clty's Current Planning staff 1o verify that the

alached proposal is in compiiance with the City's m:%
i : Qﬁ“’“/ Date: /3/7 //5

silant Signature:

~gent Signature: _ O Date:

State of New Mexico )

) ss.
County of Santa Fe

)
We 6290/22}@7[1%@ 70 , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: [/We have reafl the foragoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to myfour own kndWwiedge.

Petitioner/s:

Signature

Print bané Print Name
scribed and sworn to before me this ] PAtay of’}'\m}ﬁfﬁbﬁ 2015 .

I e OFFICIAL SEAL ( ’
Yicki L. Watar :

1 G/ noTARY PUBLIC ‘} NOTARY PUBLIC
P 2YATE OF MEW_M

{Ey Commisa ro buplres Lo ommissign expires:
DA bt sl 2009 64




—T {date stamp)
LUD Use Only

TimeFiled:_____ | - VERIFIED APPEAL
Feepaid: § -

Receipt altached: ) : PETITION

18”7 The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee will enter the dgle
mals See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the : _ edura. " S

EtiaSEAnbR L

i

Name: /.Oré@-?— B vene
Last First
Address: 5@ 7 f lva  Streef
Siraat Address . - Suite/Unit ¥
Sanfan FC . ' /v LIso5
Gity . Stata 2IP Code
Phone: (S03) 38¢—-6510 © E-mall Address:

Additional Appellant Names:

T

Co . d Direct ta:

We:
thorize . to act as my/our agent to execute this application,
ed: Date;

Praject Name: Verizon Wircless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project (addition of antennag to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Qwner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): _13-2097

Final Action Appesled:

B tssuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B} SFCC 2001):

Section 14-3.17(B)(3) {(person alleging Injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B{5) {parson wha has a recognized interest under New Mexico law)

Basls for
Appeal: [[1 The facts were incomectly determined B4 Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

scription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

$4 Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.




Verified Appeal Pagtilicn
Page 2 of 2

DR Bl AT

YEYY ) et}

'Describe the harm lhat would result lo you '1.rorh the aclion appealed from (attach addmonal pages if necessary)

(1) The facility has opsrated for nine years near my house without rhy knowledge and without zoning permlssion,
Expansion of an already illegal facllity further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest in the character
of our neighhorhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. {2) Violation of Due Process. {3).
Harm te the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights ! may have under New

- Mexico or federal law.

Plosss dotal he basis or Appedl ere (5 spasiio): THE ILLEGAL FAGILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED o

(1) Viotatlon of SFCC, Chapter 14, Sectlon 6.2(E) {operation of a telecommunications facllity without a zoning permit).
(2) Violatlon of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A)(3) (issuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use). {3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(BX5) (fallure to post the bullding permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illegal facility may Implicate.

i hereby certify that the documenis submitted for review and consideration by the Gity of Santa Fe have been prepared 1o mee! the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Fdilure to meel these standards may resuit in .
the rejection o posiponement of my appiication. | also certify that | have met with the City's Current Plahning staff fo verfy thal the

altached proposal is in compliance with the Clty's zoning requirements.

Anpellant Signature: @"’M H’ ?(rﬁﬂ(/\ Date: Ner 72 , 22di
=0 ; »
ent Signature; - Date:
State of New Mexico )
)} ss.
County of Santa Fe )
We Dvane Z“OP ¢ & ' , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: /We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitloner/s:

IWAM

Signatura Signalure

Dvane A Zope%

Prirt Narme Frint Mame

= bseribed and swom to before me this /Z day of NOV .20 ’7_.

OFFICIAL SEAL EE

Jeramy J. Toya
NOTARY PUBLIC NOTARY PUBLIC

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
ttf 20 /v

My commission expires:

fd = VR 66




(date stamp}
LUD Use Only
Tire Filed; ! VERIFIED APPEAL
Feepad: $ | :
‘Receipt attached: ) _ PETITION

Tast | ' First” ' M

nadess: 527 oriva st

-_,“"""“333! ﬁ(

B
Phone: (5(5)_@le? ~ ?521
Additional Appellant Names: :

authorize to act as myfour agent to execute this appﬂcaﬂbn. |
Ined: . Date: .
Date:

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility). '

Applicant or Cwner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malene {owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87805
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): _13-2097

Final Action Appealed:
B  Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17{B) SFCC 2001).

Section 14-3.17(B){3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) {person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico Jaw) -

Basis for :
_Appeal. B Tne facts were incorreclly determined B Ordinances/laws were violaled and/or misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

B Check here if you ha;e attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

Descnbe he harm that would result to you from lhe act:on appealed from {attach additional pages if neoessary)

{1} The facility has operated for nine years near my house without my knowfedge and without zoning permission.
Expansion of an already lltegal facllity furthér violates the rights of nelghbors who have an intarest in the charfacter
of our neighborheod, which otherwlse consists of residences and small businesses. .{2) Violation of Due Process. {3}
Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights { may have under New )
Mexico or federal law. _

Floase delai the basis for Appeal here (be speciicy: THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED. -

{1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14 Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permll}
{2} Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A)(3) (issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). {3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11{B)(5) (faHure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Viclation of any otherlaws of
New Mexlco or the Unltad States that expanslﬁn of this illegal faclll:y may implicate,

! hereby certify that the docurnents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have bean pmpamd o meot the

minimum standards outlined in the Lard Development Code, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Faflure to meet these standards may result in

the rejection orpos!ponament of my application. | also certify that | have met with the City's Curment-Planning steff o verify that the -

ettached proposal is in co : s zoning requiremeants.

Appellant Signature:

oue: /] /12/13

ent Signature: Date:

State of New Mexice - )- |
S } ss.
County of Santa Fe )
iWe ' _____ being first

duly sworn, dapose and say: [/We bkve read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof'and - -
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge L

Petitlaner’s:
Pl Fi A
Signeture Signatura
"Print Name | Print Nama

Subscribed and sworn tc before me this .aay of }Q N/ , 20 |

OFFICIAL SEAT,
Diarra Pollard
NOTARY PUBLIC

- STATE OF NEW MEXICO
My Commizsion Brpires: 420,2014.

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commissinn expires:
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(date stamp)
LUD Use Only

Time Filed: it ' VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: $ |
Receipt attached: } ) 1 - PET‘T'ON

e ALAOTT) 204/

ML

Last | Firs{ s
Address: /}%/ﬁ ﬁG,'z.’//;z ALy 2

Sirest A 58 Soile/Unit #

“Bnuda  f,  Mew  MErica $7505
City State ZIF Coda
Phone: _(54097) Qjﬁ “’ﬂz ’9 f/ E-mail Address: /,/ z/ fz

Additional Appeliant Mames:

Correspondence Directed to:

T ST T T

I/We: _
authorize fo act as my/our agent 1o execute this application.
gned: Date:
Signed: Date:
T R

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facllity}

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applica'nt); John Malone {owner}
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87503
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): _13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

i Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17{B){2) (person who was required to be mailed
notice for the application giving rise to the final action being appealed. ALL PERSCNS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO_BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED: Secticn 14-3.17(B)(3] [person alleging injury to my economic, environmenta) and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) {person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law)

“Basis for
_Appeal: @ The facts were incorrectly determined B8 Ordinancesflaws were violated and/or misrepresented

' és_t:riptjon of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

T2 Check hers if you have atlached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Petition
- Page2of 2

Describe the harm

(1)} The facllity has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expansion of an
already illegal facliity further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest In the character of our _
neighborhood, which otherwise consists of restidences and small businesses. (2) Violation of Due Process. {3) Harm
to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or
federal law, :

wio

E ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED,

(1) Viclatlon of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 8.2(E) (operation of a telacommunications facility without a zoning permit).
(2} Violation of Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(A)(3) (issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) {fallure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illegal facility may implicats.

e SRV PP L S

! hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideralion by the Cily of Santa Fe have-been prepared to meot the
minimum stendards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may resuit in
the rejection or postponement of my application. | elso certify that! have mef with the ity's Current Planning staff to verily thal the

atlached proposal is in compliance with the City’s zoning raq/c.:jub
Appellant Signature: @ﬂ@/ ' d@ Date:

ent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
) ss5.
County of Santa Fe )

IAWe /44;/[/(0{ %Lﬁ’é)/(:] ] | , being first

duly swom, deposeénd say: \MWe have read the foregeing appeal petition and know the conténts thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge. _ '

Petitlgr n]erfs H

Signatura
AGNES FLACLD
Frint Nama Print Name
Subscribed and swom to before me this }gﬁ‘day of MMW@ I. 20 B. . - . ,,

NOT |

y ummissiorr&k?ires:

(Ao /5, S0
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{date stamp)

LUD Use Only
Time Filed:___. . VERIFIED APPEAL

Feepaid: § .
Receipt attached: ) PETl'I"lON

*~Two ortlginals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Dlrector or his/her designee will enter the date
time of receipt and initial both originals. See Sectlon 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the rocedure. ™ K

v b e D ORo AR AT O DA M R Y he iR
Name: KDS \:’k _ éf?EA@J‘(’ ' A

First ML

Ad.drheSS: - é{é’ C? Ul:é {"L' _JAB- |V~
Sireel Address S SulteUinit # :
i tn T - Y/ 47503
State ZiP Cede

Phone: (5%3(0 - Ole ‘(‘? E-mall Address: 6&03% Q agl| . Coven

Additional Appsllant Names:

Correspondence Directed to; : _ [ Both

iR e ? ;

I"We:
thorize ' to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
jned: Date:

Project Name: _Verlzon Wireless ~ NM4 Silva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications tacility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {(applicant); John Malene (owner)
Locatlon of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM §7505
Cass Number: : Permit Number (if applicable): _13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

B4 Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing {see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(BX2) (person who was required to be mailed
notice for the application giving rise 1o the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TG BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED: Section 14-3.17{B)}(3) {person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3,17(8(5) (persan who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for : .
a~meal, [0 The facts were Incorrectly determinad [ Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrépresented

.scription of he final aclion appealed from, and date on which final aclion was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

1<) Chack here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. ' '_ ' 71




Verified Appeal Patition
Page 2 of 2

. Dascnbe lhe harrn thal would result to you from the acﬂAn appealed from (attach addltlonal pages if nec:essary}

(1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expanslon of an
already itlegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who.have an interest in the character of our
neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. {2} Violation of Due Process. (3) Harm
to the value of my property. (4} Emotional distress. (5) Violatlon of any other rights | may have under New Maxico or

federal law,

Hianse dotal T o for Appeal hers .(be- specificy. THE ILLEGAL FAGILITY SI SHOULD BE REMOVED,

(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facliity without a zonlng permit),
{2) Violation of Chaptsr 14, Section 3.11{A)(3) (Issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) (failure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of

~ New Mexico or the United States that expansion of thls lllegal facllity may implicate,

! hsreby cerlify that the documents submitied for raview and consideration by the G-q: of Santa Fe have been preparad lo mas! the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Cods, Chapter 14 SFCC'2001. Failure lo mee! these standards may resull in
the rejection or postponement of my application. 1 also cerlify that | have met with the City's Current Planning staft to'verify thal the

attached proposal is in ca&ance with tha Cily's zening raquirements.

Date: //’_{1-13

Appellant Signature:

nt Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
' } BS,
County of Santa Fe }

IWe ér(/@"\ﬂ/ ['(O(g % , being first

duly swomn, depose and say: |/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents 1hereo1' and
that the same are true to mylour own knowledge.,

Z@W =it

lure Signature
Frirt Name N Print Narne

!Il-u
Wt 'h,,‘y
o bscnbed Q@d\éwpﬁw tq‘ aiore me this Lf day of _AJEVMM 2043 .

'\.

R i 2 i M
ey PR
Lo PUBLIG SOF

g 1‘}6' AT n".i-\\ )

A A
Flagniannt
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{date stamp)

LUD Usa Only

Time Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL

& || Feepaic: £ '
- [l Receipt attached: )

“Two originais of this form must be filed. The Land ise Dpartiient DIeLir-Gr BN
and time of recelpt and initial both,originals. . See Sectich 18-3.17(DyBECE 20D LI6r he.procedurs,™

PETITION

il T e e aPppeiia mlnmﬁemwﬁ;%'t‘:r;ﬁ%‘;’%ﬂ
Name: . _(TJal/e as Gyace _ V.
_ T X = e "
address: A I8 Y2 S iranl STC | -

Sag Ta e New Neex. o ¥76 a8
s ; L : . Stte ZIP Code..

Phone: (525) QSS., ng' 3 E-mail Address: -
Additional AppellantMames> - - -~ - . : _

pondence Directed 1o;

Corres)

_ 1ed: : . _ Date;
— -
ned: Data:
O Bubject ot Appeal iipse ol 8

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Sliva ~ AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone {owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NV 87506 _
Case Number. Permit Number (if applicable). _13-2087
Final Action Appealed:

(9  issuance of Building Permit * .
Basis of Standing {see Section 14-3.17(8) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B)(2) (person who was required 1o be mailed:
ice for the application aiving fise 1 final action beina appealed. ALL PERS in WERE
REQUIRED TQ BE MANLED NOTICE OF THE ZONI PPLICATION THAT SHO B W,
FILED; Section 14-3.17(B){3) {person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Sectlon 14-3.17{B(S)-{person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law) .

Basis for
Appeal: The facts were incorrectly determined I Ordinancesfaws were violated and/or mistepresented

r~geription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a bullding permit on October 30, 2013

B Cneck here if you have aftached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appea! Petition
Page 2 of 2

I e ‘.: . .'-.'_ .' -_I -"-_-'.':t'-':“';:“f_:" = :_‘ _“_': - }:‘ﬁmcﬂpﬁan Of Ham :,"':?‘%M_'Z :. % ?_.E’;’ﬁ‘: ‘ o c'.e-_ i ".-:,“.:'-_'.:',:'-_: — ; ]
Descnbe the ham that would resuft tn you from the action appeated from {attach adtﬁtlonal pages if necessary}

(1) The facliity has operated.for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expanslon of an
aiready illegal facility further violates the rights of nelghbors who have an interest in the character of our
neighboitiood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. {2) ‘Viclation of Due Process, (3)Ham
to the value of my property. (1) Emotional distress. {5) Violation of any ather rights | may have under New Mexico or
fsderal faw.

I — ,‘".\ . Explsln mfﬂﬁm% Ham e S
Pleasa detall the basis fOprpGﬁI hB{B (be spedific): THE ILLEGAL FAC"JTY SHOULD BE REMOVED.

(1) Violation of SFGC, Chapter 14, Secﬁon 6.2(E} (operation of a telecommunications facllity without a zoning pelmh:).
(2) Viofation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A}3) (Isstiance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use). (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) (faflure to post the building permit on the property. (3} Viclation of any other laws of
New Maexico or the United States that expansion of this Illagal facility may implicate.

- . =" m—__ e '

I TR TR e SRS Sig?ﬁiﬁfuanﬂ’w_‘ﬂ U e e e e,
szwmmmmﬁmwmmwmaym City of Sapia Fe have been prepared to-meet the

m standards outlined in the Land Developmenit Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Fallure to meéf these standards mey result'in
mjedionorposmonamntofmyappkcaifm Ia!sacemﬁ'ﬂwtlhav&mtudhﬂw th’stmHarmﬁJgsfaﬂ'tavanértflaﬂhe
attached proposal Is in wnmhancs with the Gily’s zoning requirements. _

Appeliant Signature . a : . Date:

ni Signature: ' Date:

State of New Mexico- )

) 8.
Couniy of Santa Fe ~ )
IMe | | ﬁ rer( f/ 14 ‘?’/ f:c S48 , being -frrr;t

duly sworn, depose and say: iAWe have read the foregoing appeal petition and-know the contents theraof and
that the same are fue to my!our own knowledge.

Petitioner's:

Signature : o ; ) . - Signeture .

G}-gc,e VL G@!}E?‘OS Graee I.}L é_fa{flf’?(}g
Pt Name P Name

Subscribed and swom to before me this /<. day of Afdu;/ . —20f2

OFFICIAL BEAL
Jaremy J. T

ARY PUB
BTATNETOF NEW MEXICQ

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commission expires:

/e;/ ze (7T
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(date stamp)
LUD Use Only

Time Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL

Fee paid: § : '
Receipt attached: ) ) PETITION

Strest Address = ' SuteUnit® .
anHa Fz : N- . AN
cty . . State ZIP Code
Phone: { ) E-mail Address:

Additional Appeliant Names:

Correspondence Directed to: i Appellant

IWe:
authorize to act as myfour agent to execute this application.
‘gned: ' Date:

Project Name: Verizon Wireless - NM4 Silva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facllity)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verlzon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {fowner) -

Lacation of Subjec Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Casa Numbaer: Permit Number (if applicable): 13-2097°

Final Action Appealed:

Bl Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing {see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17{B}2) (person who was required to be mailed
notice for the application giving rise to the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE QF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAV EN, BUT WAS NOT
FILED; Section 14-3.17(B){3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthatic interests; '
Section 14-3.17(B(5) {person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for

Appeal: The Facts were incorrectly determined B8 Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

Pescription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

Chack here if you have attached a copy of the final action thal is being appéaled.
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Verified Appeal Patition
Page 2 of 2

RE BRI i
from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessa

(1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expansion of an
aiready illegal facility further violates the rights of nelghbors who have an Interest in the character of our
neighborhood, which otherwise consists of resldences and small businesses. {2) Violation of Due Process. {3) Harm
to the value of my property. (4) Emotlonal distress. {5) Vlolation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or
fedéral law. '

G

Pleasge detai

\:vi:;t’ P

R SRS S A S il i
| the basis for Appeal here (be specific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED.

{1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section €.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
{2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A){3} {issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.41(B)(5) (faiture to post the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this itlegal facliity may implicats.

= B T o At s Lind o Sl

I hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the Cily of Santa. Fe have been p:mare_d {o meet tha
minimum stendards oulfined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Fallure lo meet these standards.may resulfin .
the rejection or postponement of my application. | also certify that I have met with the City's Cument Planning staff to verify that the
sitached proposal is in compliance with the Gily's xoning requiraments. -

Y Appellant Signature: m %"ﬂ";‘;’,’ 4%/) Date: / I - OB : J?)‘
%ent Signature: ' . Date: '

-State of New Mexico. )
) 8.
County of Santa Fe )

e @ea K\q ’7/):(4/’) 7\ /;C;’ , being first

duly swomn, depose anthey. |/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to myfour own knowledge.

Petitioner/s;

xluasge radl

Signature Smynature

HGeorye Troel?

Print Name Print Name

Subscribed and swom to before me this dayof /. Y Q%/?’V‘ .20 ’-5

NMOTARY PUBLIC

Ko
£ 1
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e taeg I {date stamp)
oL i S LUD Use Cnly
4 - /

5§ e f; Time Fled —— VERIFIED APPEAL
EX R yg.g; 8¢ paid: $ : : , ‘
ﬁl o e PETITION
_-9\ -

““Two originals of this form must be filead. The Land Use Department Director or his/her. ﬂes!ggga;wﬂf enter the.date
{ and time of recejj tand Initial both.originals. See Section 14-3.17(D} "SFCC-?DOf.fq)‘ﬂie prodedura.™ S
o o e Appelianginformabion o - v e R

ww _Mollee o T

Last oy Pt Ml
Address: f S’(.j l' ' "‘ L(.-kﬂ L S 7L
Streat Address - Suite/Unit #
=~ weotw Fe W 568
Cily _ State 2ZIP Code
Phone: (SAY <90~ Ad407]  E-mail Address:
Additional Appeliant Names: :
Corraspandence Directed to: Appeliant £ Agent :
T o U Agent Autiorization (if applicdbiey - SRR
1We:
authorize _ to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
ned: Date;
ned: Date:
I--ld - i Sobjactof Appeal. s e o

Project Name: _ Verizon Wireless — NM4 Stiva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications faciiity)

Applicant or Cwner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malona {ownen)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: | Permit Number (If applicable): _ 13-2097

Final Actlon Appealed:

]

2 lssuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3,17(B) SFCC 2001): Sectlon 44-3.17(B){2) {person who was required to be mailed
notige for the application giving fse to the final action being apoealed, ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHQULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED: Section 14-3.17(B)(3} (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(6) {person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law) :

“Basis for S
Appeal; The facls were incorrectly determined b4 Ordinances/laws were violated aggjer misrepresented

~seription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken;

lssuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

IR Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Pelition
Page 2 of 2

!

' Dest*.ripﬁon of Hamii "% . .
Rescribe the harm that would result lo you from the action appealed from (attach addﬂlonal pages if necessary)

{1) The facility has operated far nine years without my knowiedge and without zoning permission. Expanston of an
already illegal facility further vioiates the rights of neighbors who have an Interest In the character of our
neighborhood, which otherwise consists of resldences and smait businesses. {2) Violation of Dug Process. (3) Harm
to the vailue of my property. {4) Emotlonal distress. (6} Vlolatlon of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or
tederal law,

“Explal the Basis for-APPBal - et oo e b e ]
PIBGSE detall the basts for Appeal here fbe speciﬁc) THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED

(1) Viotation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6,2(E) (operation of 2 talecommunications faclity without a zoning permit).
(2] Violation of Chapter 44, Section 3.11{A)(3} {issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). {3) Violation of
Ghapter 14, Sectlon 3.11{BX5) {faliure to post the bullding permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this lllegai facility may implicate,

Signatute-ant-Verificatlon -2ms - Toregly s 0 0y L |

| hereby certify that the docurngnts submiltfed for review and consideration by the Clly of Santa Fe have been.prepared lo meet the
minimum stendards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapler 14 SFGC 2001, Failure fo meet these slandards may residf in
the rejaction or posiponement of my spplication. | also certify that | have met with the Chy's Current Fisnning stafl to verify that the
sttached proposal is in cormpllance with the City's zoning requirements,

Appefiant Signature: %&_Q,A_, MM/ Date: MNouJ 1D 2Z0)3

A Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico y
1 58,
County of Sarta Fa )
We \joh n NG YWex” ' , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: 1We have read the foregoing appeat petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitioner)s:

Qe WA
siorkore

Signature

Tohw M\) (ler
Frnt Name _ Print Name
Subscribed and swom to ﬁefptg me this 13 day of 2013
leﬂ.l:htﬂ )Q Ln/lflﬂfl,l»—\
NOTARY PUBLIC d

v commission explres:
!:; p\ 2) 20w
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" [date stamp)
LUD Use Only

Time Fited: VERIFIED APPEAL

Fee paid: § _ ¥
Receipt attached: ) PETITION

(/] .

I _ ML

Name: _- rUI/‘\#‘] D : mpt/f
L £irst
Address: 53\0 - J 'g)ﬂ’ Cha_ - \g'

Suite/Unft #

Streat Address _ f:{' - _ g .
oasto b - ) N HISOS
City _ Stale:  2IP Code

Phone: () E-mail Address: o

Additional Appellant Names:

authorize _ to act as my/our agent to execute this application.

ned: . Date:

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva - AWS Project {addltlon of antennas to a telecommunicdtions facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone (owner)
Location of Subject Site: . 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505 B
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable). 13.2097

Final Actlon Appaaled:

B  Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B){2) (person who was rediiired to be mailed
notice for the application giving rise to the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS VWITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED: Section 14-3.17(B)3) (person alieging Injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law) '

Basis for : .
_Appeal. Bl The facts were incorrectly determined ] Ordinances/aws were viclated and/or misrepresented

~escription of the final action appealed from, and date on which finai action was taken;

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

W Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Petition .
Page 2 of 2

e :?‘%f Tt L o Ay

Descrlhe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach addmonal pages if necessary).

