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Glossary

mg/L micrograms per liter

acre area of land equal to 43,560 square feet; about 209 feet
by 209 feet if the area is a square.

AGIS Albuquerque Geographic Information System; a
department in the City of Albuguergue government that
produces and updates mapping of land usage, property
boundaries, infrastructure systems, etc.

AMAFCA Albuquerque Metropolitan Arroyo Flood Control
Authority

basalt durable, dense rock produced from hardened lava flow.
CPA Community Planning Area
DASZ Data Analysis SubZones
detention vs. retention Detention ponds have an outlet, usually a drainpipe.
Retention ponds do not have an outlet. They empty by
evaporation and/or infiltration.

dip section a roadway that crosses an arroyo without a bridge.

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
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GIS geographic information system
gpcd gallons per capita per day
GRT gross receipts tax
hydrology science that deals with the water cycle; precipitation,
evaporation, and runoff.
mgd million gallons per day
mgd million gallons per day
MRGCD Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District; an agency that
implements and oversees Rio Grande flood protection
between Cochiti Dam and the Bosque del Apache Grant
south of Socorro.
MRGCOG Middle Rio Grande Council of Governments
Near Heights the part of the Northeast Heights that is closest to the
Southeast Heights; located between Central Avenue and
1-40.
O&M operation and maintenance

playa A natural, dry lake depression that has no outlet (Spanish
for “shore” or “beach”).

ROW right-of-way

V/C volume-to-capacity
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1.0 Introduction

E arly in 1995, staff from the City of Albuquerque began work on the

Transportation Evaluation Study. This project, managed by a team of staff
from key departments throughout City government, had as its purpose the creation
of a plan for integrating transportation and community development.

In 1997, Parsons Brinckerhoff staff and the project’s technical and management
committees finished their work. The resulting Final Report (June 1997) began
with a presentation of a series of principles that participants proposed should
govern future plans. These principles include the following:

e Assuring the orderly and efficient provision of urban services,

e Encouraging compact development without crowding,

* Preserving and enhancing neighborhood characteristics,

e Preserving and enhancing the natural environment,

e Managing circulation and accessibility for all modes of travel,

* Meeting and maintaining federal air quality standards,

e Developing partnerships with neighboring jurisdictions and the private sector,
e Assuring adequate funding for transportation project development, and

e Assuring public involvement in the planning process.

Applying these principles, authors of the report proposed the adoption of a “Future
Place Image.” This place image would consist of the orderly provision of urban
services within an urban service area that would grow steadily, as needed. Within
the urban service area, planners envisioned higher density centers and corridors,
supported by a transportation system that offered multiple modes of travel. Lastly,
the planners envisioned an institutional framework that supports the
implementation of all of the above. The concluding chapter of the Final Report
contained a series of strategies to implement their recommendations, organized
around each of these key concepts.

In the fall of 1997, Bernalillo County staff participated in the City’s effort to build
on the Transportation Evaluation Study. Formally known as the Planned Growth
Strategy, work began in the spring of 1998.

The integration of City and County policy makers and staff represents the
successful implementation of one of the key concepts of the Transportation
Evaluation Study. To further the prospects for additional planning and
implementation, the City and the County commissioned the Parsons Brinckerhoff
team to undertake technical analyses that would support further action on the
plan.
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In the summer of 1998, the Parsons Brinckerhoff team submitted to the City
and the County a draft Interim Ordinance as their first work product. This
ordinance became the basis for the eventual adoption of Council Bill R-70 by
the City, the “growth policy framework” (R-91-1998 [section 3-8-6 Albuquerque
Code of Resolutions] hereafter referred to as R-70). In this Resolution, City
policy makers acknowledged the receipt of the Transportation Evaluation Study
and committed themselves to completing the plan of work embodied in the scope
of the Planned Growth Strategy Project. This includes the establishment of a
policy framework providing overall direction for implementation of future growth
policies. The Resolution contains:

e Recommendations for the structuring of capital improvements programs and
plans to support the emergence of centers and corridors,

e The development of an impact-fee system based on the actual costs of providing
services,

e The timing of road and utility construction to assure orderly growth,

e The encouragement of increased densities and mixed uses in centers and
corridors, and

e The consideration of “whether, within the context of an amended comprehensive
plan, the concept of urban service areas is, on balance, beneficial to the quality
of life in Albuguerque, and if so, the determination of the most appropriate areas
for urban services.” On this last point the Resolution states that “such a
determination would be based on an accurate and publicly reviewed inventory
of available and developable land and planned in conjunction with projections of
the resources available for expansion.”

Later in 1998, Albuquerque Shared Vision, a not-for-profit civic organization
committed to convening citizens to facilitate community development, held the
first of several Forums in which participants articulated their concerns and goals
for the Albuquerque region. The most recent of these, held in August of 1999,
focused on the role of new planned communities. We acknowledge the debt all
community-oriented residents owe to Shared Vision for their leadership in this
important issue.

Local panel (left to right) Ned Farquhar, Larry Wells, Councillor Tim Cummins, Commissioner
Barbara Seward, and Victor Chavez
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This Findings Report, the first major deliverable of the Planned Growth Strategy
Project, directly addresses the above requirements of R-70, the Planned Growth
Strategy policy framework, and should provide the basis for decisions regarding
the orderly provision of urban services called for in that Resolution. In Chapter
2 that follows, we address the question of how much land is available and suitable
for development, as well as the issue of how much land is required in order to
service the community’s orderly growth. We do this through a careful analysis of
both the supply and demand for land of all kinds in the County during the 1990s.
This analysis is refined in the Planned Growth Strategy, Part 2 which addresses
the Preferred Alternative.

In Chapter 3, we describe once again the alternative that emerged from the Transportation
Evaluation Study, now called the Downtown Scenario. We further describe two other
alternatives developed cooperatively with the City and the County. One, called the
Balanced Scenario, retains the concept of compact urban form developed in the
Transportation Evaluation Study but balances housing and jobs on both sides of the Rio
Grande, rather than emphasizing employment on the east side. The third alternative, the
Trend Scenario, represents consensus opinion regarding the likely evolution and growth
of the metropolitan area assuming the continuation of current trends. This scenario involves
the evolution of less centralized, less compact forms of development. Itis by no means a
worst-case scenario; it is intended to be a realistic assessment of the continuation of
current trends.

These three scenarios are the basis of substantial technical evaluation. For each scenario,
we estimate the capital costs associated with the provision of water, wastewater, drainage,
street and transit transportation infrastructure. These types of infrastructure are, as a
group, responsible for most of the (non-school) capital costs of government in the region.
Information in Chapter 4 is designed to furnish policy makers and the general public with
estimates of expenditures required to support orderly growth under each of the three
scenarios.

In Chapter 5, we summarize the policy context for our ongoing work. We identify other
projects, plans, studies, and initiatives that bear on the subject of orderly and efficient
growth of the Albuquerque metropolitan area and identify their relationship to this planned
growth strategy. In doing so, we remind the reader of the complex web of decisions that
influence urban form in the region and the need for strong leadership to assure that the
built environment meets citizens’ expectations both for quality and efficiency.

In the period between January 1999, when we submitted the draft of this report, and
today (December 2000), this report has undergone substantial revision and enhancement,
as a result of input from the Planned Growth Strategy (PGS) Advisory Committee, and
City and County staff. The cost data contained here reflect a deep understanding of
actual conditions in the City and County. In all, the report better suits its original purpose—
to inform important decision making about the costs of planned growth in the City and
County. The authors thank all the staff and citizens who contributed valuable time to
improve this product.
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During this same period, work by staff and members of this consultant team has
resulted in the development of a recommended Preferred Alternative for future
growth, which is a combination of desirable aspects of several of the scenarios
evaluated here. The Preferred Alternative is described in a separate report.
Further, a specific implementation strategy was developed by Freilich, Leitner,
and Carlisle. The Part 2 Report, also deals with fiscal issues related to the
implementation strategy. This portion of the report was prepared by Growth
Management Associates.

These products, as a group, will enable City and County elected officials to
implement the commitments they have made in undertaking the Planned Growth
Strategy.

In summary, as part of the larger PGS work effort, this Findings Report has been designed
to address the following questions:

* How much land do the County and City need to accommodate orderly growth?
e How much public and private capital do we need to spend?

e How can citizens get the most from the dollars we need to spend to support
growth?

With answers to these questions, we hope to further the implementation of the region’s
desired vision for planned growth.
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2.0 Development Trends

2.1 Summary

T he Albuquerque area’s urban growth pattern is tied to the locations of vacant

developable land and land that is suitable for redevelopment. The purpose
of this analysis is to identify the current vacant and under-used land supply in
the metropolitan area, quantify historic land absorption, and compare supply
and demand.

The land supply analysis focuses on readily available information supplemented
with original survey research. Information was analyzed for two types of geographic
subareas. First, we examine a set of three concentric rings. The information was
compiled for three areas: 1960 City Boundary, an area representative of older,
established neighborhoods; the area generally served by the City’s water system,
which is representative of the area with existing urban services; and urban or
urbanizing land in Bernalillo County that is outside the current Water Service
Area.
» 1960 City Boundary

The area within the 1960 City Boundary is considered to be an infill area. Land
within this area has had municipal infrastructure and services for many years,
and new development within this served area is considered to contribute to
Comprehensive Plan goals regarding a compact urban form.

* Water Service Area

The current Water Service Area is served (though not completely) by City of
Albuquergue water and sewer systems, and other municipal services are provided
within the portion of the Water Service Area that is in the City limits. This area
is the location of much of the new development in the urban area.

* Qutside the Water Service Area

The area outside the City’'s Water Service Area encompasses the remainder of
land in Bernalillo County, excluding the East Mountains and the Indian
reservation. It includes land served by other utility companies (principally New
Mexico Utilities) and land that currently has no urban services. The City of
Albuquerque provides all services but water and sewer to portions of this area
that are within the municipal limits. Other portions of the area receive services
other than sewer and water from Bernalillo County or smaller municipalities.

We also compile and analyze data by Community Planning Area. The Albuquerque
area in the mid-1990s was divided into 10 such areas based mainly on residents’
perceptions of community. Community Planning Areas are being used primarily
for planning and organization of neighborhood groups. The analysis results are
summarized in the following sections.
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Historic Demand for Land

e Single family development accounted for 65% of land absorption from 1990-
1997. Less than 10% of new single family units and 6% of land absorption were
within the 1960 City Boundary.

e Multifamily housing accounted for 5% of land absorption. Most new construction
from 1990-1997 was in the far northeast (Foothills Community Planning Area)
and northwest.

e Multifamily housing accounted for 13% of total housing units built from 1990-
1998. This may be a trend toward more compact development or part of the
cyclical nature of multifamily construction.

* 45% of single family units were built in the northwest mesa (West Community
Planning Area), and one-third of total land absorption was in this Community
Planning Area. Densities were average for the community planning areas at five
units per acre.