(1} The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zening permission. Expanslon of an
already litegal facllity further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest In the character of our .
neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small buslnesses (2) Violation-of Bue Process. {3) Harm"
to the value ol’ my property. (4} Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or
federal law. _

Please deta:l the basis forAppeal here (be specific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY BHOULD BE REMOVED.

{1} Vialation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Seclion 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications fac!lity without a zoning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.41(A)(3) (issuance. of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Viotation of
Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11(B)(5) {faliure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Viclation of any otherlaws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this tlegal facility may implicate.

{ hereby certify thal the documents submitted for review and consideration by the C:ty cf .‘ianta Fe have beon pmpared fo mee! the
minimum stafidarils oullinad in the Land Development Cade, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure fo meet these standards may resuit in
the-rejection or postponement of my applicalion. | also certify that 'have met with the City's Currelit Planining staff to vedfy that the
altached proposal is in compliance with the C:}ys)z?nmg reqwmmenls

X Appelilant Signature: Wﬂif’v/ W/(/% Date: //*0 3 J 5

* ent Signature; Date:

S,iate, of New Mexico } -
-SS;
County of Santa Fe .

IWe mﬁﬁbg /‘;\’M‘f} /d | , being first

duly sworn, depose ancf say. We have regd the foregolng appea! petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own kndwledge.

Petitioner/s:

7‘/7/5{7&/ %z/m /1))

Name Print Name

Subscribed and sworn to before me this :S day of NU‘\J?Mb « 20 [ b )

NOTARY PUBLIC

Mp commission axpiras:
,ﬂszp{ 2 20k
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(date stamp)
LUD Use Only

Tirie Filed: _ _ VERIFIED APPEAL

Fee paid: § '
Receipt attached: ) _ PETITION

LA i

-~ Name' fﬁ'@{l O_ ke oan
o (20 _Poans  Sbrect -

Badn_ : Now [Wowiao §205
Phone: (20!]‘:’6 QE2- [BIS " Emai address: o e

Additlonal Appellant Names:

ondence Directed to:

Anpallant

if\Ne;
authorize to act as my/our agent fo execute this application.
ned: Date:

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NMM Sliva ~ AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility]

Applicant or Owner Name; Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505 o
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable):  13-2087

Final Action Appealed:

B  issuance of Building Permit
Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B){2} {person who was required to be mailed

notice for the application giving rise to lhe final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE ,

REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE.ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT
FILED; Section 14-3.17(B}{3} (person alleging injury to my economic, environmentat and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17{B{6} (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for
_Appeal: [l The facts were incomectly determined B8 Ordinancesitaws were violated and/or misrepresenied

~ scnption of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being.appealed.




Verifiad Appeal Petiticn
Page 2 of 2

Descnbe the harm that wuuld resurt tu you from the alon appeaied from (attach addltlonal pages if necessary).

{1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expansion of an
already illegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest in the character of our
neighbarhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. {2} Violation of Due Process. {3) Harm
to the value of my property. (4} Emotional distress. {5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or

federal law.

w‘h”m,h F T k}"q*z{i*— T ',.-,_., O TR
5 ';%‘1- \t &ﬂ"ﬁ [EAck ot %. - St ek R .

Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be specific): THE ILLEGAL FAGIL!TY SHOULD BE REMOVED -

{1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) {operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit). . -
{2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A)}{3) {Issuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use). {3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11{B)(5) {failure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Vioiation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this Illegal facility may implicate.

! heraby cerlify thal the documepls submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe-have been prepared l‘o meet the

minimurn standards outhined irf the Land Development Cods, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Failura to meet ihese standards may result in
the rejection or postponeme

v applicetion. | also certify that | have mef with the City’s Current Planning staff to verify that the
attached proposal is in compiig

e with the Cily's zoging mqu:mrqenfs
. {
m MI Date: / ! - 8 -/ }

Appellant Signature: { - -
nt Signature: U Date:
State of New Mexico. )
) ss:
County of Santa Fe )
. ) L] ’ T . . - -
IWe /@Qfl—ﬁjdt A- /ff'u..\ !{b , being first

‘duly sworn, depose and say: 1/We have read the foregq\ry appeal petition. and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

‘Signature U O Signature

Print Name Print Neme

A
Subscribed and swom to before me this & day of . NO Vb b v 20 1A

NOTARY PUBLIC
y cOommission expires:

p¥. 2} Sollp
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_ {date stamp)
LUD Use Only
Time Filed; VERIFIED APPEAL
Feepaid: $ |
Receipt attached: } . PETITION

Name: ?ﬁé’/‘z’: {lMC.Z.. TN gAa zri iR
| Last First  ~J M.l
Address: __/o/ 2 .1_‘5,_'2 ex SE :
Street Address Sulte/Unit #
';j}ZIZZ{Z Fe. - A3 872585
e _ State  ZiPCode

Phone: (26} 4820 éa A E-mail Address:

Additional Appellant Names:

respondence Directed to:

PR e #

Co

I"We:
authorize _ to act as my/our agent to execute this appﬁmﬁon.
gned: Date:

Project Name; _ Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva - AWS Project (addItion of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone {owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: Permit Number (if appiimble): 13-2097 _
Finai Actlon Appsealed:

B  Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B){2} (person who was required ta be mailed
notice for the application qiving rise to the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED; Section 14-3.17{B){3} (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for ' .
_Appeal: B The facts were incorrectly determined B Ordinancesflaws were violated and/or misrepresented

scription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:.

issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

& Check here if you have attached a capy of the final action that is being appealed.




Varified Appeal Patition
Page 2 of 2

Descnbe the harm that would resu!t o you from the action appea ed from (attach additional pas if necea

{1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expansion of an
already illegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors wha have an interest in the character of our :
neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. {2) Violation of Due Process. (3) Harm
to the value of my property. {4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights I may have under New MexIco or
federal law.

Fleass detal Ihe basis for Appeal here (be specificy. THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED,

{1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Sectlon 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zonlng permit).
(2} Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A){3) (Issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11 (B)(ﬁ) (faflure to post the bullding permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this Hlegal Tacllity may Implicate. ,

! hamby certify that the documents sutmn‘ed Jor review and consideration by the City of Sanra Fe have been prepamd o mest the
mirtimurn standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Failure fo meat thase standgrds.may resultin
the refection or postponement of my application. | also certify that I have met with the City’s Current Planning staff fo verlfy that the

attached proposal is in compliance with the City’s zoning requirements,

Appellant Signalure:./‘,???

Date: S~ P-Ratl3

) Date:

nl Signature:
_Sta_{e of New Mexico )
' | ' } s8.
County of Santa Fe )

1\We WM@)& %W . - , being first

duly swarn, depose and sMe have read the foregoing apfjeal petition and know the conlents thereof and

that the same are true to r own knowledge.
Petltioner/s:
Signature
F] k) €
" Print Name Print Na
Subscribed and sworn Lo before me this 2 day of Ao Ul dren 20 /3
OFFICIAL SEAL /74)45,;: e o
Lcrefta A. Perea -
; ) %"’f“‘-f‘}'ﬁ“},mﬂ;%m NOTARY PUBLIC
ST GENTE OF MEW ME i _——
by Conmriesion Expines:__ 19 A& M*’;&"‘"E‘S,"’;‘g*p"es'
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{date stamp)

LUD Use Onlg_

Time Filed: : VERIFIED APPEAL

Fea paid: $ X it

Recelpt attached: ) PETITION
| I |

B e AR hatlhi iigg?”:'ﬁﬁ R e
Name: \‘(WM"\L[ e 2. s Q,th'l \_E}U.,\l_l}tﬂ)

First ML

t Add - . Suiternit #
Souate e o RS0S
. oy . State ZIP Cade
Phone: (505')5[%2, DL T E-mail Address:

Additional Appellant Namesa:

e Date:

Project Name: _Verlzon Wireless — NM4 Sitva ~ AWS Project {addition of antehnas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): _13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

B Issuance of Buliding Permit

Basls of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17{8){2} (person who was reguired o be mailed
notica for the application giving rise to the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLIGATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, 8UT WAS NOT,
FILED; Section 14-3.17(B)(3) {person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic Interests;
Section 14-3.17(B{5) (parson who has a recognized interest under New Mexlca law}

Basis for
eal: The facls were incorrectly determined FR Ordlnances/iaws Were violated and/or misrepresented

~cription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2.

F

{1) The faciiity has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expanslon of an
already illegal facllity further violates the rights of neighbors wha have an Interest in the character of our
neighborhood, which otherwise cansists of residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of Due Process. (3) Harm
to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. {(§) Violatlon of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or

{federal law.

NEEGT P b Xpialshe: §:‘:‘%'- ;

‘Please detall the basis for Appeal hare (be specticy, THE ILLEGAL FAC)

{1) Violation of 8FCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning perm#t).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A)(3) {issuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use). {3} Viclation of
Chipter 14, Section 3.13(B}{5) (fallure 1o past the bullding permit on the property. (3) Violaion of any other Jaws of
Mew Mexico or the United States that expansion of this lflegal facility may implicate. .

RS

T

apr e ey,
L A A e el A

! heraby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the -Cl'ty of Santa Fe have bean pmpgred o meet the
minimum standards outlined in the-Land Development Code, Ghapter 14 SFCG 2001. - Failure to mest thase standards may rasult in
the rejection or postponement of my application. | also certify that | have met with the Cilty's Current Planning staff to verily that the

attached proposal js in complianca with the CRy’s zoning requiraments.
- Date: i l : E’ f 3)

‘Anngllant Si

t Signaiure: Data:
State of New Mexlco }
_ } ss.
County of Santa Fe I
Meb%&ﬂ% Nutue COochaner, , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know tha contents thereof arid
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge,

Patitioner/s:

Signaiure tt) Signalure

Doraite xx\&\i_ﬂ-& MM Line

Print Name Prini Name

™ cribed and swom to before me this 749 day of M ovtmoe. ,20 S

{’éoﬂﬂjﬁl Qf%u

NOTARY PUBLIC
My commission expires:

|- &1L

OFFICIAL SEAL
Loreita A. Perea

NOTARY PLBLIC
STATE OF NEW MEXKO

iMy Commission Explres: o 24 -1,
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{date stamp)

i VERIFIED APPEAL
Recelpt attached: ) _ PETITION

and ﬂme of recalpr and Ini%a_;_l_ bath o _ﬁfnals. See Sactlon 14-3.17(D. SFCC 2001’ for the procedura e
i e APBNIROTEHER & R ey T

“ **Two originals or this form miust be fiied. The Land Use Depariment Dlrector or histher daslgnes will enter the dite

Name: (008U Bervjam in
' Last First
Address: (0 OR B acy
%ﬁ - Suite/Unit # - '
Aruta fe um NS0
" Swate 2P Cods

Phone: cﬁﬁ )y 9S4/ 3 E-mail Address:

Additional Appellant Namues: )
__ Gorres_ndence Dlrected fo: E_ _ E Agemt . __ I m_Bnth

IWe:
orize to aci as myfour agent to exeomé this application,
ed: Date:

Project Name:  Verlzon Wireless - NM4 Sliva - AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (appllicant); John Malone (owner)

Location of Subject She: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number; Permit Number (if applicable). _13-2087

Final Acticn Appealed:

B 1ssuance of Building Permit

Basls of Standing (see Section 14-3.17{B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B){2} (person who was required to be majled
notice for the application giving sise to the final action being appealed. ALl PEASONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZOMNING APPLICATION THAT SHOU D HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED; Section 14-3.17{B}3) (person alleging Iinjury to my economic, environmental and aesthstic interests;
Section 14-3,17(B(5) {person who has a recognized Interest under New NMexico law)

Basis for
eal: The facts were incorrectly determined Qrdinancesflaws were violated and/or misrepresented

~ription of the final actlon appealed from, and date on which final actich was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

5| Check here i you have atlached a cupy of the final action that is be:ng appealed
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page2of 2

; BEcption of:Harn ; :
Describe the harm that would result to you from the aclion appealed from (attach addltional pages |f necessary):

{1} The faclmy has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expansion of an

already illegal facllity further violates the rights of neighbors who have an Interest in the character of our '

neighborhood, which otherwlse cansists of residences and small businesses. (2} Violation of Due Process. {3y Harm .

to the value of my property. (4) Emotlonal distress. (5) Viotation of any other rights | may have under New Mexlco or
-federal law.

AT ;
TN
Qi!’nzn*‘.l-ﬁn%_

v X 1 5 i )’-* e
Piease detail the basis for Appeal here {be specﬂ' ich THE ILLEGAL FACIL]T‘( SHOULD BE REMOVED

(1} Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Sectlon 5.2{E) (operation of a telecommunications facility withoyt a zdnl_ng permit).
(2} Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A)X3} {issuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use). {3} Violatlon of
Chapier 14, Sactien 3.11(B)5) (failure to post the building permit on the property. (3} Violation of any other laws of

New Mexico or the United States that expanslon of this Hlegal facility may impllcate.

R I e R e S rR e ERTIeRITRR R e e R eRe R
f hemby cerlify that the documenits submitted for raview and consideration by the Cdy of Sapta Fe have been pmpamd to meat the
minimum standards outiined in the Land Development Cods, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001, Failura to meet thess standards may result in
the rejection or postponiement of my application. | also cortify that | have met with the City’s Cument Planning staft o veiily that the
attached proposal Is in compliance with the Cily's foning requirements.

A~~ellant Signatura: %D”\WY“’:"— g _,Q Date: [1-3 A 3

_ 1 Signature: Date:
State cof New Me:gipo )
) 5.
County of Santa Fe )
"'1 : '
We R_e DA GO -31 &X&&\J\Cu , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: VWe have read the fodegoing appeal petition and know the contents thereaf and
that the same are true ta myfour own knowledge.

Petitioner/s: Bl
Bwr\mm C} OJ\QULLQ
Signature | Signature
3 en | amim:]— Qrua«{a
Frint Name Frint Name .

3
cribed and sworn to before me this __ & day of Nooveongeyr 2013 .

@Mﬁﬂ QL H’Y\Mhé

NOTARY PUBLIC

&gﬂ%gﬁn{mﬁw 88




(date stamp)

LUD Use Only
Time Filed:

VERIFIED APPEAL

Fee paid: § :
Receipt attached: ) . PETITION

Aocaya &
Lagt First : M.
addiess: on 8 Bece ST ,
Streef Address _ v SuitetUnit # . :
Santa. Fo  Yiews YT1e 2D B25DS
city - : Stale ZIFP Code
Phone: y Z2—  E-mail Address:

Additional Appellant Names:

Date:

ned:

T T T e S T TR R T
I

Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Praject (addition of antennas fo a telecommunications facllity)

Project Name:

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone {owner)

1 ocation of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Frla Street, Santa Fe, NM 87605

Permit Number (if applicable): _13-2097

Case Number:

Final Action Appealed:

B  1ssuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing {(see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B)(2) (person who was required io be mailed -

notice for the application giving rise to the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE. |

REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE_ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT W NOT
ILED; Section 14-3.17(B){3) {person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;

FILED;

Section 14-3.17{B(5) [person who has a recognized Interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for
_Appeal:  [B The facts were incomectly determined

scription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

BB Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

o o 89

Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.




Verified Appeal Petition -
Fage 2 of 2 :

GRS

F

k- ik
Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach

{1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowiedge and without zoning permisslon, Expansion of an
already illegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest In the character of our
neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses, {2) Violation of Due Process. {3) Harm
to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress, {5) Violation of any other rights [ may have under New Mexico or
federal law,

L N LR ff i
i T b ot ek RV [P
Piease detail ihe basis peal here {be specific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED.

(1) Violatlon of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
{2} Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A){3} (Issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). {3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)XS) (fallure to post the bullding permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other faws of
New Mexico or the United Statss that expanslon of this lllegal facility may Implicate.

St R ; ~a ST ) : ; )
b R e SR A PR T PP T PR T Yot

! hereby cerlify that the documents submitted for raview and vonsideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to maef the
minimum stendards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure fo meet these sisndards may result in
the rejection or postponement of my application. 1 also certify that ¢ have met with the City’s Current Planning $taff to verify that the
aftached proposal is in compliance with the City’s zoning mquirements.

Appasllani Signature: dﬂ;{/ﬂjj,{ € dnd.?o‘/ | Date: )7 o K _‘%73

tnt Signature: -Date:
State of New Mexico )
' ) ss,
County of Santa Fe )

W (\)O\fﬂ’\l}(\ C. WJQ; ~ e , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: /We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the cantents thereof and
Ihat the same are true to my/our own knowledge. .

Petitioner/s: | o

-Sigrature . _ Signalure _ ‘
Oﬁrr;‘m o/ @ /ymyﬂ—

Print Name Print Name

Subscribed and sworn (o before me this 3. day of MOU«Q,\"QW 20 LS

-
NOTARY PUBLIC C}? m Ohbu’)
il
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(date stamp}
LUD Use Only

Time Filed: N VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: § B

Name: /qWﬂ \/‘4 . ,[3 By 0B gV vy C
o Last ’ T Rt oMl
Address; Lo g Ba cen & 4 - L
Street Address _ | SuiterUrit _
Sauta B. ' TR & A -2
City R ‘ State 2IP Code -
Phone: (5857) 4 &3 - 71772 E-malf Address: __ ————u |

Additional Appellant Names: -

Correspondence Direcled to;-
BT

IWe:
authorize to act as myfour agent te execute this applicatibn;.‘ |
ned: : : Date:

T

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Sliva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Maicne {owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Mumber (if applicable): _13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

B¥  issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B){2) (person who was required to be mailed
notice for the application giving rise to the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOUL D HAVE BEEN, BLIT WAS NOT,
FILED: Section 14-3.17(B}(3} (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B{(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law}

Basis for : : S '
Appeal; The facts were incorrectly determined B8 Ordinancesfiaws were violated and/or misrepresented

~ scription of the final action appealed from, and date on which finat action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

B Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Pelition
Page 2 of 2.

Descnbe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach addmonal pagesaf necesry)

{1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expansion of an.
already fllegal facility further violatés the tights of nelghbors who have an |nterest In the character of our
neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of Due Process. {3} Harm
to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress, {5} Viclation of any other rights | may have under New Mexlco. or
fedaral law,

F'Iease detall the basis for Appeal here (be specsﬁc) THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULDBE REMOVED

(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunlcations facility without a zoning permit).
(2} Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A){3) (lssuance of a building permit for an unauthoerized use). (3 Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11{B)(b) {failure to post the building permit on the property. {(3) Vlolatlon of any other laws of
New Mexico or the Unlted States that expansion of thls Hlegal facility may Implicate.

f hamby certify that the documents submitted for review and corisideration by the City of Santa Fe have been.prepared {0 mest the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001, Fallure lo meet these standards may resulf in
the refection or, pastponemenf of my application. | afso certify thal I have met with the Gity’s Current Flanning Staif to vefily that the
aftached proposal is in compliance with the City's zoning requirements.

_ Appeliant Signature:. &.MZ—-— C Me?\‘ Catee /(- F ~ 1Z -

“ - -
H Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
B ) ) ss.
County of Santa Fe )

| WVRQ x\ga_\r\(\}f\ Q BNJ—\CLJ ' | - bemg first

duly sworn, depose an¢say: WWe have read the foregoing(appeal petition and know-the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowled ge.

Petitioner/s:
.Signature Signature N

T8 ewia i & Awaya
Frint Name Print Name

Subscribed and swom to before me this % B dayof (\-\C)\)immY 201D .

\Qmﬁ@/ m&hw&b

NOTARY PUBLIC

Mg co:n;n?si‘fr eiﬂr@:
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{date stamp)

Feepaid- §
Receiptatiached: ) .~ F PETITION

“Two originals ofmlaﬁmmustbemed The Land Use.Departiefitbirect desiiitee will enter the date
and ﬂme ofmoefptandMMaI bogo_rllgma!s. .See Seetion 3D, O Forthe.pro : i

e i e e aAppeliant informabo I St A e b S e e i ]
Name: Mt‘-“o‘z’f’ﬁ Eliz a&ﬂ"ﬂ | J .

_ First T ML
naarosz: (ol B Vo Tieen Sk -
- Strost Address Suite/Unit #

-"§an+a 7 e atie 1Y 8/7505‘ 5
2 , State ZIP Code..

Phone: {535'} q 95 % E~mail Address: - ——— -
AddlhanﬂlAppeﬂant Names: - - : : - : : . .

Time Filed: ! VERIFIED APPEAL -

T T Subjeet of Appear

Project Name: _Verizon Wireless - NM4 Silva — AWS Projact {addition of antennas to & telecommunications facllity)

Agplicant or Ownar Mame: Verizon Wireless (apjgllcant), John Matone {owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, Nt 87505 R
Case Number; Permit Number {if applicable): _13.2097
Final Action Appealed:
M  Issuance of Bullding Permit *
Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17{B) SFCC 2001): Sectlon 14-3.17{B}{2} (person who was rﬂg_rgg to pe malled-
notice tion giving rise 1o the final action bein led. All PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE

REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,

FILED; Section 14-3.17{B}(3) {person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Secﬂon 14-3.17{B{5) {(person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law}

Basis for
Appeal:

The facts were incomrectly determined B Ordinancesflaws were violated andior misrepresented

n~~cription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

B2 Check

here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed, e

a3



Verified Appéal Petition
R | _ ~Page2of2

T T

R e : :'Bﬂémpilo;l _of Harmﬁ‘fﬁm E 1,:" :?&.L; Mfﬁ‘?ﬂ Z -
Descnhe lhe harm that wnuld result tD you from the action appealed from {attach additionat pages |f neoeasary)

(1) The facllity has operated for ning'years without my knmnr[edga and without zoning permissian. Expanslon ofan
already lllegal faciity further violates the rights of neighbors who have an intefest in the character of our
nelghbothiood, which: otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. (2) Viotation of Due Protess. {3) Harm .
to the value ofmy property. {§).Emotional distress. {5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or

federal law.

Please deta the basls for Appaal here (be specific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED

{1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2{E) (operation of a telecommunications facillty without a zoning permit‘,l.
(2) Viclation of Chapter 14, Section 3. 11{A){3) (Issuance of a building permit for an unauthorized use). {3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) {fallure ta post the bullding permit on the pragerty. (3) Violation of any other talvs of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this megal facliity may lmpllcate.

l TRk Sigtahate and VeRGAUOR, 15 ot e e e . |

riify-that the documents submitied for review and consideration by ihe City of-Sania Fe have boen prepared to. meet the .