* Non-residential development accounted for 30% of total land absorption. Non-
residential development is likely to occur in areas with an established population
base. From 1990-1997, 34% of non-residential land absorbed was located in
the 1960 City Boundary, 48% was in the Water Service Area, and 18% was
Outside the Water Service Area.

e Parks and rights-of-way increase total land absorption by about 15%.

Total demand for land from 1990-1997 is shown in Table 1.
Table 1 Historic Land Absorption by Area, 1990-1997

Average Annual Total
Area Absorption (Acres) (%)
1960 City Boundary 130 12
Water Service Area 537 50
Outside Water Service Area 409 38
Total 1,076 100

» Single family densities are more than twice as high in the older infill areas than
at the fringe. (These are averages across areas; individual developments vary.)
Multifamily and commercial densities are uniform and relatively low. Residential
densities and non-residential floor area ratios are shown in Table 2.

Table 2 Development by Area, 1990-1997

Single Family Multifamily Non-residential
Area (units/ac) (units/ac) Floor Area Ratios
1960 City 5.7 21 .20
Boundary
Water Service 45 18 18
Area
Outside Water 2.8 18 .16
Service Area
Total 3.9 18 0.18
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Land and Building Values

Residential

* New housing prices and existing home prices are highest in the northeast part
of the urban area and lowest in the southwest.

e Existing neighborhoods provide moderately priced housing. Prices for existing
homes generally parallel new home prices, with higher priced new housing in
areas with high priced existing housing and lower priced new housing in areas
with lower priced existing homes.

Non-Residential

e Over half of the existing retail space is within the 1960 City Boundary. Downtown
has a high retail vacancy rate, with almost one-quarter of total space vacant.
Downtown also has the lowest rents. In the second quarter of 1998, 1.5 million
square feet of retail space were available.

e Three-fourths of existing office space is located within the 1960 City Boundary. The
areas with the highest amounts of space are Downtown and Uptown. The highest
vacancies are in Downtown and the area near Albuquerque International Airport.
Most new office construction is taking place in the North I-25 area. In the second
quarter of 1998, 1.1 million square feet were vacant.

» Most industrial space is within the 1960 City Boundary. Again, Downtown has the
highest vacancy rate. Nearly half of all industrial square footage is in the North 1-25
area. In the second quarter of 1998, 2.4 million square feet were vacant.

e Overall, five million square feet of non-residential space were vacant in mid-1998.
Average annual construction, including public buildings and owner occupied
buildings, is about 2.2 million square feet. Downtown appears to be the least
competitive area in all non-residential categories.

* Most actively marketed vacant land is on the West Side and in the South Valley.
Limited numbers of parcels are on the market in other areas, even though land is
vacant.

Vacant and Redevelopable Land Supply

Vacant land in the urban area was estimated from Albuquergue geographic
information system (AGIS) land use data. Areas not considered suitable or available
for development in the context of this analysis are lands within Indian reservations,
public open space, 100-year flood hazard areas, areas with poor soils, and landfills.
Several large land areas at the urban fringe outside the Water Service Area have
been subdivided into small parcels with multiple owners. Fragmented ownership is
an impediment to development. Over the long term, flood hazard areas, poor soils,
and fragmented ownership can be mitigated, but usually at increased cost.

Land potentially suitable for redevelopment was identified by comparing the value of
site improvements to the value of the land. Parcels with improvements valued at
less than the land value were identified as potential redevelopment parcels.
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The total vacant land supply is 91,897 acres, of which 2,240 acres are located
within the 1960 City Boundary, 12,232 acres are within the City of Albuguerque’s
Water Service Area, and 77,425 acres are Outside the Water Service Area. An
additional 10,000 acres, 80% of which are located Outside the Water Service
Area, are impacted by flood hazard areas and poor soils, impediments that can
be mitigated.

The geographic distribution of vacant and redevelopable land by community
planning area is shown in Table 3. To be conservative, land impacted by flood
hazard areas and poor soils is not shown in the total.

Key findings of the analysis of land supply are as follows:

* Nearly 92,000 acres of vacant land that is not impacted by landfills, flood hazards,
or poor soils exist within the study area. Of these, 2,240 acres are located within
the 1960 City Boundary. An additional 12,232 acres are located outside the
1960 City Boundary but within the Water Service Area. These areas do not
include land served by other utility companies, which also have potential for
urban development.

Table 3 Vacant and Redevelopable Land by Community Planning Area,
May 1998
CPA Vacant Land Redevelopable Land Total
Central Abq. 337 111 448
E Gateway 867 251 1,118
Foothills 672 58 730
Mid-Heights 326 680 1,006
N Abg. 2,693 315 3,008
N Valley 2,415 2,143 4,558
Near Heights 894 277 1,171
South Valley 3,196 1,727 4,923
SW Mesa 15,438 322 15,760
W Side 8,685 322 9,007
NE Outside 132 0 132
SE Outside 9,485 0 9,485
SW Outside 20,640 0 20,640
NW Outside 26,117 0 26,117
Total 91,897 6,206 98,103

e Over 6,000 acres of land within the 1960 City Boundary and Water Service Area
are potentially redevelopable, based on the value definition.

e The analysis of redevelopable land indicates a pattern of declining value of
improvements and increasing land values in older commercial strips along most
of the arterial streets within the 1960 City Boundary. Public incentives may be
needed to encourage redevelopment of these properties.

e Vacancy rates for non-residential buildings are highest in the Downtown, and
rents for non-residential space are lowest.
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Comparison of Projected Demand with Land Supply
Three growth scenarios were developed for analysis. These are:

Trend Scenario. A continuation of historic development patterns with most new
development at the fringe of the urban area. The Middle Rio Grande Council of
Governments (MRGCOG) developed and used this scenario as a base case for
regional planning purposes.

Balanced Scenario. A more compact urban form with a balanced distribution of
employment east and west of the river. This scenario also emphasizes more intense
development along Central Avenue and Isleta Boulevard to 4" Street. These corridors
present opportunities for transit service.

Downtown Scenario. This scenario emerged from the Transportation Evaluation
Study. It concentrates employment growth in the Downtown, University of New
Mexico, and Uptown areas, creating a major employment center in central
Albuquerque. Residential and employment densities are increased in these
centers as well as in major transportation corridors.

Population and employment projections by area for each scenario are shown in
Table 4.

Table 4 Population and Employment Projections to 2020

1995 Trend Scenario Balanced Scenario Downtown
Scenario

CPA Pop. Emp. Pop. Emp. Pop. Emp. Pop. Emp.
Central Abg. 19,247 31,650 19,232 37,208 29,756 38,084 25,343 52,561
E Gateway 52,007 14,478 55,327 20,294 55,327 19,353 55,352 20,340
Foothills 45,431 8,565 52,324 12,538 52,114 11,950 52,649 11,057
Mid-Heights 82,276 64812 80,863 79,577 83,863 76,383 82,009 89,176
N Abg. 40,887 14231 56,755 19,019 54,986 17,820 58,447 18,445
N Valley 49,999 55887 57,342 91,361 60,318 82,343 60,147 88,212
Near Heights 77,991 63700 77,606 79,616 88,606 80,396 81,893 83,108
S Valley 43,009 9278 46,350 16,458 51,652 16,320 46,509 15,275
SW Mesa 33,887 6101 60,395 17,263 45,182 37,785 55,000 13,782
W Side 47,322 10634 106,244 40,717 93,196 34,222 104,862 37,500
SE Outside 8,717 20,350 20,558 26,238 29,758 30,548 18,659 19,620
SW Outside 1" 90 28 194 27 94 9 90
NW Outside 1,311 86 6,784 6,926 1,545 3,225 1,099 86
Total 502,095 | 299,862 | 639,808 | 447,409 | 646,330 | 448,523 | 641,978 | 449,252

Future demand for land was estimated by area for each of these scenarios and
compared to the supply. Table 5 summarizes the total demand for land and the
supply of vacant and redevelopable land.
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Table 5 Projected Demand for Land by Community Planning Area to
2020, Acres

Total Demand for Land
25% More Efficient
Land Supply Current Densities Use of Land*
Vacant Redevelopable
CPA Land Land Trend Balanced | Downtown Balanced Downtown

Central Abq. 337 111 82 187 362 150 290
E Gateway 867 251 337 311 340 249 272
Foothills 672 58 613 588 620 470 496
Mid-Heights 326 680 106 152 163 122 130
N Abqg. 2,693 315 2,147 1,892 2,351 1,514 1,881
N Valley 2,415 2,143 2,674 3,253 3,335 2,602 2,668
Near Heights 894 277 235 340 321 272 257
S Valley 3,196 1,727 959 1,913 930 1,530 744
SW Mesa 15,438 322 1,756 2,317 1,328 1,854 1,062
W Side 8,685 322 5,899 4,600 5,639 3,680 4,511
NE Outside 132 0 28 26 28 26 28
SE Outside 9,485 0 1,177 2,078 716 1,663 573
SW Outside 20,640 0 7 1 0 1 0
NW Outside 26,117 0 860 1020 82 0
Total 91,897 6,206 16,880 17,760 16,133 14,215 12,912

* For an explanation of this standard, see the main section of this chapter.

The findings of the demand analysis are as follows:

e Vacant and redevelopable land within the Water Service Area can accommodate more
growth than would occur under any of the three scenarios over the next 20 years.

» Occupancy of existing vacant space, additional redevelopment, or higher density new
development will enable existing areas to accommodate more development than shown
in the analysis. For example, under the Downtown Scenario, higher density non-residential
development and absorption of existing commercial and office space will meet the demand
for land in the Central Business District.

e Land holdings, recent annexations, and plans for Westland, Mesa del Sol, and Quail
Ranch planned communities contain an inventory of vacant land equivalent to more than
50 years’ demand in these market areas, even in the Trend Scenario. The total inventory
of vacant land outside the Water Service Area is the equivalent of several decades of City
and County land consumption. Phasing of urban services to the master planned
communities proposed for these properties must be planned carefully.

e Public policies that encourage investment in established areas and discourage
disinvestment are critical to realization of the vision of a compact urban area as envisioned
in the Comprehensive Plan and the Transportation Evaluation Study.
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2.2 Introduction

The Albuquerque area’s potential for urban growth is tied to the locations of vacant
developable land and land that is suitable for redevelopment. The purpose of this analysis
is to identify the current vacant land supply in the metropolitan area, quantify historic
land absorption, and determine the development potential of the remaining vacant land.

The land supply analysis focuses on readily available information wherever possible but
is supplemented with original survey research. Information was analyzed for two types
of geographic subareas. First, information was compiled for three concentric “rings” of
the region—the 1960 City Boundary, the Water Service Area, and urban or urbanizing
land Outside the Water Service Area. The second subareas used for analysis are
Community Planning Areas, which allow analysis by geographic area of the City. Figure
1 (pg.13) shows the 1960 City Boundary and current Water Service Area. Figure 2
(pg.15) shows Community Planning Areas. Figure 3 (pg.17) shows the areas serviced
by water and wastewater systems.

The area within the 1960 City Boundary is considered to be an infill area. Land within
this area has had municipal infrastructure and services for many years, and new
development within this served area is considered to contribute to Comprehensive Plan
goals regarding a compact urban form.