{ horapy.ce
Mﬂanda:ﬂsouﬂﬁwdhﬁelmdﬂmbpmemcwe,chaprerMSFccm Faiuretomeefﬂ:malandard&nﬁymnﬂh
em;eabonarpuslpanementofmyappﬁcaﬁm Ia!sawﬂﬁfﬂ)auhavameimmthamtfsomplarmgmﬂ'hvanﬁrmtm

aftached proposaf s in compliance with the CHy's zoning requirements.

Appellant Signatire: L - Date:
nt Signature: ' Date:
State of New Maxico )
' ) 88,
County of SantaFe~ .}’
we CLEZRBE T MEGTo Gt  being first

duly swom, depose and say: Woe have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents mereof ard
that the same are fnie to myfour own knowledgs.

Eleameh -{.T. Meier. - 7!2&55674&{ MeTo erR_

Print Name Frint Name
Subscribed and swom 1o befare me this 1 day of ANady/ 20478 .
/ ;{fﬁ‘tﬁ(«-—) 7%”

NO'PﬁY PUBLIC
My commymission expires:
el




{date stamp)
LuUD Use Only

Time Filed: VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: § - .
Receipt attached: ) ' PETITION

**Two originals of this form musft be filed. The Land Use Departrment Director or his/her designes wilf enter the date
als. See or the procedure.**

Section 14-3.17(D} SFCC 2001 1

Name: _57;44/’ éf 2. Z oY YRl ‘/f'} G
oot ' First M.J
Address: C?a S ;--5);)‘0 TN W) 8_7{,
e . _ Sulte/Unit #
Sao~tu Lo Mo Mexrar  F752)

Siate ZIP Code '

Phone: {30%Y C]g Y2 O & E-mall Address:
Additional Appellant Names:

Correspondence Directed 1o
AT 2 Py h 'ar-.' L P e = 7

e
- Q&" !

ed: ' Date:

Projecl Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Sliva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Qwner Name: Verizon Wiretess (applicant); John Malone {owner)
Location of Subject Stte: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Casa Number: Parmit Number {if applicable): _13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

BX Issuance of Building Pennit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B} SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B}(2) (person who was required to be mailad
notice for the application glving rise to the final action being appealed, ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED 1O BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED; Section 14-3.17(B){3) (person alleging injury to my economic, envirenmentat and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3,17(B(5) {persen who has a recognized Interest under New Mexico law}

Basis for
Anngal, B The facts were incomectly determined B Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

cription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

&} Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is betng appealed. g5




Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2of 2.

Descnbe the harm that would resuh to you fmm the ElCllOﬂ appeaiecl from (atlach addinonat pages If necessary)

(1} The fackilty has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expanston of an
already Illega! facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an Interest In the character of our
neighborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and smail! businesses. (2) Viclation of Due Process. {3) Harm
to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or

‘federal Taw.

e T e e Appeal here (be“specmc; THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED. —

{1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facliity without a zoning permit).

- (2) Violation of Chapter 14, Sectlon 3.11{A)}3) {issuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Viciation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) {failure to post the bullding permit on the property. (3} Violation of any other Iaws of
New Mexico or the Unlted States that expansion of this Hlegal facllity may Implicate.

{ hereby corilfy that the documents submitted for review and considsration by the Gny of Santa Fo have beon pmmrad to mest the

minimum standards outlined In the Land Davelopment Code, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to maet these standards may result in
the refection or posiponament of my application. | also cortify that | have mat with the City’s Currant Planning sitaff to verlfy that the
atlached proposal is in compliance with the Ciy’s zoning requiremeits.

Date: -/ —/%

Aonelfant Signa

t Signature: Date:

State of New Mexico )
) ss.
County of Santa Fe }

IWe ’7_;1"].»_164;&.. \deﬂdﬁj'?_, , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: /We have read the foregmng appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge,

Petitioner/s:
q::jé&zxijmdétiff_j;zimh“(
; i A
Signature Signaturs
Print Name

S+seribed and sworn 1o before me this / 3 day of

NOTARY PUBLIC d

My gommission expiras:

{ Zhe
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= (date stamp)
LUD Use Only

Time Filed: | - . | VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: $ ' .
. Seceipl attached: ) ] - PETITION

**Twa originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Departmant Dires or of his/hst flesignaewill enter the.date ..
and time of recelpt-@ndinitial both.originals. Sege Section 14-3. FSFCC 2007 for the procedure?> .- <~ 7 1L
ey e fo e AP pRlRNE IQRTIRHPRC S e e e

Name: m f-j L EL &H‘fot -_l
_ Last First Ml
Address: |5 YR kL I0EDK ST . :
Siree! Address . ) ) ' SuitesUnit # _
 DANTA EE M 505~

- ZIP Code

oy j |  Suis
Prone: {505} 690 -6 3R 8] E-mail Address: _ =/n [542 @ MSN. . (ein

Additional Appelfant Names:

Appeliant

—

T A Authiorization (i ‘i*iiiiii&'q_ R

Cormrespondence Directed to;

L e LIRS

i

IiWe:
authorize ) ' to act as myfour agent fo execute this application.
neg: Date:

..,.Hned:

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva - AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications faclity)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant}; John Malone (owner)}
! z

] i ‘-I\ L}
Location of Suﬁject Site: 1402 Agua Frla Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): _13-2097
Final Actlon Appealad: . .

F§  Issuance of Building Pemmit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B)}{2) (person who was reguired to be mailed
notice for the application giving rise o the final action being appealed, ALL PERSONS WITH!N 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED; Sectlon 14-3.17{B}3) (person alleging Injury to my economic, environmental and aesthelic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) (persen who has a recognized Interest under New Mexico faw)

Basis for
Appeal. E3 The facls were incarrectly determined Ordinances/iaws were violated and/or misreprasented

~- scription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

jssuance of 2 bullding permit on October 30, 2013

Check here if you have attached a copy of the Tinal action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Pelition
Page 2 of 2

Describe the harm mal would result tu you from 1he actlon appeafed frﬁm (étfach addrtinnal pages if necessary):

(1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without 2oning permission. Expansion of an
already illegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an interest In the character of our
neighborhood, which otherwlse consists of residences and small husinesses, (2) Violation of Due Process. (3) Ham
to tha value of my property (4) Emotional distress. {6} Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or
federal law.

.. Explain the Basis foEADp: ~-'.7'~ 20

Please detall the basis for Appea! here (be speciﬁc) THE ILLEGAL FACI LITY SHOULB BE REMOVED. .

{1) Vlolation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 8.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
{2) Vioiatlon of Ghapter 14, Section 3.11{A)(3} {Issuance of a buliding permit for an unauthorized use), {3) Vlolation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) {fallure to post the building permit on the property. {3) Violatlon ol any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expanslon of this iliegal facility may Implicate. . .

r

{ herely cerlify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared lo mest the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may result in
the rejection or poswonemanf of my apphication. ) also certily that I have mel with the City’s Current Planning staff to verify that the
altached proposal is in compllance with the City's zoning requirements.

Appellanf Signature: ﬂ&‘-‘l MM pate: NOU || 2013 _

it Signature; : Date:
State of New Mexico )
) 88,
County of Santa Fe )
iwe_ DANIEL ?‘YJu_I.L ER , being first

duly swom, depose and say: 1/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/cur own knowiedge,

Fetitloner/s:

Ol Wl ls

Signature Signature

Prini Nama Frint Name

Subscribed and sworn to before me this _[{  day of N@U gEmb E{Z 2043

NOTARY PUBLIC

iy gommission explres
/2014

o8



: {(date stamp)
Lubu ni

- Time Filed: , VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: § : -
Receipt attached: ) - . PETITION

*Two origina.'s of this.form must be filed. The Land. Us&mpamméﬂkmﬁ?ﬁtm{déngG will enter the date '
and time of mceipt anid initial both originals., s e Secton 14:3.17(0, el vorthidprocedure.” .

R e S

\‘. —r ‘\-u;-_, i ,—_.— e ._ --“'-’h‘:bvﬁ r"'-* “h:n- A 25 e BTN T i

Name: MM”EJ‘ | S’h:rcu | R
. Lasf First ’ ML
" Address: f‘%_#;? I ckdk’ s+ | .
Strest Address Suite/Unit %
<ah"—a Fe - . _ Am. 7525

2P Cods

Phone: (535‘) 70 - ‘8’370 . E-mal Address: _ 5m /S'%? @msn L0 om
Additional Appeflant Names: '

Correspondenue Directed to; @ Appeliant Ment | g Bath
] S =gt Kuthorization. (If P S SN R
iWe: . ;
authorize ' io act ési my}nuf agenttoelieﬁute this application.
ned: _ Date:

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunications facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verlzon Wireless {applicant); Jobn Malone {owner) -
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable).  13-20987

Final Action Appealed:

B  Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17{B}{2) {person who was required to be mailed
notice for the application giving rise to the final action being a led. ALL PERSONS WITHIN WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED: Section 14-3,17{B)(3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17(B(5) {person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law) '

Basis for
Appeal: The facts were incorrectly determined & Ordinancesflaws were violated and/or misrepresented

~-scription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was laken:

lssuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being a2ppealed.
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s Verified Appeal Petition
- ; £ _ ) ' Page 2 of 2

Des;:ribe the harm tha: weuid result to you from the actlon aEpealed from (attach addrtaonal pages if necessary)

(1) The faclllty has operated for nine years without sy knowledge and without zoning permission. Expanslon of an
already lllegal facility further violates the fights of neighbors who have an Interest in the character of our .
neighborhood, which otherwise conslsts of residences and small businesses. (2) Violatlon of Due Process. (3} Harm
to the value of iny property. (4) Emothnal distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or -
federal law. ©

[ e “Explain i Basts I AnDe: i
Please detall lhe basts for Appaal hEre {be specific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED

(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section' 6.2(E) {operation of a telecommunlications facility without a Zoning permit}
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A)(3) (issuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3. 1HBXS) (fajlure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of

New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this fllegal tacility may Implicate.

IR T ;e Sighdtiare and Verification - - S o]

I hereby cortify that the dotuments submitied for review and considerstion by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared fo meet the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapler 14 SFCC.2001. Failure lo meet these stendards may resultin ™.
the rejection or postponement of my application. ! also cértity thal | have met with the Cdy's Cuyrent P!anmng staff o verily that the !

sitached proposal is in mma Cily’s zogjng rsqwramenfa : ¢
Appellant Signature: m&ﬂ‘b\/ ' -Date: N Wl Z01>

nt Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico }
) 58,
County of Santa Fe )

?/LL/ ééc_f M wf, /-6!’ B : " .' t;elng flrst

duly swom, %po; se and say: e have read the foregoing appeal petition and k‘nc-w the corents thereof and
that the same are true 1o mylour own kKnowledge.

Petitioner!s:

/ Signature Signatuwre
Shirles e
Frint Name Print Neme
. "l
Subscribed and swom o bafore me this l / day of
NOTARY PUBLIC _
mimission EXPHES
/f [, 2t 2000
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{date stamp)

LUD Use Only
TimeFiled_____ . VERIFIED APPEAL -
Fee paid: '
PETITION
**Two ongina!s of this form must be filed. -The Land Use DeparanBaeDiecto ar;g@hm' desTgnae will enter the date
20! Edure, ™ R

R _{.-, S .m\ -...-%.n-l-n-g,a_ W
-..wam.r.‘»':;zf L e = 4»;(-;':94 = .ﬂ &

‘ and tlme ofreceltandimﬂafbotho ‘Inals SeSecﬂrm f4-3 ‘1? DS

Name: LM{‘ NS e

Address: Lm j}& Ao dg] SZ 0& l Le - - .
Street Address " Sujte/Unit #
6&%-{—0\ 4—7 - | N 3O
Stale 2IP Codoe .

Additional Appeliant Names:

Phone: {SDS 4*'H oS &8 E-mail Address: _mag‘;_-fl_i'.ﬁ%-f‘mﬂ

Correspondance Direcled to; @ Appellant ‘ Bl Agent _[# Both
IWe:
authorize ' to act as myfour agent to execule this applicatioﬁ‘
gnad; Date:
" gnad: Date:

BT

L - Subjest oFAppeal %‘:«ﬁfﬁi%}‘?;m‘@ﬁ S

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NiM4 Silva - AWS Projsct {additlon of antennas tn a telecommunications facliity)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone {owner)

Location of Subject Site; 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: Permit Number (f applicable): _13-2087

Final Action Appealed:

¥

% tssugnce of Bullding Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17{B){2} (person who was required o be mailed
natice for the application giving nse to the final action being a led. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 F E
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,
FILED: Section 14-3.17(B)(3) {person alleging injury to my economic, enviranmental and aesthetic interests;
Section 14-3.17{B(5) (person who has 2 recognlzed interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for _
Appeal:  E] The facls were incorrectly determined B3 Ordinanceslaws were violated andior misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

ISsuar_lce of a building permit on October 30, 2013 .

E Check here if you have attached a copy of the final achon that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

Descnbe the harrn that would result to you from the actlon appealed from (atlach additional pages n’ necessary)

(1)} The faclllty has operated for silne years without my k¥nowledge and without zoning permission. Expanslan of an
already. ilegal facility further violates the.rights of neighbors who have an interest In the character of our
nelghbothood, which otharwlse consists of residences and small businesses. {2) Violation of Due Process. (3) Karm
to the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5} Violation of any othar rights ! may have under New Mexico or
federal law.

“Explali mmaasls'fqm"'naal

Please detal e basis for Appeal here (be specific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED. —

(1} Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) (operation of a telecommunications facllity without a zoning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11(A)(3) (issuance of a bullding permit for an unauthorized use). (3} Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) (failure to post the bullding permit on the property. (3) Violatlon of any other laws of
New Mexlcao or the Unlted States that expansion of this lllegal facllity may implicate.

s s sk STRGEHIRS and Verification: o rerver L]
f hereby cerlify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have baen prepared fo meet the
minimum standards outiined in the Land Development Gode, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may result in
the rejection or posmonement of my appilcation. ! also cerlify that | have met with the City's Current Planning staff to verify that the
aftached proposal is in compliarice with the CHy's zoning requirsrments.

Appellant Signeture: ' Date:
int Signature; . Date:
State of New Mexico )
) 55,
County of Santa Fe
1We j LA, F LOLC.L..VO , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: 1/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the cantents thereof and
that the same are true to my!our own knowledge.

Petitioners:

| /mﬁ" i
Toss 7 Auvcece | Tose. 7 Locens.

Primt Name Frint Narne

Subscribed and swomn to befare me this .{3 day of A/(R{W&V , 20 /5

NOTARY PUBLIC

My gpmmission expires: . :
J,ﬂ/. 2{ 2ol
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(date stamp}
LUD Use Onty ) -
Time Filed: . : VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: § : : -
Receipt attached: )- |- PETITION

- adillo LAY U

Last . First

\
Address: _| 7. }Q @M{LO\ (‘\_,li VQ/L [‘f_ :
Strget Addrass Suite/Unit # .
Sowdn S NI EEShY

City - : , Stala ZIF Coos
Prone: (S5 4 M ~0S 1S E-mail Address: __(Y\O\p JI‘- L 6.t

" Additional Appellant Names:

ned: : Dale:

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva — AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunications facillty)

Applicant or Owner Name: Varizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone (ownar)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87506
Case Number: : Permit Number (if applicable): _13-2097

- Final Action Appealed:

B2  Issuance of Building Permit '
Basis of Slanding (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17{B)}{2) {person who was reguired to be malied
netice for the application giving rise to the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE )

REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,

FILED; Section 14-3.17{B)}{3) {person alleging injury to-my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;

Section 14-3.17(B(5) (person who has a recoghized interest under New Mexico law}

Basis for
Appeal. B The facts were incorrectly determined B Ordinancesilaws were violated andfor misrepresented

r~gcription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

X Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Pstition
Page 2 of 2-

Descnbe the harm that would result Lo yeu from the actlon appealed from (attach add moal pges ssary)

(1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zonlng penmission, Expansion of an

already illegal facility further violates the rights of neighbors who have an Interest in-the character of our

neighborhood, which ctherwlse consists of resldences and small businesses. (2) Viclation of Due Process. (3) Harm

to the value of my property. {4) Emotional distress. {5) Violation . of any other rights | may have under New Meaxico or.
federal law. : ..

Plaace uotan the basi for Appeal here (be speclﬁc) THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BER.EHOVED. o

{1} violatlon of SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E) {operation of a telecommunications facility wlthout a zoning permit).

{2) violatlon of Chapter 14, Saction.3.11{A){2) {issuance of a buflding permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) {failure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Yiolation of any other Iaws of .
MNew Meaxico or the Unlted States that expa nsnon of this Hlegal facility may implicate.

| hereby certify that the documents submitled for review and consideration by the Gity. of. Sanfa Fs hava.been p:apamd fo meet the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Developmen! Code, Chaptor 14 SFCG 2001:- Fallure to meet these standards may resultin
the rejection or posiponement of my application. | also certify that | have met with the City's Current Planning staff to verily that the

attached proposal Is in compliance with the CHy’'s zoning requirements.

Appeliant Signature: ' Date:
nt Signature: Date: .
State of New Mexico )
) 88,

County.of Santa Fe

We__ WW’L/ /j lﬂdcéc//{_a .., being first

duly sworn, depose and say: 1/ have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to myfour own knowledge. .

Patitnonerfs

Signature -+ Signature
Mam/& mea S Ma,m ﬁ(Pac_ullcx

Subscribed and sworn to before me this /9 day of M{Zﬁm&/ 20 éi .

NOTARY PUBLIC

My gommission axpires:
Jefgﬁ. 2 70/t
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(date stamp)
LUD Use Qnly

Time: Filed: ' VERIFIED APPEAL
Feepaid: §________ - '

PETITION

Receipt attached: )

“Two orlginals of thls form must be filed. ‘me Land Use Department Director or histher desfgnee wili enrer the dare
and time oi' receipr and fniﬁa! bo!h ori) inals See Secﬂon 14-317 D SFCC 2001 for rhe '

Last M1

Address: t Q)Q)Q) {/)057 Vels %ﬁ_pﬂ
R e, A )

Chy ' ZIP Coda
Phone: @ ;@ 3£% 2 "AA( E l !g E-mail Address:
Additional Appellant Names:
Correspondence Directed to: __ [X] Appellant _ : Both
[ BT P PR TR P A AR o
IWe:
thorize : to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
jned: - Date:

Signed;

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Sliva - AWS Project {addition of antennas to a telecommunlcations facillty)

Applicant or Ownear Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {(owner)
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM B7505
Case Number: Permit Number (f applicable).  13-2087

Final Action Appealed:
X Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B} SFCC 2001 ):
Section 14-3.17(B)(3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests

Basis for
Appeal: [} The facts were incorrectly determined 1 Ordinances/laws were violated andjor misrepresented

iscription of the tinal action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

(<) Check hare if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed. 105




Verlfied Appeal Petition
Page2of2

[ | . -DEsoHptio BLHBA i
Descrlbe the harm that would result to you from 1he action appeaied from (attach addntional pages if necessary)

{1) The faclility has operated for nine years without zoning permission. Expansion of an already illegal facillty further
violates the rights of Santa Feans who have an interest In the character and environment of thelr city. (2) Violation of
Due Procms {3) Vlolation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or federal law.

Please detal he basis for Appeal hers (be speafic): THE ILLEGAL FACILI HO'ULD Be REMOVED.

{1) Violation o? SFCC, Chapter 14, Section 6.2(E} (operation of a telecommunications facility without a zoning permit).
{2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A}(3) (issuance of a buliding permit for an unauthorized use). (3) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(B)(5) {fallure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expansion of this illegal facllity may implicate.

P Feelr

! hereby certify that the documents submitted for raview and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have baen preparsd fo mest the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Gode, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Fallure to meet these standards may result in
the rejection or posiponement of my a :carron i aiso cartify that | have met with the City's Current Planning staff fo verily that the

attached propoasal Is in compliance with zon!ng requiremenis.
sllant Signature: h D I AJ'\/IA_,_\ Date: u
Agent Signature: Dats:
State of New Mexico }
' ) 8s.
Couniy of Santa Fe )

o Ve, L gk —

duly swom, depose and d@y IWe have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents lhereoi and
that ihe same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitionerfs:

N M”(uwmm

. _
Signature Signature

Print Namq\ Print Name

day ofﬁJML-L‘, 20_1&-

%M{/

NOTARY PUBLIC

f-??cgzﬁﬂ BXPII'ES 1 0 6

a Melissa G. Marano

HOTARY PUBLIC

3
S5555”  STATE OF NE XICO
My Commlission Expires: 774




{date stamp)
LUD Use Only

Time Filed: N VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: 5 : '
Receipt attached: ) PETITION

**Two orlginals of this form must he ﬂ!ed. The Land Use Depariment Director or hisher deslgnee will entar fhedate
' fna!s. See Secﬂ'on 1 4—3 f 7 D SFCC 2001 for the 'rocedura »* . ,

Name: WH’\I )"{LtifL PFDDD M

Last : First M1
Address: “—“‘—l‘ 'Ib"é\\}ﬁ Wlpc S"T
Stroat Address . Sulte/Unit #
Pt PE M GISosT

State 2P Code

Chy
Phone: _(Sb1) 221 - B35 E-mail Address: | & DD « NinKRUR & Lacksztrman. .Com
Additional Appellant Names:

ithorize fo act as myfour agent to executa this application.

qned: : Date:

d:

St

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva - AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecommunlcations facility)

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)
Locatlon of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Frla Street, Santa Fe, NM 37505 _
Case Number: - Permit Number (if applicable): 13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

X issuance of Buitding Perrnit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Section 14-3.17(B)(2) (person who was required to be mailed
notice for the application giving rise to the final action being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO Bl ILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT W T
FILED; Section 14-3.17(B)(3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;
Saction 14-3.17(B{5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for
peal: [£] The lacts were incorrectly determined B4 Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

seription of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013

—

)

|

(4 Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.



Verified Appeal Petition
Page2of 2

Tt Woa r

T T T [ S ';“"",.,"fr‘k" ¥
T TR A

Describe the harmn that w-c.Ju.ld fes.u!l fo you'.from lhé action appe al pages if necessary).

{1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zaning permission. Expanslon of an

already lNlegal facility further violates the rights of nelghbors who have an Interes in the eharacter of our
neighborhood, which otherwlse consists of residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of Due Process. (3) Harm

:o the value of my property. (4) Emolionatl distress. (5) Viclatlon of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or
ederal law. ‘

TR .;' RUTEEIE €1 i (| SR Sy J\.;%”E"hv AR eal v
Jg s i re-:{\r“.?in R

T R Y [T TP ot o
'.?& “""':\'5';; i e
. My ey

¥ M a2

Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be spacific): THE ILLEGAL FACILITY SHOULD BE REMOVED..

{1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Sectlon 6.2(E) {operation of a telecommunications facillty without a zoning permit).
(2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A}{3) (lssuance of a building permit for an unauthorized uss). (8) Violation of
Chapter 14, Section 3.11(BX5) (faliure to post the bullding permit on the property. (3) Victation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States that expanslon of this lilegal facllity may implicate. :

minimum standards outlined in the Lahd Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Fallure to meet these standards may result In
the rejection or postponement of my spplication. 1also cestify that | have met with the Gity's Current Planning staff to verify that the
attached proposal is in compliance with tha City’s Zoning requirements.

* ellanl Signatuw@ Date: } o193

rd

.gent Signature: _ Date:
State ol Naw Mexico )
} ss.
County of Santa Fe )
MWe ] ODD NN i/ -0 , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: |/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the sama are true to my/out own knowledge.

Patltioner/s:

Kl Tom—

Signature " Signatue
;7; P WiNkterT .

Print Name Print Name

day of f\}(’uﬁhﬁﬂa 20 13_

NOTARY PUBLIC

Kelissa G. Marano
NOTARY FPUBLIC

oo STATE OF EE Emﬁco
My Commssion Expires: T

108

My 7om ission expires:

i imfaad




(date stamp)
LUD Use Only

T | VERIFIED APPEAL

: Fee paid: §_____
¥ Receipt attached: )} - PETITION

**Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or hisher designee wiil enter the date '
t and fnmaI borh ar.- : mals. See Secrmn 14-3.1 7 D) §FCC 2001 for the : rocedure. . :

{"}
in |

L R T
35""41! CAANALIR: L g il d ok "._'!

Name ’wlﬂ\<]{/ﬁ/ Aﬂ'ﬂf’

Address: La?‘—{' | / "1{ /412 £ Q/sa Q‘F
Saata,

Oty
Phona: (509) 7 4 | -’8 37 ‘-Z E-mail Address:

Additional Appellant Names:

-

Corres : ondence Di rected to E App eIlant

IWe: L
uthorize ) to act as myfour agent io execute this application.
Jned: : ' Date:

Project Name: Verizon Wireless — NM4 Silva - AWS Project (addition of antennas to a telecammunications facllity)

Applicant or Ownar Name: Verlzon Wireless {applicant); John Malone {owner}

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: Permit Number {if applicable). _13-2097

Final Action Appealed:

£4 Issuance of Building Permit

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B} SFCC 2001): Section 5[4-3.17(8}(2) (person who was required to be mailed

notice for the application giving rise to the final aclion being appealed. ALL PERSONS WITHIN 200 FEET WERE
REQUIRED TO BE MAILED NOTICE OF THE ZONING APPLICATION THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN, BUT WAS NOT,

ILED; Section 14-3.17(B)(3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmantal and aesthetlc interests;

EFLED;

Section 14-3.17(B(5) {person who has a recognized Interest under New Mexico law)

Basis for
*~peal. [] The tacts were incorrectly determined Ordinances/flaws were violated and/or misrepresented

~scription of the final aclion appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit on October 30, 2013 : T

B} Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action thal is being appealed. | 109




Verified Appegal Petition
Page 2 of 2

D aclio

(1) The facility has operated for nine years without my knowledge and without zoning permission. Expansion of an
already lllegal facility further violgtes the rights of nelghbors who have an interest In the character of our
nelghborhood, which otherwise consists of residences and small businesses. (2) Vlolation of Due Process, {3) Harm
1o the value of my property. (4) Emotional distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New MexIco or
federal law, ! C

“» £ _I .m a—u. .:“ ., . ; Al 33 Sty AR i
HE ILLEGAL FACIUTY LD MOVED.
(1) Violation of SFCC, Chapter 14, Sectlon §.2(E) (operation of a telecommunieations facility without a zoning permit).
{2) Violation of Chapter 14, Section 3.11{A}3) {Iissuance of a building permit for an unauthorized uss). {3) Violation of

Chapter 14, Saction 3.11(B)(5} (faliure to post the building permit on the property. (3) Violation of any other laws of
New Mexico or the United States thal expanslon of this illegal faciiity may Implicate. . '

| horeby cerify that the documents submitiad for raview and consideration by tha City of Santa Fe have bean prepared to meet the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to mest these standards may result in
the rsjsction or posiponement of my application. | also certity that | have met with the City's Gurrent Planning staff to verily that the
attached prapesal is in compliance with the City’s zoning requirements.

wallant Signature:b/d_//kmi% m j-”],,k [ Daete: /,l *"/ 9{“" 2o/3

n~gent Signature: . Date:
State of New Mexico )
) ss.
County of Santa Fe )

we  Amane. . Wink .  being first

duly swom, depose and say: |/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our awn knowiedge.

Petitioner/s:

S Y

Signature : : Signature

AN\{ M-\AJWH”\U/"

Print Name Print Name

' Wdayof / @ﬂm _ 203
OFFICIAL SEAL '
W%" "

Mealissa 6. Marano

At MOTARY FUBLIC iy L
STATE OF NE EXICO MOTARY PUBL‘C/
My Commission Expires: i (

My’}:?;’nﬁirn expires: _ 110




e CLPY OF SANTA FE, N ;
) P.O. BOX 909 N

SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-02092

¥

* *x * x # *x * BUI LDIDNG PERMTIT®* & % *x &% % *
Application Number . .7. . . 13-00002097 Date 10/30/13
Property Address . . . . . . 1402 AGUA FRIA ST :
Application type description TELECOMMUNCATION TOWER
-Subdivision Name . . . . . . DORIS LUNA LOT LINE

Property Zoning . . . . . . . GENERAL COMMERCIAL .
Application valuation . . . . 30000 -

Oowner Contractor

MALONE, JOHN TSI TOWER SERVICES INC
1402 AGUA FRIA RD. 5 WHEELER. AVE SE

51 )
"ML BUQUERQUE. NM 871102

SANTA FE
(505) 232-4884 _
--~ Structure Informatgik

QR0 00" TR
Construction Typgf . Ry, - UPDATE \
' ’53. W o) UHATE )

Occupancy Type Jf.

Flood Zone . 4 ;iméeégeﬁn”wﬂ 500 _
Other struct j . P ,{5 Y ROOF MOUNT ANTE

Phone Access T R L PR PR L PN

Permit Fee | o Bl i .-Q_Jjﬂﬁj ; Fee . . 331..69
Issue Date % KL 0503 03 SIS } ¥, .

Expiration

Special Noted, aj
I, THE OWNER\®
RECEIVED THE B
DNDERSTAND I

e v R R Em A e wE Em MR ER e am e ow A

SHEETS. INITIALS

Other Fees . . .

For permits issued AFTER 08/01/2009, you MUST use VIPS
for scheduling inspections! Call in by 3:00 PM for a next-

day inspection (based on availabalit
APPROVED BY

" DATE g 80T

rd “ rl
APPLICANT Jerly feeer2— DATE (/3¢
L - -
B ignature above | hereby agree ta abide with all the laws of the City of Santa Fe as well as with alf the conditions slated abawve. 1 further stato that | undecstand that this {3
n rmit to construct anything in violalion of the codes agopted by the State of New Mexico. Furiher, § understand that this permil may be appealed within fifteen (15) days of

ke unce (the "appeal period™} pursuant to 14-3.17 SFCC (1967) and in the everd on appeal is upheid this permit may ba revoked. Fhereby agree thal any grading, building,
glteration, repairing or any olher construction done pursvant to this permit duing 1his appeal perdd is done at my own risk and withoul reiance on the issuance of thiz permit. )
also agree that in the event an appealis upheld and this permitis revoked | may be required 1o remove any building, grading, alteraling, repairing of amy obier canstruction done
during Ihe appeal period. 1 heredy ceriify that | have read the foregoing and understand the same and by rmy signature assent 10 the tems siated herain.

DISTRIAUTION: COPIES TO DRIGINATING DF FICE and APPLICANT BIODA inckd nf!tf 1



Llll UL DHANIMA OO, ANOF PUSL ‘«.’-’V
P.0. BOX 909 Aia

‘SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-0909

# * % * * * BUILDING PERMEIT* %% * % * &

. Page 2
Application Number . . 13-00002097 Date 10/30/13
Fee sumhary Charged Paid Credite Due
Permit Fee Total 482,25 482.25 ' .00 .00
Plan Check Total 331.69 331.69 .00 .00
Other Fee Total 10.00 10.00 .00 .00
Grand Total B23 .94 823.94 .00 .00

o o — — ——— e ———— T —— i T A= — g — T = W L W A% e M e e AN N MR M MR e e e e e e S S b P e e e T m e e e A SR - Em T e SR OSS RA S

For permits issued AFTER 08/01/2003, you MUST use ViPS
for scheduling inspections! Call in by 3:00 PM for a next-

day inspection (based on availability 955-6110 : '
APPROVED BY , TR P O-Fd

APPLICANT J W 7 DATE_| O ./ 2O

signeture above | hereby agree ko abide with all the laws of the Clly of Santa Fe as well as with all the conditions stated abowe. | frther state that t undarstand thal this is
not a permit i construct anything in vielallon of the codes adopled by the Slate of New Mexico. Further, | understand that this permil may e appealed within fiftesn {15) days ¢
its issuance (the "appeal period”) pursuant lo 14.3.17 SFCC {1887) and i the avent an appeal is upheld this permil may be revoked. | hareby agrae that any grading, buikding,
aleration, repairing or ary other consluction done pursuant ko this penmit during this appeal period Is done at my own risk and without reliance on the 1ssuance of this pemmil. |
also agree thal in the event an appeal is uphetd and this permit is ravoked ! may ba required to remove any building, grading, alterating, repairing or amy olher consbruchon dona
during ihe appeal period. | hereby certify that | have read the foregoing and undersland the same and by my signalure assent [0 the terms slated herem. i

DISTRIBUTION. COPIES TO ORIGINATING OFFICE and APPLICANT SHCD8.nad FFT‘Z



LI LRk WD DANLA LDy INDY nodseld
P.0. BOX 909 i
ANTA FE, NEW MEXTICO 87504-0209

# % * **+* * BUILDING PERMIT* %% %+ & x

_ - _ . 3
Application Number . . . . . 13-00002097 Date 10/30/13
Property Address . . . . . . 1402 AGUA FRIA ST

Application description . . . TELECOMMUNCATION TOWER

gubdivigion Name . . . . . . DORIS LUNA LOT LINE

Property Zoning . . . . . . . GENERAL COMMERCIAL

Permit . . . . . . - BUILDING PERMIT COMMERCIAL

Additional desc . .
Phone Accesa Code .

Initials Date

—— e e e e — — A ————

spallL

10
1000

= b P A i a
-J‘[:p. EL‘S’“]"‘;;*-\_‘. \_) } %
A e 3
& ) M

signature above | hereby agree lo abide with all the !aws of tha City of Santa Fe as weli a5 with all the condilions staled above. | furthar state that } understaod that this is
r ‘ermit to construct anything in violation of the codes adopted by the State ol New Mexico. Further, undersland that this permit may be appesled within fiteen {15) days of
i _ance {the "appeal perlod") pursuanl to 14-3.17 SFCC {1887} and in the everd an appeat is upheld this permit may be revoked, ) hereby-agree that ary grading, buikiing.
aliw. wtion, FEQAiTing or any other construction done pursuant to this permit during this appeal pericd is done al nry own risk and without refiance o the issuance of this permit. |
aiso agree that in the event an appeal is upheld and this permit is revoked | may be réquired to remove any building, grading, alleraling, repainng or any athar consiruction done
during the appeal period. | herebry certify Inat | have read the foregoing and understand the samea and Dy My signature assent 10 the terms stated herein.

S TRIBUTION: CDPIES TO ORIGINATIMG OFFICE and APPLICANT. Blom.imﬁg



CasesraDp -84

LUD Use Cinly E
| Time ﬁfdﬁ@; VERIFIED APPEAL
| Feepata: $10 MG -8 2 -
Receipt attached: ]4 PETITION
LAND USE DEPARTMENT

“Two originals of this form must be filed, The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee wilf entor the date
. and time of rece:el{ and initial bo!h aﬂgma!s Seo Sectlon 14-3.717(D} SFCC 2001 for the prucedum.
o N o - Appellant Information. T e :'z',—:».

Name: CELLvLpR  Ploveg AR FoRCE

Las! First ML
Address: P,O. BC'X _6?-} 6
Sireet Address . Sute/Unit #
SAMNTA  FeE, AM £7502
city ’ 21P Code
Phone: (SUT) H7l-ci 29 E-mall Address: =@ _info @ cellpjwne*l'udff;rfe-ori
Addifional Appeliant Names: fl Y -H\u. ¥ Eilrs fem b{vd 3 Py e.{‘i_dpn ﬂ
Corresgondence D:rected to: MAppellam | Agent E Both
™ . Agent Authorization (f applicable) — |
1We;
authorize to act as mylour agent to execute this application.
Signed: Date:
Signed: Date:
P - - - . SubjectofAppeal . . T ooy

Project Mame: Verizon Wireless - NMA4 Sliva
Appilicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)

Location of Subject Site; 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number. Permit Number {if applicable): 14-813

Fintal Action Appealed:
X}  Issuance of Building Permit f-1 Other Final Determination of LUD Director

Final Action of Board or
Commission {(specify): £ Planning Commissicn Beard of Adjustment 1@ BCD-DRC B HDRe
niz<tion .

Basis of Slanding (see Section 14-3. 1?(B) SFCC 2001} Sac. 14-3. 17(B)(3} [pam alleging Injurytu lqeumumic. envirorimental
and aesthetic interests; -9 il dtirach o), _

Basis far
Appeal 7] The facts were incorreclly determined E] Ordinancesflaws were violated and/gg

Description of the final action appealed from, and date ¢n which final action was taken:

issuance of a building permit. Buiiding permit was postad on the property on July 25, 2014,

E] Check here if you have atlached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.

114



Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

L — — ~——Deseriplion of Harm — '
Describe the hanm thal would resull to you from the action appealed from {attach additional pages if necessary):

(1) The facliity has operated ilegally for nine years. Issuance of a building permiit for an illegal, indusiria-typa facility violates
the rights of neighbors who have an interest in preserving the character of our neighbaorhood, which otherwisa conslsts of
residencas and small businesses. (2) Viokation of due process. (3) Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional
distress, (5) Vickation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or federal law. | i

AARD  To OuLR MEeMBERS wio Live NEARBY, AS ABOVE .

r L S S o Explaln the Basls for Appeal ’ ’ LT
Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be spegific):

(1) Violation of Sec. 14-6.2(E)X5){(b) ("Telecommunications facilities located on existing structures shall not exceed the height of
the struciure upon which the facility s located™; (2) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(8), requiring a height waiver; {(3) Violation of
Sec. 14-6.2(E){10) (failure {o provide notice); (%) Violation of Sac. 14-6.2(EX10){b), requiring an ENN meeting; {4) Vickation of
Sec. 14-6.2(E){4), requiring a public hearing before the Planning Commission. (5) Violation of Sec. 14-11.4(A), requiring the
removal of illegal structures.

T Signaweand Verfiwation .. ]
{ horeby cortify that the documents submitled for raview and considoration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to mest the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure lo meet these standards may result i
the rajection or posiponement of my application. | also certify that | have met with the CRy's Current Planning stait fo verify thet the
aftachsd proposaf is in compliance with the Gily's zoning requirements.

Appellant Signature: e Er.q /Y08 ’-?',(m‘ﬂ._na’g} Pm.;x_al;m‘.ll Date: . Cf_.u‘? .J?, ] 0!";‘[

Agent Signaiure: Date:
State of New Mexico )
} s8.
County of Santa Fe }
Ivve , being first

duly swom, depase and say: {We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are trus to my/our own knowledge.

Petitioner’s:

- -

ggggé”m{ 25@%
Signature ' Signetura

ARvHUR ERIS TEMIER G

Print Neme Print Name

Subscribed and sworn to before me this ? day ofA,L{/C:(l/(,v 7.’ , 20 /{7/

“NOTARY PUBLIC

h:y?/ co %sfﬁzx;‘vz:
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ECETY B

D nl D .
QQ&TW e -8 201 D VERIFIED APPEAL
Receipt attached: PETITION
| | | AND USE DEPARTMENT |

"Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or histher designee wm entar ths daie
and time of recelpt and initial bath origlnals. See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedura.**

Appellant Information

Name: A(fﬂl Y /’7/2 LS s

Address: LMLLLLO S/A‘Pﬂg( s (—Ew -
T R Sutle ) agos

rone: (8057 (0QD-FGYD. et aress: (1ediSSa 0 herir 4%??0@4@17

Additional Appellant Names:

M1

Correspondence Directed to: EJAppellant 5 Agent Both
| Agent Authortzation (if applicable) —]
iMWe;
authorize to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
Signed: Date:
Signed: Date:
Subject of Appeal . |

Project Name:  Verizon Wireless - NM4 Sibva

Verizon Wireless (applican!); John Malone {owner)

Applicant or Owner Name:

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Sania Fe; NM B7505

Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable):  14-813

Final Action Appealed:
X Issuance of Building Permit ] Other Final Determination of LUD Director

Final Action of Board or
Commission (specify): [5] Planning Commission Board of Adjustmeant {} BCD-DRC ] HDRE

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-2.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(B)(2) {person who was requiréd lo be mailed notice);
Sec. 14-3.17(B}3) {person alleglng in Jury o my economic, en\nronmental and aesthetic interests;

_Sec. 14-A.17(B}S5
“Hasis for
Appeal; ] The facts were Incorrectly determined [X] Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrgpresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final ?cﬂon was taken:
CARHE dald X
i :
Iag
Issuance of a building permit. Building permit was posted an: {ha: prdperty anjduly: 25,,2014 a \ x ;
_ é*‘u 1 3,“_..-.; . .-f,-,"- P
AT T B B e N

[&d Check here if you have altached a copy of the final action that is'_'b‘e:r-).g a}qpegle‘d'.
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- Verified Appea! Pelition
' - Page 2 of 2

[ - o Description of Harm . !
Describe the harm that would result 1o you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages If necessary):

(1) The Facility has operated Rlegally for nine years. Issuance of a building permit for an Hlegal, industrial-type facility violates

the rights of neighbors who have an interestin preserving the character of our neighborhood, which otherwise cansists of
residences and small businesses. (2) Viclation of due process. (3) Hanm to the value of my property. (4) Emgtional

distress. {S) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or federal law.

l I Exptain the Basis for Appeal _ - ]

Please detail thé basis for Appeal here {be specific): .
(1) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(5)(b) {"Telecommunications facilities located on existing structures shali not exceed the height of

the structure upen which the facility is located™; (2) Violation of Sec. 14-82(E)(8), requiring a height waiver; {3} Victation of -
Sec. 14-6.2(E)}{(10) (fallure fo provide notice); {4) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(10)(b}, requiring an ENN meeting; (4} Violation of
Sec. 14-6.2(E)(4), requiring a public hearing before the Planning Commissian, (5) Violation of Sec, 14-11.4{A), requiring the
removal of llegal structures. .
| . Signature and Verification _ |
I hereby certify that the documents submitted for raview and consideralion by the City of Santa Fe have baen prepared to mee! tha

minimum standards outhihed in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may-result in
the refection or postponament of my applicalion. | also cetlify that | have met with the City’s Cument Flanning staff to verify that tha

altached proposal is in CW Mem&
Appeliant Signature: . _ : Date: g - 7"’/ /jé

Agenl Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
) ss.
County of Santa Fe )
.
IAWe , being first

duly swom, depose and say: 1/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to myfour own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:
07 Ceel
ngnaturé ' Signalure
MW“’SS& Ac[aﬂr’
Print Name ' Print Name

wo A
Subscribed and swom to before me this ? day of . U%U’?‘C .20 H\' .
O e L. valonti At L N

0 Myshetle L. Valentine {
NOTAAY PUBLIC

NOTARY PUBLIC
My commission expires:
ATIANES

STATE OF,
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N EEETY &

LUD Use Only D

Time Filed: \'. VERIFIED APPEAL
Fee paid: AUG - 8 2014
Receipt altached:; PETITION )

LAND USE DEPARTMENT

**Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her desighee will enter the date

. and tire.of receipt and initial both ariginals. See Section 14-3.17(D} SFCC 2001 for the procedure.*

Appellant information

Name: é’ﬂ‘ﬁ’j DO MAZAFT L
First ML
Address: J"\'ﬂ%’ ACIUA- Fim
Stret Address | Sultank #
T ALM &7SOS™
chy State ZIP Code
Phone: (PS) 577-2.240 E-mail Address: I A2 AT - GALL DO D EMATL, (g

Additional Appsltant Names:

Correspondence Directed to: Appellant 3 Agent [3] Both
| Agent Authorization (if applicable) ]

[We:
auu_worize to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
Signed: Date: |
Signed: " Dale: | -
'_27- Subject of Appeal |

Project Name: Verizan Wireless - NM4 Silva

Applicant or Owner Nama: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone {owner)

Location of Subject She: 1402 Agua Fria Streel, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: Pemit Number {if applicable). 14-813

Final Action Appealed:
XI  issuance of Building Permit ] Other Final Determination of LUD Oirector

Final Action of Boardor
Commission (specify): Planning Commission Hoard of Adjustment  [] BCD-DRC ] HDRB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(B)(2) {person who was required to be mailed notice);
Seac. 14—3 17(BY}3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmenial and aesthelic interests;

Sec. 14-3.17(B)(5) [person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law)

Bams for
Appeal; [ The facts were incarrectly determined [x] Ordinancesfaws were violated and/or misrepresented

Descrlptlon of the final action appealed from, and date on which fi nal action was taken
TRNT. ) m,}r

__“\ ‘e

ﬁlJt[\,J PWIATO
e SETEEO ST i DI

(i Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is benhg appealed e erE
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Verified Appeal Paiition
: Page 2 of 2

L

| K . Description ofilHarm ' H
Describe the harm that would résuil to you from the action appealed from {attach additional pages if necessary):
{1) The facility has operated legally for nine years, Issuance of a building permit for an illegal, industriak-type facility violates
the rights of neighbors who have an interest in preserving he character of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
residences and smalt businesses. {2) Violation of due process. (3) Ham to the value of my property. (4) Emctional

distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New MexXico o federal law.

[ _ Explain the Basis for Appeal ' ' |
Plaase detail the basia for Appeal here (be specific): . _ '

{1) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E}(S)(b) ("Telecommunications facilities located on existing structures shall not exceed the height of

the structure upon which the facility is focated"); {2) Violation of Sec. 14-6.2(E)(8), requiring a helght walver: (3) Viclation of

Sec. 14-8.2(E){10) {failure to provide notice); (4) Violation of Sec. 14-6.2(E){10)(b). requiring an ENN mesting; {4) Viclation of

Sec. 14-6.2(E){4), requiring a public hearing before the Planning Commission. (5) Violation of Sec. 14-1 1.4{A), requlring the

removal of lllega! structures, ) .

| _ Signature and Verification ' |

[ heraby certify that the documents submitted for review and considaration by the City of Sapta Fe have been prepared to meel the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001, Falkire to meat these slandsrds may result in
the rejection or posipenement of my appilcation. 1.also certify that | have mel with the City’s Cumrent Planning staff fo vorily that the

aftached proposal is in oomp#an§ with the City’s zoning regquirenients.

Appeliant Signature: -c\_\;,"\/\_ﬂ( > w PR Date: -7~ 14
i )
Agent Slgnature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
}ss.
Counly of Santa Fe )
we MAzAT1. ©ELINDQ . being first

duly swom, depose and say: |Me have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are frue to my/our own knowledge.