The current Water Service Area is also served (though not completely) by City water and
sewer systems. This area is the location of much of the new development in the urban
area, and services are being extended to serve the area.

The area Outside the Water Service Area includes land served by other utility companies,
principally New Mexico Utilities, and land that currently has no urban services. The
City of Albuquerque provides all services but water and sewer to portions of this area
that are within the municipal limits. Other portions of the area receive services other
than sewer and water from Bernalillo County or smaller municipalities.

A number of maps were created for use in the analysis of growth trends, vacant and
redevelopable land, and development constraints. A listing of maps used in the analysis
is found in the References.

This chapter contains the following sections:

Historic Demand for Land. This section of the report documents the historic demand
for land in the Albuquerque urban area, including the historic rate of land absorption by
area and type of land use, characteristics of land development by area, and pricing
information for residential and non-residential real estate.

Vacant and Redevelopable Land. This section documents the current supply of vacant
developable land and estimates redevelopable land in the urban area.

Projected Demand for Land. This section evaluates growth projections for the urban
area and estimates the future demand for residential and non-residential land by area.
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Growth Related Policies. This section updates work completed in the
Transportation Evaluation Study, a prior analysis of development policies. New
plans and policies adopted since the completion of the Transportation Evaluation
Study are summarized, and the implications of these policies for a local growth
strategy are discussed.

2.3 Historic Demand for Land

The urban area’s historic rate of new construction indicates the demand for land
from 1990-1997. Demand for land is characterized by historic land absorption,
residential densities, non-residential floor area ratios, and market segments as
defined by price by area. This section summarizes demand for land and
characteristics of development by area for the Albuquerque urban area.

2.3.1 Historic Land Absorption, 1990-1997

City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County building permits from 1990-1997
were used to derive estimates of the total amount of land absorbed by
development over this period. The study analyzed development by three main
types: single family residential, multifamily residential, and non-residential. Total
units and acreage were analyzed for residential absorption. Total square feet
and acreage were analyzed for all other land uses.

The study also examined the geographical location of new construction. One set
of tables (Tables 6-7; pg.21, 10-11; pg. 23, and 14-15; pg. 25) indicates whether
the various types of development fell within (1) the 1960 City Boundary (the
infill area), (2) the Water Service Area, or (3) the area Outside the Water Service
Area that is bounded by the Sandia Mountains to the east, the Sandia Reservation
and Sandoval County line to the north, the Bernalillo County and Isleta
Reservation line to the south, and Rio Puerco to the west.

The areas outside the City’s utility service area have on-site systems or are served
by other utility companies, as shown in Figure 3 (pg. 17). Public utility systems
enable relatively dense development, and on-site systems limit lot sizes to a
minimum of 0.75 acre. New Mexico Utilities, which serves far northwest
Albuquerque and Paradise Hills, provides both water and wastewater service.
Development within the New Mexico Utilities service area is at typical urban
densities. Sandia Utilities provides water service only. Densities in areas served
by Sandia Utilities are similar to rural densities (1 du/ac).

Figure 4 (pg.19) shows the locations of permits issued by the City of Albuquerque
for these areas from 1990-1997. Geo-coded permit data were not available for
Bernalillo County, so Figure 4 does not include the locations of development
within the study area but outside the City Boundary.

A second set of tables (Tables 8-9; pg.22, 12-13; pg. 24, and 16-17; pg. 26)
assigns the various types of development to one of the City’s 10 Community
Planning Areas. This further clarifies which parts of the City are experiencing
fast or slow growth. Not all development is accounted for by building permits.
To obtain a more accurate estimate of total land absorption, the land used each
year for public rights-of-way and parks were added to the estimate.
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Residential Land Absorption

Single Family Development

Single family housing is the largest category of land development, accounting
for approximately 65% of all land used for urban development in the urban area.
The category includes single family houses, townhouses and patio homes, and
mobile homes. As shown in Tables 6 and 7, most new residential construction
has taken place outside the 1960 City Boundary. Less than 10% of new single
family units, using 6% single family acres, can be classified as infill.

Table 6 Single Family Residential Land Absorption by Year and Area,

Units
Area 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | Total Avg.
1960 City 124 | 129 154 157 233 280 328 266 | 1,671 209

Boundary

Water Service 926 988 1,497 | 1,915 | 2,023 | 1,706 | 1,665 | 1,447 | 12,167 | 1,521
Area

Outside 219 113 461 410 807 | 1,073 987 | 1,083 | 5,153 644
Water Service

Area

Total 1,270 | 1,230 |2,112 | 2,482 | 3,063 | 3,059 |2980 |2,796 | 18,991 | 2,374

Note: Some columns may not total correctly due to rounding. Totals are correct.
Source: City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Building Permits

Table 7 Single Family Residential Land Absorption by Year and Area,

Acres
Area 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | Total | Avg.
1960 City Boundary 19 21 32 32 43 48 69 30 294 37
Water Service Area 174 | 183 312 399 509 423 361 322* | 2,683 | 335

Outside Water Service 83 47 180 156 343 391 268 391* | 1,859 | 232
Area

Total 276 251 524 587 895 862 698 743 | 4,836 | 605

*Acreage data estimated.
Note: Some columns may not add due to rounding. Totals are correct
Source: City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Building Permits

Most single family development in Albuquerque takes place in new subdivisions
located at the edges of the urban area. Tables 8 and 9 show the number of single
family units and acreage for Community Planning Areas.

The largest amount of single family development over the past eight years occurred
in the West Side Community Planning Area, which is the northwest mesa of
Albuquerque. This area accounted for 45% of the units built and more than 36%
of the acres developed within the 10 Community Planning Areas.