Petitionet’s:
¥
N
Signature t Skgnature

Ma2aTL GRCINDO

Print Name Print Name

Subscribed and swomn to befare me this i day of ‘/A UQLZ}H ﬁt .20 1*4‘

~TOFFICIAL SEAL

MAN) Mysheile L. Valentine

NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE

y Commission Bxplres:

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commisgian expires;
O 1%
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e ; Bie-sla - '

N ECEIVE |

Time Filed: | X VERIFIED APPEA
Aol | AUG - 8 201

PETITION

Receipt altached:

LAND USE DERPARTMENT |

“Two originals of this Jorm must be filed. The Land Use Departmant Director or histher designee will enter the date
and time of receipt and initial both orlginals. See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedure.” .

. Appellant Information
Name: \/Id‘l L JEBRE L :
Last Flrst, M1
Address: = ) S\\'\J < :h'gg—t
Address, Suttelinit #

B 2 , N 370

City . State ZIP Code '
Phone: _(50%) %Q) A fLM; E-mail Address: C;Ie..,bggg h.y l%] I o057 @ %I[‘Qg; l»gam

Additional Appellant Names: YL
Comrespondence Directed to; mt L] Agent [ Both

| Agent Authorization (if appilcable) ]
We:
authorize to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
Signed: Date:
Signed: Date:

[ Subject of Appeal |

Project Name; Verizon Wireless - NM4 Sitva

Applicant or Owner Name:  Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Mélone {owmner)

Lacation of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fa, NM 87505

Case Number: Permit Number {if applicable): 14-813
Final Action Appealed: '
issuance of Building Permit [l Other Fina! Determination of LUD Director
Final Action of Board or
Commission (specHy): ] Planning Commission "] Board of Adjustment [ BCDDRC O HDRB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(B)}(3) {person alleging injury t¢ my economic, environmental
and aesthetic interests;  Sec. 14-3.17(B)(5) {person who has a recognized Interest under New Mexico taw).

Basis for
Appeal: {1 The facts were incorrectly determined [x] Ordinancesilaws were violated and/or misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken: -

Issuance of a building permit. Building permit was posted on the property t;hi_Jﬁfy; 25. 2n-14 .

(x] Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Petition
FPage 2 of 2

I o Description 6f Harm : !
Dascribe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from {atach additional pages if necessary):
{1) The facility has operatex illegally fornine years. issuance of a building permit for an illega!, industiaktype facility violates
the rights of nelghbors who have an interest in preserving the character of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
residences and smalt businesses. {2) Violation of due process. (3) Harm to the vaiue of my property. (4) Emational
distress. {5) Violation of any othier rights | may have under New Mexico or federal law. ’

I - Explain the Basis for Appeal ' 2
Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be specific):

{1) Viclation of Sec. 14-5.2(E)X{5)(b) ("Talecommunications faclliies located on existing structures shall not exceed the height of
the structure upon which the facility is localed"); (2) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(8), requiring a helght waiver; {3) Viclation of

Sec. 14-8.2(E){10) (failure to provide notice); (4) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(10)(b), requiring an ENN meefing; (4} Violation of
Sec. 14-8.2(E)(4), roquiring a public hearing befare the Flanning Commission. (5) Violation of Sec. 14-11.4{A), requiring the
removs} of llegal structures.

| ' Signature and Verification A , , |

! hemby certily thet the documents submitled for review and consideration by the Glty of Santa Fe heva been prepared to mest the
minimum slandards outiined in the Land Development Code, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Failure lo mest these standards may result in
the rejection or posiponement of my appffcaﬁpn. ! a!s_u gerfi tha_ﬂ have met with the Cify’s Current Flanning steff {o verify that the

attached propesal fs in compfiance with the Cy-5-za8ing Kemants.
oue.__8-3-14

Cate:

Appellant Signature:

Agent Signature:

State of New Mexico )
) ss.
County of 5anta Fe )

1 . 4 )
IWe Tabbe L\(l@\l x Mm»e ' \A\G(k _ , being first
duly swom, depose and say: 1/We have read the fordgoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitioner!s:

ol

S.!énature
\DE%B(EL'\(@L\ Prtusec U -

Print Name

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 3 day of /4 q? ] // , 20/ Ez .
- D/f /\/‘4]/ V//ﬁ/(
NOTARY PUBLIC :
My comipission expires;
777 [2elé -




LUD Use Only B dmﬂ] V(8

Time Filed; \ _ D VERIFIED APPEA.
. PETITIO

LAND USE DEDARTMENT 1
**Twu originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Departmenit Director or his/her designee will enter the date

and time of receipt and initial both ori Insls. See Section 14-3.17 SFCC 2001 for the edure. ™ .
Appellant Information

Name: & } (/L ?‘
Address: (’ca@g'\ ?) Q/ZG{/N(E:E:? S {'Tw‘ll” —
%h 3—:9_, p"—wﬂﬂ@)ﬁ;@” 87525

ML

L»- State ZIP Code
Phone: | 305) ‘? gg _l zg E-mail Address:
Additional Appellant Names:
Correspandence Direcled fo: gﬁ Appefiant £ Agent 3 Both
| Agent Authorization {if applicable) i
IWe:
authorize to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
Signed: Date:
Signed: Date:
I Subject of Appeal |

Project Name:  Verizon Wireless - NM4 Silva
Applicant or Owner Name:  Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Numbaer: Permit Number (if applicable): 14-813

Final Action Appealed:

= Issuanca of Buitding Permit (-] Other Final Determination of LUD Director
Final Action of Board or
Commission {specity): [0 Planning Commission {3 Board of Adjustment BCD-DRC ] HDRS

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(B)}{3) (person alleging injury 1o my economic, environmental
and aesthetic interests:  Sec. 14-3.17(B)(5) {(person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law).

Basis for
Appeai: {1 The facts were incorrectly determined [2] Ordinancesflaws were violated and/for misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Jssuance of a building permit. Bullding permit was posted on the property 5a July 25, 2014.

] Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed,
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page2af 2

[ - " Description of Harm ]
Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (aftach additional pages if necessary):

(1) Tha facility has operated illegally for nine-ysars. {sstlance.of a building parmit for an illegal, industriaktype facility violates

tha rights of neighbors who have an interest in preserving the characler of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
residences and small businessas. (2) Violation of due process. (3} Ham to the value of my property. (4) Emotiona!

distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under Now Mexdco or federal law.

| - * Explain the Basis for Appeal |
Please detail the basis for Appeal here {be specific):

{1} Violation of Sec. 14-6 2{E)(5)(b} {"Telecommunications facllties located on existing structures shall not exceed the haight of
the structure upon which the facility is located®); (2} Vielation of Sec. 14-6.2(E)(8), requiring a height waiver; {3) Viclation of

Sec. 14-6.2E}(10) (falure o provkie notics); (4) Viclation of Sec. 14-6.2(E)}(10)(b), requiring an ENN meeting; (4) Violation of

Sec. 14-6.2(EX4), raquiring a public hearing before the Planning Commission. (5) Violation of Sec. 14-11.4(A), requiring the

refnoval of illegal structures.

| Signature and Verification |
I herohy certify that the documents submilled for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prpared to meet e

minimum slandards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure fo meet these standards may resuit in
the rejection or pasipenemarnt of my appiication. | also certify that | have met with the City’s Current Flanning sltaff to verify tha!‘ the

_ altached propasal is in complianee with the Cdy’.s zoning requiramar,
Appeliani Signature: X Q ﬁk% Date: 2 / < / Qé'?// 4/

Agent Signature: Date;
State of New Mexico )
) ss.
County of Santa Fe )

wo - Ol S AT g

duly sworn, depose and sa: 1@Ve have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to myfour own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:

\NL/(% Yl Ad!

Signat

7
= -
Subscribed and swom to before me this _.2 _ day of ﬂ Cz Le [ /’ ,20 /&/

uf V/d

NOTARY PUBLIC

My com/:( expures

Stkonature
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(date stamp}

D useonly -~ — || ENCNER Ol

- VERIFIED APPE!/

Ti Filed: !
I‘ Fezzep_ar; llﬁa _ M4 D
‘ Receipt aftached: g i AUG — 8 PETITION

LAND USE DEPASTMENT §

**Two ariginals of this form must he filed. The Land Use Department Director or hIs/her designee will enter the date
and time of recelpt and initial both originals. See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the pmcedure. .

Appellant Information
name: N g a ey ﬂm r

Acrees: ‘”’r—sxfad sa,ef/ @ﬁ "
Stra 55 v Suftadmit #
e e Hloples LFEoL

f _ 2IP Coda
Phone: P05%) S/~ o ‘5 4' [ E-mail Address: & F
Additional Appellant Names: (ea-f L (2 man f' a _.{-P—'
Correspondence Directed to: ﬂf&pgellant [ Agent [1 Both
L Agent Authorization (if appiicable} — ]
I"We:
authorize to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
Signed: Date:
Signed: Date:
| Subject of Appeal {

Project Name;  Verizon Wireless - NM4 Siiva

Applicant or Owner Name:  Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)

Lacation of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): 14-813

Final Action Appealed:
(Xl Issuance of Building Pemit [0 Other Final Determination of LUD Director

Final Action of Board or
Commission {specify): [} Planning Commission ] Board of Adjustment [J BCD-DRC [C} HORE

Basis of Standing {see Sectron 14-3.17(B) SFCC 200 1): Sec. 14-3.17(BX3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental
and aesthetic interests; Sec. 14-3.17{B}(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico iaw),

Basis for
Appeal: [ The facts were incorrectly determined .. fx] Ordinancesfaws were violated andfor n}isrepresented

Descnptlon of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken: . |

Issuance of a building permit. Buuldmg pamit was posted on the property on July 25 2014. .

fx] Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Pelilion
Page 2 of 2

[_. Description of Harm |
Describe the harm that would resuit to you from the aclion appealed from {attach addilional pages if necessary):
{1) The facility has operated fllegally for nine years. Issuance of a building permit for an illegal, industrial-type fadlitty violates
the rights of neighbors who have an-interest in preserving the chamacter of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of due procsss. (3) Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional
distress. {5) Violation of any othar rights § may have under New Mexico or fedaral law.

| ' Explain the Basis for Appeal ' |
Piease detail the basis for Appeal here (be specific). |

{1) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E}(5)(b) {"Telecommunications facilties located on existing structures shall not excaed the height of

the structure upon which the faciity Is located™); (2) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(8), requiring a helght walver; (3) Violation of

Sec. 14-6.2(E)(10) (fallure fo provide notice}; {4) Viclation of Sec. 14-6 2(E)10)(b), requiring an ENN meating; (4) Viclation of
Sec. 14-6.2(E)(#), requiring a public hearing before the Planning Commission. (5) Violation of Sec. 14-11.4{A), requiring the
removal of illegal struciures.

b Signature and Verification |

1 hersby certify that the documents submitted for review and considaration by lhe City of Santa Fe have been prepared lo meet the
minltium standards outined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standands may resuft in
the rejection or postponement of my application. | aiso certiy that | have met with the Cily's Cuirarnt Planning staff to verfy that the

altached proposal is in Wﬁ the Ciy's zoning requirements.
Appellant Signature: M P AN, Date: 7 / 27 / f &
L U‘-’ — U v

Agent Signature: Cate:
State of New Mexico )
} 85,
County of Santa Fe )

e . belng first

duly sworn, @gpose‘ént;j: I/We halq read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same ara true terlyfour own kjpowledge.

Petitioner/s:

Signature Signatu

Prirt Name u’ Pririt Name

/
? Subscribed ard sworn to hefore me this 3? day of yﬂﬁéﬂ-”/ : 20&

-

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commissign expires:
7

7/ Y4

125



—— E@-eh)V E
LUD Use Only
Tme ;:?gﬁ MG -8 2014 VERIFIED APPEA
Reueip! attached: PETIT]ON
LAND USE DEPARTMENT

**Two criginals of this form must he filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee will enter the date
and time of receipt and initial both on:ginals. See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedura.™ . .

Appsllant Information

Name: ChoN- = Mrie hag l
Last First M.
Address: FRR= S dvg Sy _
Streat Address SuiteUnit 3
S anhgYe fm G7505
City _ State ZIP Cods
Phone: {565] 501 - 570 3 E-mail Address:
Additional Appellant Names: tuay o 1 Ohtnez
Commespondence Directed to: Q‘f;pallam _[J Agent Both
{ Agent Authorization (if applicable) |
We: . -
authorize to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
Signed: Date:
Signed; Date:
| Subject of Appeal |

Project Name: Verizon Wiraless - NM4 Silva

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number; Permit Number (if applicabie): 14-813

Final Action Appealed:
Issuance of Building Permit [ Other Final Determination of LUD Directos

Final Action of Board or
Commission (specify): £} Planning Commission [0 Board of Adjustment 1 BCD-DRC [l HDRB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(B)3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental
and aesthetic interests:  Sec. 14-3.17(B)(5) {(person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law).

Basis for .
Appeal: L] The facts were incorrectly determined [¥] Ordinances/laws werg wnlvated pudfor misrepresented

Description of the final aclion appealed from, and dale on which final action was taken: . e

Issuance of a building permit. Building permit was posted on the property on Jufy 25, 2014, -

[x] Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action thal is being appealed.
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Varified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

[ . Description of Harm - J
Describe the harm that would result to yau from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary):
(1) The facility has operated illegally for nine years. Issuance of a bullding permit for an (legal, ndustrial-type facility violates
tha rights of neighbors who have an interest in preserving the, character of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of due process. (3) Ham to the vaiue of my properly. {4) Emotional
distress. (5) Violation of arry other rights 1 may have under New Mexico or faderal taw.

| S Explain the Basis for Appeal |

Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be specific).
(1} Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(SHb) (*Telecommunications facliiies located on existing structures shal not exceed the height of
the structura upan which the faciity Is localed™); (2) Violation of Sec. 14-6.2(E)(8). requiring a height waiver; (3) Viclation of
Sec. 14-6.2(E)(10) (falure to provide notice); (4) Viafation of Sec. 14-6.2(E)}(10)(b}. requiring an ENN meeting: {4) Violation of
Sec. 14-6.2(E}{4), requiring a public hearing before the Planning Commission. (5} Violation of Sec. 14-11 A(A), requiring the
removal of Hlegal struciures.

| Signature and Verification |

! heraby certfly that the documents submitled for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been preparsd fo meel the
minimum standards outiined in the Land-Development Code, Chagler 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to mest these standards may resuft n
tha rejection or posiponament of my apglication; / at ) bave mel with the Cily’s Current Planning statff to verily thal the

< - oo 55, //4/
Agent Signature; / Date:

State of New Mexico i

County of Sa:n ‘ ) / ; I ‘

_ 7 ; o (o (LU
INVe (/ L g T AR VRS being first
di§ty swom, flepose and say: fWehtive read the foregoing appeabpelition and know the ¢o ts thereof and
that the same are {rue to er(f oo knowledge., _
Petitio "
L/ -
Signature Signature
IMovks | I
.2 'y Z.S Sorsie 1 flhadez——
& .
Print Narne Frint Name

Subscribed and swom t_6 before me this '#S day of AACL,? 2 5:/L .20 /’/7/
Tonan P U5/
NOTARY PUBLJIC 4
My commissipn expires:
? 5/ €
-7 : 127




| ECETVE
Time Filed: L. VERIFIED APPEA.
Fee paid: i‘@ AUG -8 2014
Receipt attached: PETITION
{ LAND USE DEPARTMENT

**Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee wfu enter the date
and time of receipt and initial both originals. See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedure.**

Appellant Information
Japurmmmt

Name: _EEED m . ] . |
Address: ﬁ' ad é\ WA"' | )
2k B A i

Additional Appellant Niam

Correspondence Directed to: L] Appellant L1 Agent Beth
] Agent Authorizatign (if applicable) |
e I, .. B .« '
ot . N s . ' -
authorize - to act as myfour agent to exectte this application,
Signed: Date:
Signed: Date:
| Subject of Appeal
Project Name;  Verizon Wireless - NM4 Silva
Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon \Mraless (applmnt) JOhI"I .Malona (UWnEf), I S P .
__.. B T . !.. L
Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): 14813
Final Action Appealed: = . . L . o I .
&l  Issuance uf'Buiiding Permit (1 Other Final Betermination of LUD Director
Final Action of Board or
Commission (spemfy) [:] F'ianmng Commissign .. ;3 Board of Adjusiment | BCD DRC [] HORB

Basis of Standmg {s6e Secnon‘m-"s-l 78 sEce éom) Sec. 14-3.17(B)3) {person alldging i 1I'IJI-IW to my ecénomhc. anvironmental
and aesthetic interests;  Sec. 14-3.17(8)(5) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law).

Basis for
Appeat: [} The facts were incorrectly determined E]_ Ordinances/laws were violated gnq{qylmisrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taker. .~ " -

,,,,,,,

Issvance of a building permit. Building permit was posted on the property on July 252014 t -

Ix] Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Pafition
Page 20f2

I _ Description of Harm . l
Describe the harnm that would result to you from the aclion appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary):

(1) The facility has oparated illegally for nine years. Issuance of a building permit for an illegal, industrial-type facility violates

the rights of neighbors who have an Interest in preserving the character of our neighberhood, which otherwise consists of
residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of due process. (3) Hamm o the value of my property. {4) Emational

distress. {5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or federal law. '

] " T - * L] ’ 4 . . .
. ¢ = L

| B T Explain the Basis furAﬁpeal T !

Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be specific): tor
iy Vlolgon of Sec. 14—6.2(’&}{5}{!:) ("T elecommunicaticns facliities located on e:ustlng stmdums shal not exceed the height of
iha sfutturelupon which thé facility IS located®); (2) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)8), requiring a hejght wabser; {3} Violation of
Sec. 14-6.2(E){10} (fallure to'provide notice); {4) Violatlon of Sec. 14-6.2(E)(10)(b}, requiring an ENN meeting; {4) Violation of
Sec. 14-6.2(E){4), requiring a public hearing bsfora lhe Planning Commission. (5) Molaﬂon of $éc_14-1 1 A{A). raqulrlng the
rernoval of illegal structures. ] . o

[P - . .

- ‘Blgnaiurd aﬂ'd Ve'rlﬂcaﬂoa 3 _~"_ e _— ._ I

i hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by tha City of Santa Fe have been prepared o meat the
minimum standards outiined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFOC 2001, Failure to meet these standards may result in

the rejaction or postponement of my appii r hat Hhave met with the City’s Cunont Planning staff to varify that the
attached proposal is in compliance wil i j & /
Appetiant Signature? __[/\ /|, « y Wi Date: / '&— % U-]—
Agent Signature: ' Date:
State of New Mexico )

] 3%,
County of Santa Fe )

IAVe /}V\ . %WFSTJ‘ ' 0 1 . being first

duly swom, depose and say: /We have read the foregoing appeal petition and kndw the contents thereof and
that the same are true to myfour own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:

o ed, SBa O Ree

Signature Signature
Frint Name ’ Frint Name
Subscribed and swern to before me lhiszg day of ﬁ—/j’d"‘-'é[/ ,20 /?Zﬂ

NOTARY PUBLIC

My com =17] exp:res

7
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LUD Use Only

T\ 12 (@RS g [N
D—\ 5 GER B
i D VERIFIED APPEZ

PETITION

Time Filed: \.

Fee paid: f&@ AUG -8 2014
Receipt attached:

LAND USE DEPARTMENT
**Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee will enter the date

and time of recaipt snd initial both originals. See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedure.**
Appellant information

Name: _Ejﬂé&@_@{@ @VMG K
Address: SL Y3 0\@4& ?é:-u_p.: (v\)m/\LS o Tie @axrrczew?))
o 1%_ MM B 7S507

ciy St 2ZIP Code ,
Phone: (13 Q& O-DIXO E-mail Address: ' o QO
Additional Appeliant Names: _ ' )

Correspondence Directed to: E Appellant [i] Agent Both

| _ Agent Authorization (if applicable) -
IMWe: )
authorize to act as myfour agent to execute this application.
Signed:; Date:
Signed: Date:

l Subject of Appeal |

Project Name:  Verizon Wirsless - NM4 Silva

Applicant or Qwner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)

lLocation of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: , Permit Number (if applicable): 14-813

Final Action Appealed;
lssuance of Building Permit [0 Other Final Determination of LUD Director

Final Action of Board or
Commission (specify):  [] Planning Commission Board of Adjustment BCD-ORC 7 HDRE

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B} SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-2.17(B)}{2) (person wha was required to be mailed nefica);
Sec. 14-3.17E ;(3) {parson alleging Injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;

Sec. 14-3.17(B){5)_ (persan wha has.a recognized interest under New Mexico law)
Basis for

_Appeal: {T] The facts were incomectly determined [ Crdinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented
Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit. Building permit was posted on the property on July 25,2014, .

[¥ Check here if you have anached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

| . . Description of Harm |
Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach addilional pages if necessary):

(1) The facility has operated fllegally for nina gaar’éf lssuance of a bullding permit for an iflegal, industriaHype facility viclates

the rights-of neighbors who have an Interest in preserving the character of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
residences and small-businesses. (2) Vioiation of due process. (3) Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional

distress. (5) Violation of any other rights 1 may have under New Mexico or federal law.

| Explain the Basis for Appeal J
Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be specific):

{1} Violation of Sec. 14-6.2(E){5)(b) ("Telecommunications facilities tocated on existing structures shall not excaed the height of

the structure upon which the facility Is located"); {2) Violation of Sec. 14-6.2(E)(8). requiring a height waiver; (3) Violation of

Sec. 14-6.2(E)(10) (faiture to provide notice); (4) Vielation of Sec. 14-6.2(E){10){b), requiring an ENN meeling: (4) Viclation of

Sec. 14-6.2(E){4), requiring a public hearing before tha Planning Commission, (5} Violation of Sec. 14-1 1.4{A), requiring the

remaoval of Niegal structures. -

| Signature and Verification |

1 hersby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have besn prepared lo mest the
mintmum standards outiined in the Land Development Cocle, Chaplsr 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to mest these standards may result in
the rejection or postponement of my application. | aiso certify that | have met with the City's Current Planning slaff to verify that the

attached propesal is In compliance with the City’s zoning requirements.
Appeliant Signature: @-\ - Date: '32-’ ?"/ (7'
. W

Agent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
) s5.
County of Santa Fe )
I"we , being first

duly sworn, depose and say; HWe have read the foregoing appeai petition and know the contents thereof and
ihat the same are true 1o my/our own knowledge.

Signature Signalune
@ r /ﬂﬁﬂé} l g
Print Name Print Name

Subscribed and swom to before me this 5 day of /? "’;‘f & I"f , 20, /%
r‘f -

_24 [ ,/ VL‘? “—’Q_

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commjission expires:
7 /mf.:r pas
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E®EYY B

Time Filed-\". VERIFIED APPEAI
s S MG -8 20
Receipt attached: . PETITION

LAND USE DEPARTMENT |

“Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee wilf anter the date
and ¢ime of receipt and initial both orlglna!s. See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2041 for the procedure.**
Appelfant Information

Address: - ;é‘?q QMWL\ MCWLW - -
R ands Fe. New Mesis %#56?