The four other fastest developing Community Planning Areas for single family
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housing were North Albuquerque, Foothills, Southwest Mesa, and East Gateway
(for number of units) or South Valley (for acreage). These areas are all located at
the urban fringe.

Table 8 Single Family Residential Land Absorption by Year and
Community Planning Area, Units

CPA 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995| 1996 | 1997 | Total | Avg.
ggg_tra' 10| 18 20| 12 12| 23 44 | 16 155119
EGateway | 118 | 134 | 136 | 240 | 332 | 202 | 212 | 123 | 1497 | 187
Foothills 244 | 276 | 466 | 278 | 221 | 133 176 | 220 | 2,014 | 252
Mid-Heights 1 3 0 3 9| 31 16 | 13 76 10
N Abg. 219 | 262 | 485 | 439 | 611 | 363 | 332 | 432 | 3143 | 393
N Valley 52| 53 95 | 136 | 133 | 121 | 128 | 114 832 | 104
H:%rhts 7 3 7| 43 48| 16 39 | 29 192 24
S Valley 80 | 42 74| 72 98 | 117 82| 86 651 81
SW Mesa 67 | 30 37 | 48 87 | 562 | 529 | 375 | 1735 | 217
W Side 405 | 402 | 756 | 1,194 | 1,502 | 1,488 | 1421 | 1380 | 8548 | 1,069
Total 1203 | 1,223 | 2,076 | 2,465 | 3,053 | 3,056 | 2,979 | 2,788 | 18,843 | 2,355

Note: Some columns may not add due to rounding.
Source: City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Building Permits

Table 9 Single Family Residential Land Absorption by Year and
Community Planning Area, Acres

CPA 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 | Total | Avg.
Central Abq. 1 3 2 2 2 3 6 2 21 3
E. Gateway 18 23 31 48 60 32 35 23 270 34
Foothills 42 46 94 55 93 60 43 48 481 60
Mid-Heights 0.1 0.4 0 0.6 1 2 2 1 7 1
N Abq. 60 54 132 120 226 145 115 105* 852 107
N Valley 19 18 33 43 50 43 33 22 261 33
Near 1 0.5 1 8 7 3 11 2 34 4
Heights

S Valley 43 31 68 67 84 87 81 26* 461 61
SW Mesa 16 8 19 20 35 99 126 44 367 46
W Side 60 62 134 211 305 385 247 243 1,647 206
Total 260 246 514 575 863 859 699 516 4,532 566

* Excludes county acreage
Note: Some columns may not add due to rounding.
Source: City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Building Permits

PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY



Multifamily Development

Only a few multifamily projects have been built per year since 1990. As a result,
the rate of multifamily construction varies significantly from year to year, and
the location of new construction also varies. Multifamily units accounted for
only 13% of the total housing units built between 1990-1993, but increased to
34% of the total over the next four years. It is difficult to forecast whether this is
a trend toward more compact growth or part of the cyclical nature of multifamily
construction. As shown in Table 10, most multifamily construction has taken
place in the Water Service Area or Outside the Water Service Area in the northwest
mesa. However, in 1996, almost half of new multifamily units were built within
the 1960 City Boundary

Table 10 Multifamily Residential Land Absorption by Year
and Area, Units

Area 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | Total | Avg.
1960 City Boundary 146 47 63 113 75 16 465 22 947 118
Water Service Area 281 | 216 6| 182| 1,135 | 514 | 493 | 306 | 3,133 | 392
Outside Water Service 0 0 0 0 617 | 1,360 72| 1,154 | 3,203 400
Area

Total 427 263 69 295 | 1,827 | 1,890 | 1,030 | 1,482 7,283 910

Source: City of Albuguerque and Bernalillo County Building Permits

Multifamily construction is cyclical, with annual absorption since 1990 ranging
from two to 131 acres. An average of 50 acres per year are absorbed for multifamily
construction. Table 11 summarizes land absorption by community planning area.

Table 11 Multifamily Residential Land Absorption by Year and Area,

Acres
Area 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | Total Avg.
1960 City Boundary 4 2 2 5 2 1 27 1.5 45 6
Water Service Area 5 10 .28 15 67 39 26 13 175 22
Outside Water Service 0 0 0 0 32 91 4 53 180 23
Area
Total 9 12 2 20 101 131 57 68 400 50

Source: City of Albuguerque and Bernalillo County Building Permits

The West Side Community Planning Area captured the largest share of multifamily
units, nearly half the total units and acres, as shown in Tables 12 and 13. This
pattern followed the trend of single family housing development. The closest
competitor was the Foothills area in the northeast.
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Table 12 Multi-Family Residential Land Absorption by Year and
Community Planning Area, Units
CPA 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 | Total Avg.
Central Abq. 0 0 0 0 0 3 10 3 16 2
E Gateway 0 0 0 0 0 16 4 3 23 3
Foothills 244 262 9 10 734 298 124 4| 1,685 211
Mid-Heights 0 1 56 200 0 0 6 0 263 33
N Abq. 40 0 0 76 424 0 0 294 834 104
N Valley 0 0 4 0 4 2 10 20 40 5
Near 143 0 0 0 1 170 10 328 41
Heights
S Valley 0 0 0 0 0 90 12 0 102 13
SW Mesa 0 0 0 0 32 0 464 0 496 62
W Side 0 0 0 4 633 | 1,480 230 1148 | 3,495 437
Total 427 263 69 294 | 1,827 | 1,890 | 1,030 | 1,482 | 7,282 910
Source: City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Building Permits
Table 13 Multi-Family Residential Land Absorption by Year and
Community Planning Area, Acres
CPA 1990 1991 1992 1993 | 1994 1995 1996 1997 | Total Avg.
Central Abq. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.1
E Gateway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.4 0.2 2.0 0.3
Foothills 5.0 12.0 0.3 0.4 48.0 26.0 5.0 0.5 97.3 | 12.2
Mid-Height 0.0 0.0 2.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 10.0 1.3
N Abg. 1.0 0.0 0.0 11.0 23.0 0.0 0.0 15.0* | 50.0 6.0
N Valley 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.7 1.8 0.2
Near 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 7.0 0.5 1.7 1.5
Heights
S Valley 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.5 0.0* 7.0 0.9
SW Mesa 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.0 0.0 31.0 3.9
W Side 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 31.0 97.0 13.0 51.0 | 1921 24.0
Total 10.0 12.0 2.5 19.7 1 102.3 | 130.4 58.1 68.2 | 403.9 50.5