City State ZP Code
Phone: (506) 26 2.9¢7 E-mail Address: _Z-ENOK STACUE GEMAIL . CoM
Additional Appellant Names:
Comrespondence Directed 1o: /i}ippellant {7 Agent Both
] Agent Authorization {if applicable) |
IWe:
authorize to act as my/our agent to execute this application,
Signed: ‘Date;
Signed: Date:
| Subject of Appeal }

Project Name: Verzen Wireless - NM4 Silva

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malane (ownar)

L.ocation of Subject Site: 1402 Agus Fria Streel, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Pemit Number (if applicable): 14-813

Case Number:

Final Action Appealed:

[X]  issuance of Buikiing Permit 1 Other Final Determination of LUD Direclor

Final Action of Board or
Commission {specify): [] Planning Commission (] Boardof Adjustment  [] BCD-DRC ] HDRB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001); Sec. 14-3.17(B)(2) {person who was required to be mailed nofice);

Sec. 14-3.17(BX3) (person alleging m;ury to my economic. anvironmental and aesthetic interests:
Sec. 14-3.17(BX5) (person wha has 4 rec ar New Mexico [av

Basis for
Appeal: [ Thafacts were incorrectly determined

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final aclion was taken:

(&l Ordinancesfiaws were violated and/or misrepresented

lssuance of a building permit. Building permit was posted on the properly on July 25,‘__‘20{4‘ o .

[ Check here if you have attached a copy of the final aclion that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Pelition
Page 2 of 2

| ' Description of Harm |
Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed fram (attach additional pages if necessary):
{1) Tha facilty has operated lliegally for nine years. lssuance of a building permit for an fllegal, Industria-typa fadlity viclates
the rights of neighbors who have an Interest in preserving the character of our neighborhood, which otherwise conslsts of
residences and small businesses, (2) Violation of due process. (3) Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emoticnal
distress. (5) Violation of any other rights 1 may have under New Mexico or federal law.

] Explain the Basis for Appeal ' |
Please defail the basis for Appeal here (be specific):

{1) Violation of Sec. 14-62(E)(B)(b} ("Telecommunications facilities located on existing structures shall not exceed the height of

the atructure upon which the facility is located™); (2) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(8), requiring a helght walver, (3) Violation of

Sac. 14-6.2(E){(10) (fallure to provide notics); (4) Violation of Sec. 14-8 2(EX10)(b). requiring an ENN meeting; {4} Violation of

Sec. 14-6.2{E)}(4), requiring a public hearing before the Planning Commission. (5} Violation of Sec. 14-11.4(A), requlring the

removal of Tlegal siructures. '

[ Signature and Verification |

! heroby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the Cily of Santa Fe have beon prepared to meet the
minimum standards outiined in the Land Development Code, Chapfer 14 SFCC 2007, Failure {c meet these standards may result in
the rejaction or postponement of my application. | siso csiify that | have met with the City’s Current Planning staff ta verify that the

alached proposal is in MW:F City's zoning requirements.
Appellant Signature: g Data: b/ﬂ/ ;10‘
/ 1 77
L Date:

Agent Signature:
State of New Mexico )
) S8S.
County of Santa Fe )
IWe , being first

duly swom, depose and say. /We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same ara truefo my/our cwn knowledge. '

Signature
—_eNoV STALY
Primt Name Print Name
3" wit
Subscribed and swom to befare me this _2> _day of /’1{,&3 2014

;ZEMA.P 1 é//?

NOTARY PUBLIC

My co ission expires:
?ﬁ;?i 26/
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BN

Time Filed:_\. “ VERIFIED APPEA
Feo peid. 5‘@ AUG - § 2014 -
Receipt attached: PETITION

LAND USE DFPARTMENT

“Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee will enter the date
and time of receipt and Initial both originals, See Section 14-3.17(D} SFCC 2001 for the procedure.** .

Ly I

~ Appellant information
Name: bEN “QeL G]Eﬁw&ﬂ: ' 12"
First
Address: 1405 AMusn Tena KT ( Wii2es Fé‘ECEm[‘:IZSq’ Mﬁ\
Streef Address Suﬂ&‘l.fnﬂ#
Spa\nh e 8%‘05
Phene: {505) a98Z- 540 E-mail Address: O\U\QMW d. jﬂ /] (_5 QIMM Lo
Additional Appellant Names: J
Carrespondence Directed to: aAppel.lant 3 Agent i Both
l i Agent Authorization (If applicable) |
We: i
authorize to act as myfour agent to execute this application.
Signed: Date: |
Skgned: Date:
I--E Subject of Appeal 1

Project Name: Verizon Wiralezs - NM4 Sitva

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicant); John Malone (owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: Permil Number (if applicable); 14-813

Final Action Appealed:
tssuance of Building Permit [l Other Final Determination of LUD Director

Final Action of Board or _
Commission {specify): [J] Planning Commission ] Board of Adjustment {1 BCD-DRGC [J HORB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(B)(2) (person who was requirad lo ba mailed nalice);
Sec. 14-3.17(BX3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmantal and aesthetic interests;
Sec. 14-317(BY5) (person wha has a recognized inferest under New Mexico law)

Basis for
Appeal: [ 1 The tacts were incorrectly determined [x] Ordinances/aws were violated and/or misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit. Building permit was posted on the property on JU&QS;IZEHQ‘ ,

[ Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Pelition
Page 2 of 2

t Description of Harm ]
Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary):
(1) The facillty has operatad illegally for nine years. 1ssuance of a building permit for an illegal, industrial-type facillty violates
the rights of neighbors who have an interest in preserving the charactar of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of .
residances and small businasses. (2} Violation of due process. {3) Harm to the valus of ry property. {4) Emotional
distress. {5) Violation of any other rights ! may have under New Mexico or federal law.

I Explain the Basis for Appeal |
Please dstail the basis for Appeal here (be specific):

(1) Violation of Sec. 14-6.2(E)(5){b} ("Telecommunications facillties located on existing structures shall not exceed the height of

the structure upon which the facility is focated"); {2) Violation of Sec. 14-8 2(EX(8), requiring a height waiver; (3) Viclation of

Sec. 14-8.2(E}(10) {failure to provide notice); {4) Violation of Sec. 14-6 2(EX10)(b). requiting an ENN meeting; {4) Violation of

Sac. 14-6.2(E){4), requiring a public hearing before the Planning Commission. (5) Violation of Sec. 14-11 4(A), requiring the

removal of fllegal structures.

[ Signature and Verification |

I hersby certity that the documents submittad for review and consideralion by the Cily of Santa Fe have been prepared o moet the
minimum stendards oulliined in the Land Development Code, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Failurs lo mest these standards mayrasult in
the rejection or postponement of my application. | also certify that 1 have met with the City's Current Planning staff to verify that the
altached proposal is In compliance with the Cily's zoning requirements. . - )

Appellant Signature; !%j"\wuzu-f J\ . d‘( M’% Date: . 8{/8_[/!‘4'/

Agent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
} 8s.
County of Santa Fe )
MWe , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: 1/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the conlents thersof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitioner!s:

_ﬁgwuwua@z (O,
SigRature O Signalure

Clenevunt Q-D{Nu&j

Print Neme

I -
Subscribed and swom o before me this g day Of/ljzc;t__,ﬁ_ A3 ’f , 20 / \“')[

/.
/244/? "xil( 6’? S'f

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commission expires.
7 7 7 /200 &
_ 135
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LUD Use Only | TETY
D

Time Fited: |\ VERIFIED APPEA
Fee paid: AUG -8 2014
Receipt attached: PETITION

LAND USE Df "ARTMENT |

**Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee will enter the date
and time of receipt and initial both originals. Seé Section 14-3.17(D) SFLC 2001 for the procedure.**

AppeBant Information
Name: g&f—-abﬂ }r\c)f; -p
Last
Address: (40 % ﬁ(‘iw\ Yoo (mm«ﬂ.s at “H’kM&’UE G/V'QU\V

S G O o 7sns
State ZiP Code _

Cly
Phone: kso5) P FR~ SY 0 E-mall Address:

Additional Appellant Names:

Correspondence Directed to: I Appellant Agent _{7 Both
Agent Authorization {if appilcable) {
1/We; )
authorize to act as myfour agent 1o execule this application.
Signed; Date:
Signed: Date:
I Subject of Appeal 1

Project Name;  Verizon Wiraless - NM4 Silva

Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malane {ownar)

Applicant or Owner Name:

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua fria Slreel, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: Permit Number {if applicable); 14-813

Final Action Appealed:

& Issuance of Building Pemit [0 Other Final Determination of LUD Director
Final Action of Board or
Commission (specify): [3 Planning Commission {1 Board of Adjustment M. 8CDORC ] HDRB

Basis of Standing {see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(B)}2) (parson who was required to be mailed nofics);

Sec. 14-3.17(B){3) {person alieging injury lo my economnc envlronmanta] and aesthetic interests;
Sec. 143.17(BHS5)_ (pursan who has a reco i Mexicn b
Basis for

_Appeal: (] The facts were incorrectly determined

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Ordinances/laws were violated andfor misrepresenied

Issuance of a building permit, Building permit was posted on the property on July 25, 2014, . -

[ Cheack here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Petition
: Page 20f 2

I Description of Harm

Describe the harm that would resuft to you from the action appealed from {attach additional pages if necessary):

{1) The facility has operated lltegally for nine years. lssuance of a building permit for an illegai, industriak-type facikty violates
the rights of neighbors who have an interest m preserving the character of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
residances and small businessss. (2) Violation of due process. (3) Harm to the value of my properly. (4} Emational
distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or. federal law. '

{ ' Explain the Basis for Ap|

peal i

Please detail the basis far Appeal here (be specific).

(1) Violafion of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(5){b) ("Telecommunications facilities focated on existing structures shall not exceed the height of

the structure upon which the facility ks located”); (2) Violation of Sec. 14-6.2(

E){8). requiring a height walver; (3) Violation of

Sec. 14-6.2{E}{10} (failure to provide notice): (4) Violation of Sec. $4-6.2(E)(10)(b), requiring an ENN meeting; (4) Viotation of
Sec. 14-8.2(E)(4}, requiring a public hearing before the Planning Gommission. {5) Violation of Sec. 14-11.4(A), requiring the

removal of illegal structures.

[ Signature and Verification |

{ hareby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the Cify of Santa Fe have been prapared 0 mes! the
mirilmum standards cutlined in the Land Development Code, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may rasull in
the rejastion or posiponement of my application. 1 also certify that 1 heve ms! with the Gity's Current Planning staff to verfy thal the

attached proposal is in comphiance with the City’s zoning requirements.

Appe!lanlSignamm: ) / Z’( 5:"1 “70—@\

Date: 8’/}"/}/

Agent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
) s%.
County of Sarta Fe )
e __, being first

duty swomn, depose and say: /AWe have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and

that the same are true to my/our awn knowledgs.
Petitioner/s:

[ Sren 576

Signature Signature

/o, Seense 0

Print Name Print Name

Subscribed and swom to before me this % day of fﬁ"% lr~§ j, ,20 /‘;7/

R{

{2

%

NOTARY PUBLIC

My compission expires:
1)
’ i
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LUD Use Only [E @ Eaﬁw E

Time Fil;d: . , VERIFIED APPEA’
Fee paid: ] -
Reié}i:lt attached: & AUG - 8 204 PETITION

LAND USE DEPARTMENT

**Two originals of this form must be filfed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee wﬂ! enter the date
and time of recajpt and initial both originals. See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedure.™
Appeflant Information

Name: éhih'?p aArS Q‘?‘AH'J 6
Address: .L%S Elac L OM?‘; A/-Fh‘ X 0/1 CNU\/K 2 QX‘/%“M’S b—l‘-ﬂﬁ“l\t\-g

55 Suffetint #
et {2 N v d SP5oP
b -y
Phone: 6’0 y @70~ 7799 E-mall Address: 2 A e, M@. G . COte

Additiona Appellant Names:

Correspondence Directed ta: gAppellant Agent [31 Both

| Agent Authorization (if applicable) |
Iiwe:
authorize to act as my/our agent to execute this applicaftion.
Signed: Date:
Signed: Date:

I ' Subject of Appeal |

Project Name: Verizon Wireless - NM4 Sliva

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Sireet, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Permit Number (if applicable). 14-813

Case Number;

Final Action Appealed:

X Issuance of Building Permit (3 Other Final Determination of LUD Director

Final Action of Board or .
Commission {specify): {3 Planning Commission I Board of Adjustment ] BCD-DRC ] HORB
Basis of Standing {see Section 14-3.17{B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(B)(2) (person wha was required to be mailed notica);

Sec. 1-1-3.17(B)(g; {person alleging injury to my economuc environmental and aesthetic interests;
H

Sec. 14-3.17(B)5) (pe
Basis for
Appeal: {1 The facts were incorrectly determined Gd Ordinancesflaws were viclated andfor misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken.

lssuance of a building permit. Building permit was posted on the property on July _25'.' 2014 .

{3 Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Petilion
Page 2 of 2

[ Description of Harm -]
Describe the harm that would resiiit to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary):
{1} The facility has operated illegally for nine years. tssuance of a building permit for an lllegal, industriai-type faciity violates
the rights of neighbors who have an interest in preserving the character of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
residences and small businesses. (2} Violation of due process. (3) Harm to the value of my properly. (4} Emotional
distress. {5) Violation of any othér rights | may have under New Mexjco or federal law.

] , Explain the Basis for Appeal ]
Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be specific):

(1) Violation of Sec. 14-6 2(EX5)(b) (T olecommunications facilities located on existing structures shall not exceed the helght of

the structure upon which the facility Is located”); (2) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(8), requiring a height waiver; (3} Violation of

Sac, 14-6.2(E)(10) (failure to provide notice); (4) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2{E}(10)(b), requiring an ENN meeting; (4} Violaticn of

Sec. 14-6.2(E)(4), requiing & public hearing before the Planning Commission. {5) Violation of Sec. 14-11.4{A}, requiring the

removal of llegal structures. :

[ | Signature and Verification _ ]

{ hereby cartify that the documents submifted for review and consideration by the Cily of \'}ana Fe have been prepared to meet the
minimium standards oullined in the Land Development Code, Chapler 14 SECC 2001. Failure to meet these stendards may resuilin
the rejection or posiponement of my epplication. | aiso riify that | have mel with the City's Cuwrent Planning staff to verify that the

attached propesal is in m%m'm ihe CHty's zoning requirements.
e
Date: &- 8- /7

Appellant Signature:
Agent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico }
) 8s.
County of Santa Fe )
iWe . being first

duly sworn, depose and say: 1/We have read the foregoing appeat petition and know the contents therecf and
{hat the same are Irue to my/our own knowledge. ’

Petitioner/s:
-——— ‘-\‘"f

s{gnarure Sigrature
To k&G Smeus
Frint Mame Print Name

— 7
Subscribed and sworn to before me this;'z' day ofﬂ C""/f{ﬂ j/ : 20’/_?_

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commissiop expires:
:,7;} Va4
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- {date_stamnp)
LUD Use Only ECEIY B

Time Filed. 1L 25Dy D VERIFIED APPEA
ol oL AUG -8 2014
P PETITION

LAND USE DEPARTMENT |

™*Two originals of this form must be filed. Tha Land Use Department Director or his/her dasignea will enter the date
and time of receipt and initial both originals. See Section 14-3.17(1}} SECC 2001 for the procedure.**
' Appellant Information

Name; M COEE WB j

L M.L

Address: ~ 403 ‘A@]M :FEZ.A'Q'F%-
SRalTPr FE, NM 87855

Chty State 2IP Code
Phone: (53051 TR Z.- G4 E-miall Address: (MVZL@OYUH%@H cfﬂ’[.f’ -Cowl

Additional Appellant Names:

Correspondence Directed to: ﬁAppellant [ Agent ] Both '
: : Agent Autharization (if applicabla} |

IWe:
autﬁorize to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
Signed: Date;
Signed: Date:
I-J7 Subject of Appeal |

Project Name: Verizon Wireless - NM4 Silva

Applicant or Owner Name; Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505
Permit Number (if applicable): 14-813

{ase Number:

Final Action Appealed:

[  Issuance of Building Permit 1 Other Final Determination of LUD Direclor

Final Action of Board or
Commission [specify):

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(B)(2) {person who was required to be meiled notice);
Sec. 14-3.17(B)3} (person alleging injury 1o my economic, environmantal and aesthetic interests;

[ Planning Commission [1 Board of Adjustment [} BCD-DRC ] HDRB

_Sa_c. 14'3‘1ﬂgl‘§ person who has a ragoqnizad intera nder MNew hMexic W)
Basis for

Appeal: [l The facts were incorrectly determined fd Ordinancesflaws were violated and/or misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

issuance of a building permit. Building permit was posted on the property on J'u!y-zs;' ‘2014.; ;

[« Check here if you have attached a copy af the final action that is being appealed.

YRS - | — e




Verified Appeal Petilion
Page 2 of 2

I Description of Harm _ |
Describe the harm that would result o you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary):
(1) The facility has operated illegally-for nine years. Issuance of a bullding permil far an illegal, Industriak-type facility violates
tha rights of neighbors who have an interest in preserving the character of our neightrorhood, which othenwise consists of
residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of due process. (3) Ham to the value of my property. (4} Emotional
distress. (5) Violation of any other rights i may have under New Mexico or federal law.

| Explain the Basis for Appsal ' |
Please detail the basis for Appeal here {be specific):

{1) Violation of Sec. 14-6 2(E)(5)(b) {'Telecommunications facilities located on existing structures shall not exceed the height of

the structure upon which the faciiity is located™); (2) Viclation of Sec. 14-6 2(E)}(8), requiring a height walver; (3) Violation of

Sec. 14-6.2(E)(10) (failure to provide notice); (4) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2{E)(10)(b}, requiring an ENN meeting; (4) Violation of

Sec. 14-6.2(E}4), requiding a public hearing before the Planning Commission. {5) Viclation of Sec. 14-1 1.4(A), requiring the

remaval of llegal structuras. :

| Signature and Verlfication ' . _j

{ hereby cerfify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the Gity of Santa Fe have been prepared ta meet the
minimumn standards cutlined in the Land Development Code, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to mest these standards may resufl in
the rejection or postponement of my application, | also certify that | have met with the City's Cument Planning staff to verify that the

attached proposal Is in compliance with the City’s zog) requirements.
Appeliant Signature: _ { j A o— gu S~ Date: & / £ // ‘/
— = _ P
Agent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico }
) ss.
County of Santa Fe )
Ve . baing firat

duly sworn, depose and say: |/We have read the foreguing appeal petition and know the contents therecf and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:

e T loone

b

Signalure Signalure

[ eeer= /f/’?cmfp

Prirt Name Print Name

. L—
Subseribed and sworn 1o before me this (_;5’ day of %’C{/"?-ffﬂ // .20 /Q

_ Zy?/f /-4_/ Z/ ‘ 57
NOTARY PUBLIC

My commission gxpires:

= /Z 2N
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E‘D@Tq" Wy E

Time Filwg@ D VERIFIED APPEA
F id; &\ -

LAND USE [ PARTMENT

“*Twa originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee will enter the date
and time of receipt and initial hoth Ofigln als. See Section 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2007 for the procedure.**
— Appellant Information

Name: L{ :(,j //é M L}Q% —
Address: 300 2 ( ﬁ 7 / & (WOY\{S OJQ' CI’LJJ("CXS w NL

Tt 7t ont __£730 7

Gy
Phone: [ ) E-mail Address:
Additional Appeliant Names:
Comespondence Directed to: Ilanl {4 Agent Both
1 Agent Authorization (if applicable) |
|ANe:
authorize to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
Signed: Date:
Signed: Date: -
I Subject of Appeal |

Project Namme: Verizon Wirelass - NM4 Silva

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {applicani); John Malone {owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Streel, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): 14-813

Final Action Appealed:

X  issuance of Building Permit [ Other Final Determination of LUD Director

Final Action of Board or
Commission (specify): [ Planning Commission [l Board of Adjustment {3 BCD-DRC [0 HDRB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(B)}(2) {person wha was required to be mailed notice);
Sec, 14-3.17(B){3) (person alleging injury to my economig, ertvironmantal and aesthetic interests;
Sec., 14-3.17(BXS) _(person wha has a recognized interest ynder New Mexico law)

Basis for
Appeal: I The facts were incorrectly determined f¥xl Ordinancesflaws were viclated andfor misrgpresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permil. Building permit was posted on the property on July 75.-2644.

3 Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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' ) Verified Appeal Patition
Page 2 of 2

I Description of Harm : _I

Cescribe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary):

{1} The facility has operated iliegally for nina years. Issuance of a building permit for an illegal, industrial-type faciity viclates

the rights of neighbors who have an interest in preserving the charactar of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
 residences and small businesses. (2) Violation of due process. (3) Harm fo the value of my property. (4) Emotional

distress. (5} Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico or federal taw.

[ Explain the Basis for Appeal ' |
Please detail the basis for Appeal here {be specic):
(1) Violation of Sec. 14-8 2(EX5)(b) ("Telecommunications facilities located on existing structures shall not exceed the height of
the structure upon which the faciiity is focated”); (2) Violation of Sec. 14-8 2(E)(8), requiring a height waiver; (3) Violation of

Sec, 14-6.2{E)(10) (failure to pravide notice); (4} Violation of Sec. 14-6. 2(EX1 0}{b), requiing an ENN mesting; (4) Violation of
Sec. 14-6.2(E)(4), requiring a pubilc hearing before the Planning Commission. {5} Violation of Sec. 14-11.4(A), requiring the
removal of illegal structures.

[ Signature and Verification |

consideration by the City of Santa Fe have baen prepared lo meet the

minimum standards outlined in the Land Developmen! Code, Chapler 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meal these standards may resuft in
the rejection or postponement of my application. | also certify that I have mat with the City’s Current Planning staff to verify that the

attached proposal is pliance with the City’s zoning requirements.

fon e (UM Mo~ __owe §-F -90(Y

Date:

1 hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and

Appellant Signature:

Agent Signature:
State of New Mexico )
) ss.
County of Santa Fe )
1We , being first

duly swom, depose and say. |/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to mylour own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:

Signature

Ry Al = W\“u t—{é]ﬂ—fﬂ

Print Mame

/ -
Subscribed and swom to before me this 5; day of _/5 L 7(.4 3> r 20/ ‘7/

Frirt Nanme

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commission expires:
FI 5/ el
7 143




EE PPy &

Time Fitea: }' VERIFIED APPEAI
Fou vt 2@ AUG -8 20
Recelpt attached: PETITION

LAND USE [EPARTMENT

**Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or histher designee will enter the date
and time of recaipt and initial both orlginals, See Section 14-3.17{D) SFCC 2001 for the procedure.**
Appellant Information

LUD Use Only

Name: MC(:IU e JU\W\QS ‘ M .
Last First , M. A NS Bgya e
address: (206 Aava Fria St (worKg o Crittes, 4+ Me
Street Adcvess SultsAinlt # -
. Fe N M K I50¢
City . Z.EP Code
Phone: _{ Sv2)946~£51 | E-mail Address: {cA:,; sskate @ Gia ‘. Cebn
Additional Appellant Names:
Comespandence Directed to: {2 Appeliant {Z] Agent {3 Both .
| Agent Authorization (if applicable) |
We: . . " - ) -
authorize t6 act as myloér agent 16 execute this appiication.
Signed: Date:
Signed: - Data:
ﬁ Subject of Appeal |

Project Name:  Verizon Wireless - NM4 Sitva

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Maione (owner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fe, NM 87505

Permit Number {if applicable}: 14-813

Case Number:;

Final Action Appealed: e

-

[X}  issuance of Building Permit [0 Other Final Determination of LUD Director

Finat Action of Board or
Commission (specify): 1 Planning Commission [} Board of Adjustment [J BCD-DRC [[J HOR8

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(B)(2) {person who was requifed I=be maded notice); . .