* Excludes County acreage
** Missing some acreage

Source: City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Building Permits

Non-Residential Land Absorption

Non-residential development (commercial, office, institutional, and industrial)
accounted for only 30% of the acres developed in the Albuquerque area over the
past eight years. This type of development was more evenly distributed among
the three areas of the city than residential development.
the new non-residential square footage was built in the current Water Service
Area (compared with 58% of residential units), more than a third occurred within
the 1960 City Boundary (compared with 10% of residential units). The outside
area captured less than 20% of the total non-residential square footage (Tables

14 and 15; pg. 25).

While nearly half of
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Table 14 Non-Residential Land Absorption by Year and Area, Square

Feet

Area 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 | 1997 Total Avg.
*

1960 C|ty 511,771 412,846 561,899 876,614 1,147,777 718,889 1,061,665 0 5,291,461 755,923
Boundary
Water 813,995 716,486 418,888 932,215 810,215 | 1,719,181 | 2,043,797 0 7454777 | 1,064,968
Service Area
QOutside 336,518 219,095 191,913 111,608 155,445 1,381,426 465,665 0 2,861,670 408,810
Water
Service Area
Total 1,662,284 1,348,427 1,172,700 1,920,437 2,113,437 3,819,496 3,571,127 0 15,607,908 2,229,701

* Some data are not available for Bernalillo County (26 of 181 building permits)
Source: City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Building Permits

Table 15 Non-Residential Land Absorption by Year and Area, Acres

Area 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 1997* | Total | Avg.
1960 City Boundary | 49 46 114 68 131 80 124 0 612 87
Water Service Area | 153 105 67 136 108 206 194 0 969 138
Outside Water 29** | 24 33 7 38 179 93 0 403 58
Service Area

Total 231 175 214 211 277 465 411 0 1,984 283

* Data are not available for Bernalillo County (76 of 181 building permits)

** Does not include a 660-acre City composting facility, which was a one time project not
consistent with long-term trends.

Source: City of Albuguerque and Bernalillo County Building Permits

In Community Planning Areas, the North Valley outstripped the West Side in non-
residential development every year but 1995. This was due to heavy commercial
and industrial development along the north 1-25 corridor. The Near Heights ranked
third in capturing new square footage and acreage. The Mid-Heights ranked fourth
in new square footage while North Albuquerque was fourth in the number of acres
absorbed by non-residential development. (Tables 16 and 17 (pg. 26).

Parks and Rights-of-Way

The study estimated annual acreage needed for rights-of-way and parks to account
for land absorption not included in building permits. The study estimated rights-
of-way—Iland used for streets, drainage, utility easements, and trails—to be 27%
of the developed acreage. This percentage was derived from statistical analyses
done earlier for the City of Albuquerque’s Wastewater Facility Plan.

Right-of-way needs will vary with the amount of infrastructure in place at the
time of new development. Total land absorbed by rights-of-way is only the
incremental addition required at the time of development. For example,
development of a lot in an existing subdivision does not entail additional street
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Table 16 Non-Residential Land Absorption by Year and Community
Planning Area, Square Feet
CPA 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Total Avg.
Central 7,781 19,904 52,108 73,468 2,090 17,480 6,086 1,894 180,811 22,601
Abq.
E Gateway 92,536 165,039 346,176 147,466 334,445 47,869 182,494 173,267 1,489,292 186,162
Foothills 33,860 18,651 4,863 21,692 41,640 110,089 51,300 200,429 482,524 61,066
Mid- 109,966 95,027 73,416 521,970 132,124 364,099 554,678 204,105 2,055,385 256,923
Heights
N Abq_ 200,206 114,792 26,124 307,163 121,981 181,445 291,203 82,907 1,325,821 165,728
N Valley 395,216 419,028 223,689 511,861 760,681 1,113,528 1,231,200 969,407 5,624,610 703,076
Near 312,657 127,587 92,578 140,990 513,418 213,506 365,614 381,266 2,147,616 268,452
Heights
S Va||ey 16,119 23,767 17,519 43,695 44,685 57,047 148,092 12,295 363,219 45,402
SW Mesa 54,973 9,858 164,103 405 48,853 233,535 277,059 286,550 1,075,336 134,417
W Side 224,135 354,774 140,828 135,429 94,956 1,479,698 455,793 384,587 3,270,200 408,775
Total 1,447,449 1,348,427 1,141,404 1,904,139 2,094,873 3,818,296 3,563,519 2,696,707 18,020,814 2,252,602
Table 17 Non-Residential Land Absorption by Year and Community
Planning Area, Acres
CPA 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 | Total Avg.
Central Abq. .29 3 47 .56 14 5 75 0 57 7
E Gateway 9 9 51 14 28 13 12 40 176 22
Foothills 11 3 1 1 10 7 5 19 57 7
Mid-Heights 13 9 6 43 27 41 87 28 254 32
N Abg. 13 8 10 50 26 58 38 3 206 26
N Valley 42 91 23 61 75 109 117 113 631 79
Near 32 11 10 19 50 13 26 8 169 21
Heights
S Valley 3 9 10 10 17 22 20 3 94 12
SW Mesa 11 1 29 0 17 48 15 26 147 18
W Side 90 32 26 10 26 149 92 42 467 58
Total 224 176 213 209 276 465 413 282 | 2,258 | 282