Sec. 14-3.17(B)(3) (person alleging injury to rny economac, envmnmenlal and aesthetlc interests;
Sec. 14-3.17(BU5) _(person who has 3 PCOC o New iCK A

Basis for

Appeal: [l The facts were incorrectly determined

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taker: -

{21 Ordinancesflaws were violated andfor misrepresented

Issuance of a building permil. Building permil was posted on the property on 'J'uly_ ‘2_5‘,-2014-,__ .

B Check here if you have attached a copy of the final acfion that is being appealed
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page20f2

B Description of Harm )
Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary):
(1) The facility has operated illegally for nine years. issuance of a building permit for an illegal, industrial-type facility violates
the rights of neighbors who have an interest in preserving the character of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
residsnces and small businesses. (2) Violation of due process. (3) Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional
distress. (5) Violation of any olher rights | may have under New Mexico or federal law.

Ve e

| Explaln the Basis fc;_r Appeal — |

Piease detail the basls for Appeal here (be specific). . e e LN
(1) Violation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(5){b) ("Telecommunications faciliies located on existing structures shall not axteed the height of
tha structiire upan which the facility is located"); (2) Viotation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(8), requiring a height waiver; (3) Violation of
Sec. 14-8.2(E)(10) {fallure to provide rotice); (4) Vielation of Sec. 14-6.2(EX10)(b), requiring an EN meéting? (4) Violation of
Sec, 14-8.2(E)(4), requiring a public hearing before the Planning Commission. (5) Violation of Sec. 14-11.4(A), requiring the
removalofilegal stracturds, “~ S - o e YA S BT D
l Signature and Verifl cation

{ hereby certify that the documents submitled for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prapared fo mee! the
lopment Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Faiiure to mest these standards may result in

minimum standards outlined in the Land Deve
the refection or postponament of my application. | also certify that I have met with the City’s Current Planning slaff to verily thet the

attachad proposal is in complia, ith the Cify's zoning requirements.
Date: 5 / '6! / L/

bl
.

Appellant Signature: -
Agent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico }
1 58.
County of Santa Fe ]

IWe , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: [/We have read the foregoing appeal pelition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to myfour own knowledge. '

Petitioner/s:
<O, 7 [ 7l
Signature Signature
James MeGuare
Print Name

Prirkt Nama

Subscribed and sworn 1o before me this é day of / 2 Cq}/b{ f;‘#— , 20 / (7/-
Zaasef i,
T e ﬂ“k—-—

NOTARY PUBIEIC

SOl
7 / 145




I =mm".:'.'.'..'-'....,...‘r ""::...
LUD Use Only D lE @atﬁg@w E

Time ngi:d@ N VERIFIED APPEA’
Receipt attached: '. PETITION
LAND USE CEPARTMENT

**Two originals of this form must be filed, The Land Use Departmernt Director 6r his/her designaa wl!! anter the datp
| and time of receipt and initial both originais. Sea Suction 14-3.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedure.**
Appellant Information

Mame: L%‘W/ Q’J?W\
Address: 52/[ T‘aj"‘iw SD(' @m (JU(_ J\"QO-U(

Ml

2P Codle

Ciy
Phone: (35149 ~ Ol 2’4- E-mail Address: :—U Wzgﬁ CI\MD\]. Contn

Additiona! Appellant Names:

Correspondence Directed to: ;] Appellant {3 Agent E Both

__Agent Authorization (if applicable) {
IWe: - )
aut}_wrize t_o act as my/our agent to exéalte this appicatvon
Signed- Date:

Signed: Date:
l Subject of Appeal N |

Project Name: Verizon Wireless - NM4 Sitva

Abpllcarlt or Owner Name: Vierizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone {cwner)

Location of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Streel, Santa Fe, NM B7505

Case Number: : Permit Number {if applicable); 14-813

Final Action Appealad:

[X]  Issuance of Building Permit {3 Other Final Determination of LUD Director
Final Action of Board ar
Commission (specify): [J Pranning Commission [] Board of Adjustment [] BCD-DRC ] HDR8

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2601): Sec. 14-3.17(B){2) (person who was required to be mailed notice);
Sec. 14-3.17(B){3) (person alleging injury to my economic, environmental and aesthetic interests;

Se0. 14-3.17(8)5) (person wha has a recognized interest under New Mexico aw)
Basis for
Appeal: [l The facts were incorrecily determined [ Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which finai action was taken: - _

Issuance of & buiidiﬁg permit. Building permit was posted on the property on Jtiij.r-25, _2014. -

[d Check here if you have attached a copy of the final action that is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Peliticn
Page 2 of 2

I Description of Harm _ I
Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary):

(1) Tha facility has operated illegafly for nina years. Issuance of a building permit for an dlegal, industrial-typs facility violatss

the rights of neighbors who have an Interest in preserving the characier of our neighborhood, which atherwise consists of
residences and small businesses. {2) Violation of due process. (3) Harm to the value of my propesty. {4} Emotional

distress. (5) Violation of any cther rights | may have under New Mexice or federal law. :

| Explain the Basis for Appeal ]
Please detall the basis for Appeal here (be specific):

(1) Violation of Sec. 14-8 2(E)(5)(b) ("Telecommunications facilties Jocated on existing structures shall not exceed the height of

the structire upon which the facility is located™); (2) Violation of Sec. 14-6.2(E)(8), requiring a height walver; (3) Violation of

Sec. 14-6.2(E}(10} {failure ta provide notica); (4) Violation of Sec. 14-6.2(E)(10)b). raquiring an ENN meefing; (4) Violation of

Sec. 14-6.2(E)(4), requiring a public hearing bafore the Planning Commissian. (5) Violation of Sec. 14-11.4(A), requiring the

remaval of flegal structures.

L Signature and Verification _ . . ]
1 hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideralion by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared lo meel the

minimum stendards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failura ko meet thase standards may result in
the refection or postponement of my application. | afsp certify that | have mel with the City's Current Planning siaft to verily that the

shlached proposal is in compliance with the 's Zonjhig requirsments.
Date: Z/g/ / i
LY f v 1

Appellant Signature:
Agent Signature: Date:
State of New Mexico )
} 85.
Courty of Sanla Fe )
iWe . being first

duly swom, depose and say: |/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge.

Petitionerls:

Signature / Signature
A{L A ) logker

Print Marng Print Name

| .
Subscribed and swom to before me this é day of /‘Ii(—r;f(f 5 f , 20 /—é.
2apeef Vil

NMOTARY PUBLI

My commissiop expiras:

~Z /G 26
77/
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5 @regeiel B

LUD Use Onl

VERIFIED APPEA’

Time Filed: AUG - § 2014

Fee paid:

PETITION

LAND USE DEPARTMENT

**Two originals of this form must be fifed. The Land Use Department Pirector or his/her designee will enter the date
and time of receipt and initial both originals. See Section 14-1.17(D) SFCC 2001 for the procedure.*™

Agpellant Information
-
Name: ‘r’*??mm

o (71 V I~ Rt | ’jH; ﬁ" -
Phone: ﬁ. ) éQDB —/ ML;[ E-mail Address: G@M?m Qo

Additional Appellant Names:

1

Correspondence Directed 1o: ﬂpenant : [ Agent {# Both

{ Agent Authorization (if applicable) ~}
IAe:
avthorize to act as mylour agent to execule this application.
Signed: Date:
Signed: Date:

| Subject of Appeal 1

Project Name:  Verizon Wireless - NM4 Silva

Verizon Wiraless {(applicant); John Malone [owner)

Applicant or Owner Name:
Location of Subjact Site: 1402 Agua Fria Streat, Sznta Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Number (if applicable): 14-813

Final Actiony Appealed:

[®  Issuance of Building Permit [0 Other Final Determination of LD Director
Final Action of Board or
Commission {specify}); £} Planning Commission [:] Baard of Adjustment [0 BCD-BRC [] HDRB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(8)(2) (person who was required to be mailed notice);

Se¢. 14-3.17(BX(3) (person alleging i m;u:)v to my emnomu: enwronrnenlal and asasthetic interesls;
Sec. 14-3.17(B)(5) (person w 45 82 rOCLN X pyw Mexico 1s

Basis for

Appeal: [J The facts were incorrectly determined {x] Ordinancesflaws were viclated andfor misrgpresented
Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:
[P NI L i ..-’ — ‘“«-"‘-
Issuance of a building permit. Building permit was posted on the priper&ﬁ@ﬁly'ﬂ&'?ﬁw d
gupld Lo gl

I 7 e

[ Check here if you have allached a copy of the final action that is being appgah?q,mih ITH A

]:. T S SRS Lot 148




Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

Description of Harm

(1) The fadility has operated flegally fof nine years. !
the rights of neighbiors who have an Interest in prase
residences and small businesses. {2) Violation ot

distress. {5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexico of faderal law.

Describe the harmn that would result to you from the action appeaied from {attach additional pages i necessary):

ssuance of a building pemit for an illegal, industrial-type faciitty violates
rving the character of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
due process. (3) Harm to the value of my property. (4) Emotional

]

Explain the Basis for Appeal

Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be specific).
(1) Violation of Sec. 14-6.2(E}(5)b) (' Telocommunications facilities
the structure upon which the facility is located™);
Sac. 14-6 2(EX10) (fallure to provide notice); (4)
Sec. 14-6.2(E)(4), requiring a public hearing before the Planning Co

removal of ilegal structures.

(2) Violation of Sec.

Violation of Sec. 14-6 2(E){10){b), requiring an
mmission. (5) Violation of Sec. 14-11.4(A), requiring the

located on exisling structures shall not exceed the height of
14-6.2(E){8), requiring a helght walver; (3) Violation of

ENN meeting; {4) Violation of

Signature and Verification

1 herebry corlify that the documents su
minimum standangs cutlined in the Lan

the rejection or postponement of my application. | also certify that

bmitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fo have bee
d Development Cods, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001, Failure lo meot thase
' have mat with the City’s Cumrent Planning staff fo venfy that the

ts.

attached proposal is in complianceAwith the City's zoni mq%
Appellant Signature: _ ; ; :?E‘% :E

n prepared lo maet the
standards may result in

/

Oate:

#/5/

./

/

Date;

Agent Signature:
State of New Mexico )
) 55.
County of Santa Fe )

1MWe

@m@ﬁ% 0

, being first

duly sworn, depose é@ﬁﬂy: IAWe have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
that the same are true 1o my/our own knowledge.

Patitionet!s:

OFFICIAL SEAL

: 5 Darelens J. Vargla

NOTAR
STATE OP "UB
mumlasion Ekp}"“ { !

ANt

My Co

O

Signature

Print Name

NOTARY PUBL

My commission expires:

en. .38
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d ‘ la‘““ Y
LUO Use Onty Efc A IEE
Time Filed: L. E VERIFIED APPEAL

| Fee paid:
Receipt atiached: AU - & 20u PETITION

| LAND USE [:=2ARTMENT

“Two orlginals of this form must be fhiled. The Land Use Department Director or histher designee will enter the date
and time of recelpt and initlal both originals, See Section 143.17(D) SFCC 2001 fnrthe cedura e R

_ R " Appellant information S C

Neme: 1R S TENBERG AaTHUR

Last First ML
Address: 2, 477 B A R it STREET

Strest Address Suite/Unit #

sSaaThA e A F750]

cay 4 State C.Th
Phone: (SeS) 4 71—Ci 29 E-mal Address: _p e ars tav @ ~Ga,s.+mm , €
Additional Appelfant Names:
Carrespondence Direcled to: Appeliant _JAgent EBoth

IR - “Agiont Authiofization (f applicable) "
We:
authorize to act as myjowr agent to execute this application.
Signed: Date:
Signed: ' Date: _
I'L . Subjectof Appeat ]
Project Name:  Verizon Wireless - NM4 Sliva
Applicant or Owner Name:  Verizon Wireless (applicant); John Malone (owner) *
Location of Subject She: 1402 Agua Fria Sireet, Sama Fe, NM 87505
Case Number: Permit Number {if appiicable): 14-813
Final Action Appealed:
B Issuance of Building Permit i Other Final Determination of LUD Directar

Final Action of Board or
Commission (specify): 8 Planning Commission & Board of Adjustment BCD-DRC HDRB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): Sec. 14-3.17(EX3) (person aleging injury to my econcmic, environmenial
and aesthetic Interests; Sec. 14-3.17(B)(5) (persan who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law).

Basis for
Appeal: [ The facts were incorrectly determined _ [&] Ordinances/laws were violated andfor misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed fram, and date on which final action was taken:

Issuance of a building permit. Building permit was posted on the praperty on July 25, 2014.

Ix] Check here if you have attached a copy of the final aclion lhat is being appealed.
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2 of 2

[ —— " DescriponofHam -

Describe the harﬁ‘: that would result to you ff‘om the action appealed from (attach additional pages if néces.sary).:
{1) The facility has operated illegally for nine years. Issuance of a building permit for an Hlegal, Industriai-type faciity violates
the rights of neighbors who have an interest in preserving the character of our nelghborhood, which otherwiss consists of

residances and small businesses. {2) Viokation of due process. (4} Emctional
distress. (5} Viotallon of any cther rights  may have under New Mexico or fadaral law.

[ ExpmintheBasisforAppeal

Please detail the basis for Appeal here {be specific): : '
(1) Viciation of Sec. 14-5.2(E)(5){D) ("Telecommunications facllites located on existing structures shall not exceed the height of
the structure upon which the facllity ls located™); (2) Viotation of Sec. 14-6.2(E)(8), requiring a height waiver; (3) Violafion of
Sec. 14-6.2(E}(10) {fallure to provide notice); (4) Violation of Sec. 14-6 2(E){10X(b), requiring an ENN moeting; (4) Violation of
Sec. 14-8.2(E){4), requiring a public haaring before the Planning Commission. (5) Violation of Sec. 14-11.4(A), requiring the

remaval of liegal structures.

—

" Sigrature and Verfication - .. o " 1

tian by the City of Santa Fe have been preparsd o meel the
1. Failure fo meet these standerds may result in
Current Planning steff to vertiy that the

| hereby certify thal the documents submitted for review and considera
minimum standards ouflined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 BFCC 200
the rejection or posiponement of my applicatian. | also cerlify that | have met with the City's
attached proposal is in comphiance with the Cily's zoning requirements.

Appellant Signature: o TP FaraRifang Date: Guuj . S, 20/ 4
Agent Signhature: (7 Date: ‘
State of New Mexico }
) 85.

County of Santa Fe ]

(e A RTHUK FiRST M3 ERG , being first
duly swomn, depose and say: 1/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and
{hat the same are true 10 myfour own knowledge.

Petitioneris:
~ 1 N -
{ AAA Ao, ?uﬁeﬁi&?
Signature i Signature
ARTHUR  FRSTEMBER G-
Frint Name

Frirt Name

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 5’ day of %0}4 /2] /r , 20 4%

{
NOTARY PUI&S‘LIC

My commisgion expires:
f/}“ 2o/
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| c;o“w “"‘&.,,,da LUD Use Only ) ! D

sy § :gﬂg;:ﬁd}%- s - & 0w ||Uj} VERIFIED apPEAL

a‘}/ﬁ ’ m* Receipt altached: ' PETITION
" LAND USE D¥ PARTMENT

*Two originals of this form must be fifed. The Land Use Department Dfrector ar histher designee will onter the date

aﬂd trme of rece:pt and initial both arigmals Sea Section 14-3.17(D} SFCC 2001 for the pmcedura >
A I o Appellantinformation T L T L
Neme: ﬂcﬂ@; @ dem@k H

Last First Al
address: __{n (G ('mnumza Sa 1A J-ﬂ_ ;

Sireel Address Suitat/nlt #

te N SIS0S

phone: (51 60 - %fe?) E-mail Address: _dhs&m@xa o

Additional Appellant Names:

Correspondence Directed fo: ﬁ Appellarﬂ B Agent 3 Both _
[ - N _AgentAuﬂworhaﬁm{Efappmmﬁ R |
IVe:
authorize 10 act as mylour agent 1o execute this application.
" Signed: Date;
Signed: Data:
l_s- S s e Sulifect of Appeal |

Project Name:  Varizon Wirsless - NM4 Siiva

Applicant or Owner Name: Verizon Wireless {(applicant); John Malone {owner)

Lacaiion of Subject Site: 1402 Agua Fria Street, Santa Fa, NM 87505

Case Number: Pearmit Number (if applicable): 14-813

Final Action Appealed:
{ssuance of Building Pemmit {&] Other Final Determination of LUD Director

"Final Action of Board or
Commission {specify): Planning Commission Board of Adjustment B4 BCD-DRC is HDRB

Rasis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001); Sec, 14-3.17{B)(3} {person alleging injury to my economic, environmental
and aesthefic intarests;  Sec. 14-3.17{BXS) (person who has a recognized interest under New Mexico law).

Basis for
Appeal: The facts were Incomectly determined Bl _COrdinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:

lssuance of a bullding parmit. Building permit was posted on the praperty on July 25, 2014,

& Check here |f you have altached a copy of the final action that is bemg appealed
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Verified Appeal Petition
Page 2of2

l:.:. — — — —Geseripton o VR T T ‘]
Desaribe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necassary):
{1) The facility has operated iffegally for nine years. issuanca of a bullding parmit for an illegal, industriak-type facility violatas
the rights of nelghbors who hava an interest In preserving the character of our neighborhood, which otherwise consists of
resldences and small businesses. (2) Violation of due process. (3) Harm to the value of my property. (4} Emotionai
distress. (5) Violation of any other rights | may have under New Mexica or federal law.

R S " Explaln the Basfs forAppeal . AN
Please detail the basis for Appeal here {be specific).

(1) Viclation of Sec. 14-8.2(E)(5})(b) ("Telecommunications facllities located on existing structures shall not exceed the height of
the structure upon which the facility Is located"); (2) Viclation of Sec. 14-6.2(EX8), requlring & height waiver; (3) Violation of

Sec. 14-6.2(E){10) (fallure fo provids notice); {4) Violation of Sec. 14-6.2{EX10)(b), requiring an ENN meeting; (4) Viciation of
Sac. 14-6.2(E){4), requiring a publlc hearing before the Planning Commission. (5) Viclation of Sec. 14-11.4(A), requiring the
remaval of Klagal structures.

7 GignatmoondvVenfication '

1 hereby certily that the documents submitled for review and consideration by the Cily of Santa Fe hiave been prepared lo mest the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001, Failure ta mest these standards may result in
the rejection or posipenement of my application. | also certify that | have met with the City's Current Planning staff o verify that the
attached proposal is in compliance with the City's roning reguiremonts.

Appellant Signature: l :.)QQZ”Q-_BB i{ i; 2 P‘g s Date: ?l{ 7 ! }Ll:

Agent Signature: L Date:
State of New Mexico )

) ss.
County of Santa Fe )

e S 2‘2 L:thﬁk % ﬁ Q.,%.LA_Q , being first
4uly swom, depose and say: I/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and

that the same are true to mylour own knowledge.

Petitioner/s:

Delooval M %@ D
Signature Signature
~rint Name Print Name

Subscribed and swom ta before me this i day cé‘{%”}\"' ,20lb

- OFFICIAL SEAL
AT JUNE . VIGIL

: Notary Public

v A Stale o New M:ico

L My Comm. Expires

e

NOTARY PUBQIC O o

My omnésﬂ‘iT‘ecgires:
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el 4K ST ADIAN LSS LTk LeluTy .l.l.l-'M'I-.l.\T_il_
P.G..-BOX 909
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504- 0909

*******BUILDIN'G PERMTIT # % & % & % *

-__._..._.._......_____....._-....—____..__....—_-____...____..-—______._._._..—_—___..___.—__-_———..——-——————

Application Number . . . . . 14-00000813 Date 7/15/1¢
Property Address . . 1402 AGUA FRIA ST

Application type descrlptlon TELECOMMUNCATION TOWER

Subdivisicn Name - . . . . DORIS LUNA LOT LINE

Property Zoning . . . . . . . GENERAL COMMERCIAL

Application valuation . . . . 30000

Owner Contractor

MALONE, JOHN ' BROKEN ARROW COMMUNICATIONS IN
1402 AGUA FRIA 8316 CORENA LOOP

SF NM ALBUQUERQUE NM 87113
SANTA FE NM 87505 (505) 877-2100 '

(505) 480"2822 g7
————————————————————— Struct&re:Tnformatlon.QOO 000 --------------—mem——-

Construction Type . i ﬁluh.$;HRDATE s
Occupancy Type . .% .. ..- (OLD CODE;)‘ UPDATE
Flood Zone . . ¥ ...%: QPBATE y,
-------------------- LG :.__—-a.--.._..,c._h_:--.--n-__q-,-,:____ﬂ-——m—-_--———-—---------—----

Permit . f' L
Addltlonal dep
Phone Access jCdd
Permit Fee ﬁ PR 5 75 hPlan Check Fee . . 331.69
Issue Date ?.'%3 i LA Jalgation . . . . 30000
Expiration _ FEEX S
Special Not
I, THE O

BUIImNGv PERMIT tomang;EhL

UNDERSTAND Iy A
CONDITIONS 1IN
SHEETS. INI

For permits issued AFTER 08/01/2009, you MUST use VIPS

for scheduling ins ions! Call in by 3:00 PM for a next-
day inspection (ba?%fwcblllty) 955-6110 f
APPROVED BY DATE
APPLICANT \ L& Jg—=—" DATE —- J8~

signature abowve | heteby agrea loablde all the laws of the City of Santa Fe as well as wilth ail tha conditions stated above. | further state thal { uhderstand thal this is
permil to construct anylhing in viclation s adopled by Ihe State of New Mexico. Further, 1 understand that this permit may ba appealed within Ffleen (15} days o
its suance (the "appeal period™} pursuant 14—3 17 SFCC {1987} and in the evenl an appeal is uphsld this permit may ba fevoked. | hereby agree that any graxding, buildiny
alteralion, repalring or any other construction done pursuant to Lhis permit during this appéal pariod i3 done al my own risk and withoul reliance on the issuance of this pemnit. »
also agree that in the even! 8n Bppeal is uphold and this permit s revoked | may ba requirad to remove any building, grading, aiterating, repairing or any other conslruction done
duting the appeat periad. 1 hereby cenify that | have read the foregoing and understand lhe same and by my signature assent to the tarms stated herein.

DISTRIBUTION: COPIES TO ORIGINATING OFFICE and APFLICANT. BIOOR.indd 023
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Llll Ur DANLA Lo, NSW MBALS
P.O. BOX 503 -
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-0509

# * * * * * * BUTLDING PERMTIT®* * % & & %%

Page 2

Application Number . . . . 14-00000813 Date 7/15/14
Permit Fee Total 532.75  532.75 .00 .00
Plan Check Total 331.69 331.69% .00 L0
Grand Total g864.44 B64 .44 .00 .00

For permits issued AFTER 08/01/2009, you MUST use VIPS
for scheduling in ions! Call in by 3:00 PM for a
day inspecticn ( vailability). 955-6110
APPROVED BY i D
APPLICANT [ oLt~ DAYPE ) -/¢. /¢/

signatiura above | heraby agree to abidg J#ith all the laws of the City of Saniz Fe a3 well a5 with all the condilions stated abova. | further state that } understand that lhists

vermit ko cansinuct anything In viciation of the codes adopted by the Stale af New Mexico. Further, 1 understand thal this permit may be appeatad within fieen {15) daysof

rance (he "appeal period”} pursuant lo 14-3.17 SFCC (1587) and in the event an appeal is upheld this permit may be revoked. | herelry agree that any grading, building,

. .<iion, repairing or any other construction done pursuant to this permit during this sppeal peried is done at my own rick and wilhout refiance on the {ssuance of this permil. |

alsa agree thal in the event an sppeal is uphald and this penmil is revoked | may be required to remove any buRding, grading, alterating, repalring or any okher construction dona
during the appeal period. | heretry certify thal | have read the foregeing and undersland the same and by my signalune aszenl to the terms stated herain.

DISTRIBUTION: COPRES TO ORIGINATIMG OFFICE and APPLICANT. FHO08 ingd Q213



1

14-11.4 REMEDIES AND PENALTIES

(A) Remedies

(1) If a structure is erected, constructed, reconstructed, altered, repaired, converted or
maintained; or a structure or property is used in violation of Chapter 14; or if any other violation
of this chapter occurs, the governing body, city attorney, enforcement officer or other proper city
official may institute appropriate actions or proceedings to prevent, restrain, correct or abate such
violation or to mandate compliance.

(2)  The land use director may:

(a)  withhold or revoke construction permits;

(b)  withhold or revoke certificates of occupancy,

(¢}  withhold the recording of plats or development plans;

(d)  order discontinuance of illegal use of land or structures;

()  order discontinuance of any illegal work being done;

63)] order removal of illegal structures or alterations; and

(g)  order that any land or structure modified in violation of this Chapter be restored to
compliance.

(3)  The land use director may use one or more of the remedies and penalties provided in this
Article 14-11 without limiting the authority of the land use director or other officials to take
other enforcement actions provided in this Code, including the suspension or revocation of a
permit by the building official pursuant to Chapter 7 Building and Housing.

(B) Fines, Imprisonment

Violations of Chapter 14 or of terms of appravals made pursuant to this chapter may be
punished as provided in Article 1-3 (General Penalty) of the Santa Fe City Cade.

(C) Civil Penalties
In addition to other penalties or remedies, a penalty fee may be assessed for construction
without proper permit approvals in accordance with a schedule adopted by resolution of the

governing body.

(D) Revocation of Approvals
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Land use and development approvals such as special use permits, development plan approvals,
variances, design approvals by the HDRB or BCDDRC and construction permits may be revoked
by whichever body or official approved them, upon determining that there exists a substantial,
continuing or recurring violation of any of the conditions of approval or other provisions of this
Code and that revocation is an appropriate remedy given the nature of the violation.

(1) The procedure to revoke an approval shall be similar to the procedure for its issuance.

(@)  For an approval that was granted by a land use board or the governing body, a public
hearing shall be required at the same body to consider revocation. The land use director shall
provide public notice of the revocation hearing by publication of the meeting agenda and/or a
public hearing notice and by posting the property as required for the approval hearing. The land
use director shall also provide notice fifteen days prior to the hearing by certified mail with
return Teceipt requested to the permittee and to any person who has filed a written complaint
concerning the violation.

(b)  The land use director or other administrative official may revoke an approval that he or
she has granted upon written notice delivered to the permittee by hand, by posting a notice on the
property where the violation occurs, or by certified mail with retum receipt requested.

(2)  Vacation of recorded subdivision plats shall be as provided in Section 3-20-12 NMSA
1978. Revocation of approved amendments to the general plan future land use map or the
official zoning map shall be as provided for city-initiated amendments to those maps. (Ord. No.
2014-31 § 49)
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CONSTRUCTION PERMIT FEES

A City of Santa Fe — Land Use Department - Building Permit Division

Per Resolution #2008-83
Form Rev. 10-18-13
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[Eppllkation Tracking ¥ @ﬂ{by(@ifgmﬁ&%
' BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION

PLEASE USE A BALL POINT PEN (PRESS FIRMLY)

¥
AT il

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

= ‘ o
sire ApoRess (40 'M@‘ t.\ll‘t. < \ B D% Lite or Space #
Subdivision Lot Block
Lot Square Footage Total
PROPOSED WORK: {Check all that apply)
L], New Canstruction . [J wals/Fences 7] Signs:
Additlons [] Grading/Utilities/Landscaping (0 Free Standing [} Wall Mcunted
Extarior Alterations/Repairs [ ecols.Sheds Existing¥ _ sq.ft
[ Interior Remodel O Other Proposed# sq. i

Tatal

DESCRIPTION OF WORK: i.e. Bathroom addition, new 4 raom residential additlon, new 8 room residence, new commerdal bullding,
etc. (Note: Work listes] herein must be depicted on accompanying plans and/or Information if consideration of review requested)

-f‘

JOPOSED USE: describe what fadlity is to e used forl.e. new single family residence, new fast food restaurant, new time share residence, new

arocery store, tc_| €200 (AW (acHOND

Construction Valuation SQUARE FOOTAGE
20 ql[][ Z! Type of Sewage Disposal
3 Total

Existing Proposed

Heated 3 Public Sewer [ Private System
Garage Na, of buildings No. of storigs
Patio /Porch Will the proposed construction result in an increase in

the number of residential units?
OYes [INo Howmany?
Wiil the proposed construction result in an increase in

Total Roofed
Total Square Footage

Number of Plumbing Fixtures Proposed water use? [JYes [I1No

Sinks___ Showers______ Tubs Toilets Urinals_____ Water Fountains Other______|
Property Owner Jonn [Malone, Contractor 11y 1 QRXELNWDR A

Mailing Address ' : Ma{ling Address

Santa _ m 3'1505 State License # City License #

OWNER/BUILDER A, CONTRACTOR [J
Daytime Telephone # 805 420 221L Daytime Telephone #

** ereby certify that | am the duly appainted agent authorlzed to act on behalf of the property owner. | also certify that the informatfan pro-
ed in this application is true and correct and it represents the current and proposed status of the subject property; that the plans submit-

* with this application are complete and in compliance with the building standards set forth In the Santa Fe City Code; and that the plans
_sstrate all public and private easements located on the property. i also certify that plans and submittals have been prepared in accordance
with the submittal checklist. | further understand that failure to follow submittal checklist will resuitin the deiay or rejection of my application.

Centact Name Sh@ﬁ"U\ PES:Y\ \C\m\ Acidrass HS?DMMM_“PMFFS m N“ ﬁw ‘m i
Daytirnc Tetephone &imﬁfﬁ?qaturei\pplicanwhgem L';ﬂq . E;j”gé .ﬂr_ ~ Date 4’-}!25!; ! 1%9




CITY OF SANTA FE - LAND USE DEPARTMENT
Current Planning Division

200 Lincoln Avenue, Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87504-0909

TR

Date: May 9, 2014

Notice is hereby given that the City of Santa Fe Land Use Department has received an application for
administrative review far the instaliation of telecommunication antennas and related equipment by
Verizon Wireless at 1402 Agua Fria Street. A construction permit is expected to be issued following
the successful completion of the administrative review of the application.

Questions may be directed to the City of Santa Fe Current Planning Division staff at (508) 955-6587.
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BILLS AND RESOLU

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF
February 11, 2015

TIONS SCHEDULED FOR INTRODUCTION

BY MEMBERS OF THE GOVERNING BODY

B Mayor Javier Gonzales
Co-Sponsors Title Tentative Committee
Schedule
Councilor Patti Bushee
Co-Sponsors Title Tentative Committee
Schedule
B Councilor Bill Dimas
Co-Sponsors Title Tentative Committee
Schedule
Councilor Carmichael Dominguez for Finance Committee
Co-Sponsors Title Tentative Committee
Schedule
AN ORDINANCE Public Works
AMENDING SUBSECTION 11-9.1 SFCC 1987 AND | Committee - 2/23/15
SECTION 18-9 SFCC 1987 TO REQUIRE THAT PRICR | Finance Committes -
TO AUTHORIZING A REALLOCATION OF PROCEEDS | 3/2/15
FROM A VOTER-APPROVED GENERAL OBLIGATION | City Council (request
BOND OR TAX THAT DEVIATES MATERIALLY | to publish) - 3/11/15
FROM THE INFORMATION PROVIDED TQ THE | City Council — (public
ELECTORATE THAT THE GOVERNING BODY | hearing) - 4/8/15
AUTHORIZE SUCH REALLOCATION THROUGH THE
ADOPTION OF AN ORDINANCE.
Councilor Carmichael Dominguez
Co-Sponsors Title Tentative Committee
L Schedule
Public Works
A RESOLUTION Committee - 2/23/15
DIRECTING STAFF TO PROPOSE AN OPERATIONAL Mayor’s Youth
PLAN AND PROGRAMMING OPTIONS FOR THE | Advisory Committee -
ESTABLISHMENT OF A TEEN CENTER THAT | 2/26/15
WOULD BENEFIT THE YOUTH OF SANTA FE. Finance Committee -
312015
City Council - 3/11/15
L

This document is subject to change.
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Councilor Peter Ives

[ Co-Sponsors

Title

Tentative Committee
Schedule

[ Lindell

AN ORDINANCE

RELATING TO THE SINGLE-USE BAG ORDINANCE,
SECTION 21-8 SFCC 1987; AMENDING SUBSECTION
21-8.1 TO MODIFY THE LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS
RELATED TO PAPER GROCERY BAGS; AMENDING
SUBSECTION  21-84 TO ESTABLISH THE
REQUIREMENT THAT RETAIl. ESTABLISHMENTS
COLLECT A PAPER GROCERY BAG CHARGE FOR
EACH PAPER GROCERY BAG PROVIDED TO
CUSTOMERS;, AMENDING SUBSECTION 21-8.6 TO
ESTABLISH A 60 DAY IMPLEMENTATION PERIOD;
AND MAKING SUCH OTHER CHANGES AS ARE
NECESSARY.

Public Utilities
Committee - 3/4/15
Finance Committee -
3/16/15

City Council (request
to publish) - 3/25/13
City Council {public
hearing) - 4/29/13

A RESOLUTION
SUPPORTING PROPOSED STATE LEGISLATION,
SENATE BILL 279 (SB 279) AND SENATE BILL 280
(SB 280) - RELATING TO WATER CONSERVATION
MEASLIRES.

City Council - 2/25/15

Councilor Signe Lindell

Co-Sponsors

Title

Tentative Committee
Schedule

Dimas
Dominguez
Ives
Bushee

: AN ORDINANCE
CREATING A NEW SECTION 10-11 SFCC 1987 TO
PROHIBIT THE SALE OF SINGLE SERVING
CONTAINERS OQF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES, IN
SIZES OF EIGHT OUNCES OR LESS, WITHIN THE
MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY OF SANTA
FE.

Public Works
Committee - 2/23/13
Finance Commititee -
3/2/15

City Council (request
to publish) - 3/11/15
City Council - 4/8/15

Councilor Joseph Maestas

Co-Sponsors

Title

Tentative Committce
Schedule

AN ORDINANCE

AMENDING SECTION 2-22 SFCC 1987 TO RENAME
THE “INTERNAL AUDIT DEPARTMENT” THE
“ACCOUNTABILITY AND PERFORMANCE
MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT”; ESTABLISH A
POSITION OF A FRAUD AUDITOR TO INVESTIGATE
FRAUD, WASTE AND ABUSE ALLEGATIONS AND
INCREASE  EFFICIENCY THROUGHOUT  CITY
OPERATIONS BY IDENTIFYING OPPORTUNITIES
FOR RECOVERY OF REVENUE OR OTHER ASSETS;
AND MAKING SUCH OTHER CHANGES AS ARE
NECESSARY TO CLARIFY CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF
THE ACCOUNTABILITY AND PERFORMANCE
MANAGEMENT ORDINANCE.

Audit Committee -
314115

Finance Commitiee -
3/16/15

City Council {request
to publish) - 3/25/15
City Council (public
hearing) - 4/29/15

This document is subject to change.




Councilor Chris Rivera

Co-Sponsurs ! Title Tentalive Committee |
Schedule
Councilor Ron Trujille
Co-Sponsurs Title Tentative Committee
Schedule

Introduced legistation will be posted on the City Attorney’s website, under legislative services. 1f you
would like to review the legislation prior to that time or you would like to be a co-spensor, please contact
Melissa Byers, {505)955-6518, mdbvers(@santafenm.gov or Rebecca Seligman at (505)955-6501,

rxseligmandisantafenm, gov .

This document is subject to change.
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

BILL NQ. 2015-

INTRODUCED BY:
Councilor Signe Lindell Councilor Bill Dimas
Councilor Carmichael Dominguez Councilor Peter Ives

Councilor Patti Bushee

AN ORDINANCE
CREATING A NEW SECTION 10-11 SFCC 1987 TO PROHIBIT THE SALE OF
SINGLE SERVING CONTAINERS OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES, IN SIZES OF
EIGHT QUNCES OR LESS, WITHIN THE MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY

OF SANTA FE.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE:
Section 1, A new Section 10-11 SFCC 1987 is ordained to read:
160-11 [INEW MATERIAL] SINGLE SERVING ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE SALES

10-11.1 [NEW MATERIAL]| Short Title.

This secticn may be cited as the Single Serving Alcoholic Beverage Sales Ordinance.

10-11.2 [NEW MATERIAL} Legislative Findings.

A, In collaboration with Keep Santa Fe Beautiful Inc., the city of Santa Fe is
dedicated to environmental ecducation, litter awareness and prevention and beautification
programs.

B. The governing body finds that small plastic and glass alcohol bottles are rapidly
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24
25

accurnulating along our roadways, trails and public parks.

C. As a proactive approach to minimizing litter from small plastic and glass alcohol
bottles, the governing body finds it necessary to ban the sale of single serving containers of
alcoholic beverages in sizes of eight (8) ounces or Jess.

10-11.3 [NEW MATERIAL| Definitions.

Alcoholic beverage(s) means distilled or rectiticd spirits, potable alcohol, brandy,
whiskey, rum, gin and aromatic bitters bearing federal internal revenue strip stamps or any similar
alcoholic beverage, including blended or fermented beverages, dilutions or mixtures of one or
more of the foregoing containing more than one-half percent alcohol, but excluding medicinal
bitters.

10-11.3 [NEW MATERIAL| Sale of Single Service Aleoholic Beverages Prohibited.

in addition to the provisions of Chapter [V SFCC 1987, Alcoholic Beverages; unless
contained in packages of four or more, as delivered by the distributor, single serving containers of
alcoholic beverages, in sizes of eight (8) ounces or less, shall not be sold or offered for sale within
the municipal boundaries of the city of Santa Fe.

10-11.4 [NEW MATERIAL]| Effective Date. The provisions of this Section 10-11

SFCC 1987 shall be effective six months from the date of adoption, , 2015,

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

KELLEY A. BRENNAN, CITY ATTORNEY

M/iegislation/Bilis 201 3/Miniatures
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO
BILL NO. 2015-

INTRODUCED BY:

FINANCE COMMITTEE

AN ORDINANCE
AMENDING SUBSECTION 11-9.1 SFCC 1987 AND SECTION 18-9 SFCC 1987 TO
REQUIRE THAT PRIOR TO AUTHORIZING A REALLOCATION OF PROCEEDS FROM
A VOTER-APPROVED GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND OR TAX THAT DEVIATES
MATERIALLY FROM THE INFORMATION PROVIDED TO THE ELECTORATE THAT
THE GOVERNING BODY AUTHORIZE SUCH REALLOCATION THROUGH THE

ADOPTION OF AN ORDINANCE,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE:
Section 1. Subsection 11-9.1 SFCC 1987 (being SFCC 1981, §9-3-12) is amended to
read:
11-9.1 General Obligation Bonds.
A, The governing body may sceure funds for projects or activities authorized by Section
3-30-5 NMSA 1978 ar other applicable state {aw by;
(1) Submitting to a vote of the qualified electors the question of issuing the

bonds; and

;;_’:,T:é/u: (,{L% r’f?-""f.’
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(@) Upon approval by a majority of those voting on the question favoring the
creation of the debt, issuing and disposing of negotiable bonds pursuant to state law. The
debt and interest on the debt will be paid for by assessing real estate property taxes over the
life of the bonds.

B. The city shall use the money received from the issuance of the bonds only for
the purpose for which the bonds were issued and all bond campaign public information materials
generated by the city, shall be consistent with that purpose.

C. The city shall pledge its full faith and credit to the payment and debt retirement of the
bonds. The city shall designate and maintain sinking and interest funds for the payment of interest on
and principal of the bonds as the payments become due. Provided, however, that the city may pay the
principal and interest on the honds from any available revenues, and the levy or levies of taxes may
be diminished to the extent such other revenues are available for the payment of such principal and
interest.

D. Within thirty (30) days of passage of an election resolution authorizing the placement
of general obligation bond questions on the ballot, the city shall provide information to the electorate
regarding the purpose(s) of the general obligation bonds.

E. Any reallocation of proceeds from a voter-approved general obligation bond that
deviates materially from the information provided to the electorate by the city of Santa Fe pursuant to

paragraph D, above, shall be voted upon by the governing body [aftera-publie-hearing] through the

adoption of an ordinance. For the purposes of this paragraph E, a change order reallocating such

proceeds due to unforeseen or latent conditions is not a material deviation.

Section 2, Section 18-% SFCC 1987 (being Ord. #2013-33, §2) is amended to read:
18-9 TAXES, NEW OR INCREASED; REALLOCATION OF PROCEEDS.

A. Within thirty (30) days of passage of an election resolution authorizing the placement

of a question on the ballot that would seek to or impose a new or increase in any tax, the city shall
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provide information to the ¢lectorate of the city of Santa Fe regarding the purpose(s) of the new or
increased tax.

B. Any reallocation of proceeds from a voter-approved tax that deviates materially from
the information provided to the electorate by the city of Santa Fe pursuant to paragraph A, above,

shall be voted upon by the governing body [after-a—publie-hearing) through the adoption of an

ordinance. For the purposes of this paragraph B, a change order reallocating such proceeds due to

unforeseen or latent conditions is not a material deviation.

APPROVED AS TO FORM;

KELLEY A. BRENNAN, CITY ATTORNEY

M/Legislation’20! 5 Bitis/Bond_Tux Reallocation _Require Ordinance
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO
RESOLUTION NQ, 2015-_

INTRODUCED BY:

Councilor Carmichael Dominguez Councilor Chris Rivera
Councilor Bil! Dimas Councilor Peter [ves

Councilor Patti Bushee

A RESOLUTION
DIRECTING STAFF TO PROPOSE AN OPERATIONAL PLAN AND PROGRAMMING
OPTIONS FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A TEEN CENTER THAT WOULD BENEFIT

THE YOUTH OF SANTA FE.

WHEREAS, in 2007 a youth summit was held in Santa Fe wherein 168 youth in attendance
wdentified the development of a teen center as a critical need for young people; and

WHEREAS, the Quality of Life Steering Committee held a youth summit in 2014 and again
the youth in attendance identified the development of a teen center as a critical need for young
people in Santa Fe; and

WHEREAS, the City of Santa Fe is dedicated to providing quality services for all members
of the community, including teens; and

WHEREAS, statistics show that over 70% of Santa Fe Public School students qualify for
free or reduced price lunch, teen pregnancy rates are high and drug use by youth continues to be a
significant challenge; and

WHEREAS, a teen center was established over twenty years ago in Santa Fe and is now

f;g;/ 4Z¢Z{ e
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serving as an overflow site for the Monica Roybal Center and is mostly 6" grader students; and

WHEREAS, many experts believe and teens have indicated that a dedicated teen center in
Santa Fe will lower drug and gang-related crime, increase graduation rates and provide opportunities
for a better skilled job force; and

WHEREAS, TC 19, a group of youth advocates, is committed to collaborating with the City
of Santa Fe and the community at large, including businesses and nonprofit organizations, to create a
world class teen center in Santa Fe; and

WHEREAS, the Quality of Life Steering Committee, a group of community organizers is
also committed to collaborating with the City of Santa Fe and the community at large, including
businesses and nonprofit organizations, o create a world class teen center in Santa Fe; and

WHEREAS, four out of the five largest public schools in the community exist in the far
southwest seclion of our city; and

WHEREAS, youth population city-wide has decreased, however youth population under 18
has increased by 22%, in the far southwest section of Santa F e; and

WHEREAS, 44% of children under the age of 18 live in the far southwest section of Santa
Fe; and

WHEREAS, Tierra Contenta may continue to absort much of the City’s growth during the
next ten years; and

WHEREAS, safe, reliable and affordable transportation to and from youth facilities
continues to be identified by youth and their caregivers as a barrier; and

WHEREAS, a successful teen center should meet the following criteria:

* Easily accessible to teenage youth;

¢ Within walking distance of a comprehensive high school;

* Located in an area that is within walking distance for a significant portion of Santa Fe's

youth;
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Free transportation services available for youth to provide access to and from the teen
center;

Staffed by people decply committed to serving Santa Fe youth;

Safe space that welcomes all youth:

Opportunities for off-site excursions and activities with free transportation provided;
Tutoring and other educational support;

Access to latest technological resources:

Space for youth to hang out;

Entertainment center to show movies, host live performances, etc.;

Waorkforce development opportunities:

Employment opportunities;

Other resources as maybe identified by youth.

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

CITY OF SANTA FE that stafTf is directed to propose to the Governing Body an operational plan

and programming options for the establishment of a teen center that would benefit the youth of Santa

Fe, along with the community at large. The operational plan and programming opticns shall include,

without limitation, the following:

1.

2.

Services and activities to be provided,

Numbers of clients to serve, cost, strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats:
Whether it is possible for a new teen center to be established in the current Zona del
Sol space;

if the Zona del Sol space is not feasible, then propese what would be needed to
create a new teen center at the site, including the infrastructure costs;

Possible private/public partnerships for operations and capital expenses;

Transportation options that would make a teen center at the Zona del Sol site or any
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other proposed site easily accessible for youth.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that staff is directed to present the plan and programming
options to the Governing Body within 90 days of adoption of this resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this ___day of , 2015,

JAVIER M. GONZALES, MAYOR

ATTEST:

YOLANDA Y, VIGIL, CITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

KELLEY A. BRENNAN, CITY ATTORNEY

MiLegislation/Resolutions 2075 Teen Center 2_{1 13