right-of-way. For this study, no new rights-of-way are assumed within the 1960
City Boundary. Only 25% of new development in the Water Service Area is
assumed to require additional rights-of-way (an additional 6.75% overall). Most
development Outside the Water Service Area is assumed to be new development,
with the full 27% of land area for rights-of-way added to the net acreage accounted
for in building permits.

There were several standards available for projecting the amount of acreage that
will be needed for parks. The City’s Park Dedication Ordinance (Sections 14-9-
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1 et seq. ROA 1994) requires a neighborhood park dedication of 170 square feet
of land for every townhouse, single family residence, or mobile home built, and
85 square feet for every apartment. Its purpose is to provide developed park
space within one-half mile of every home, where practicable, “to supply areas for
recreational opportunities and visual relief to the population of the City.” The
City’s “Goals for Park Development” (Albuquerque Code of Resolutions, 3-6-1),
adopts a standard of 1.5 acres per every 1,000 people for neighborhood parks
and two acres per 1,000 people for district and other large urban parks.

Table 18 shows the fairly generous assumptions of this study regarding average annual
acres needed for parks. This estimate of land absorption for parks combines the need for
neighborhood, district, and regional parks into a standard of 3.5 acres per 1,000 people.
An assumption of 2.5 persons per housing unit resulted in 400 units per 1,000 people or
380 square feet of park space per unit. The analysis assumes that no new parks are
needed within the 1960 City Boundary and that half the new residential development
within the Water Service Area resulted in acquisition of new park land. An average of 17
acres of new park land is estimated to be needed each year.

Table 18 Average Acres Required for Parks Annually
(3.5 acres per 1,000 persons)

Modified

Ave SF Average Average Park Space | Total Park Park
CPA Units Multiunit | Total Units (Sq. Ft.) Acres Acres*
1960 City 209 118 327 124,260 3 0
Boundary
Water Service 1521 392 1913 726,940 17 8
Area
Outside Water 644 400 1044 396,720 9 9
Service Area
Total 2374 910 3284 1,247,920 29 17

* Assumes no parks needed within 1960 City Boundary and half of vacant land inside Water
Service Area is already developed.

Absorption Summary

In general, development in Albuquerque (single and multifamily residential
and non-residential) absorbed a total of 7,220 acres over the past eight years
for an average of 938 acres per year. Single family homes accounted for 65%
of the total, non-residential development for 30%, and multifamily units for
only 5%, as seen in Figure 5 (pg. 28). This excludes parks, open space, and
rights-of-way. It also excludes development in the East Mountains and the
Indian Reservations.

Single family residential lots absorbed a minimum of 251 acres in 1991 and a
maximum of 895 acres in 1994, with an average of 605 acres per year over the
1990-1997 period. Multifamily sites consumed a minimum of two acres in 1992
and a maximum of 131 acres in 1995, with an average of 50 acres per year.
Finally, non-residential absorbed a low of 175 acres in 1991 and maximum of
465 in 1995, with an average of 283 annually.

PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY SITES SOUTHWEST, INC.



Figure 5 Development by Type

Albuquerque Development 1990-1997 in Acres

Non-residential
30%

Single Family
Apartments 65%

5%

As seen in Table 19, single family and multifamily residential units absorbed an
average of 655 acres or 70% of the total acres absorbed over the past eight years,
while non-residential accounted for 283 or 30%. Rights-of-way accounted for an
estimated 125 acres, and parks accounted for an estimated 17 acres.

Table 19 Total Average Acres Absorbed Annually 1990-1997
Area Res. | Non-Res. | Subtotal | Parks* | Total ROW** | Total
1960 City Boundary 43 87 130 0| 130 0 130
Water Service Area 357 138 495 8| 503 34 537
Outside Water Service 255 58 313 9| 322 87 409
Area
Total 655 283 938 17 | 955 121 1,076

* Assumed 3.5 acres per 1,000 persons or 380 square feet per residential unit for parks

** Assumed 27% of total acreage is right-of-way per Albuquerque Wastewater study statistical
calculations, no new right-of-way is needed within 1960 City Boundary, and 25% of right-of-way is
still needed in the 1998 Water Service Area.

Subarea Absorption

On average, the current Water Service Area outside the 1960 City Boundary
experienced the most residential and non-residential development as measured
in acreage-52%-from 1990-1997. The 1960 City Boundary captured 14% of the
total development and the subarea Outside the Water Service Area captured 34%.
The change in numbers of acres absorbed by the three subareas over time is
shown in Figure 6 (pg. 29).
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Figure 6 Annual Land Absorption

Total Acres Absorbed Annually by All Development in
Subareas
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By subarea, the greatest number of single family dwellings (12,167) was built
within the Water Service Area, consuming 2,683 acres, exclusive of parks and
rights-of-way. Even though fewer than half that number of dwellings (5,153)
were built Outside the Water Service Area, their lower density absorbed 1,859
acres, 1.7 times the land area per unit as homes in the Water Service Area.
Only 1,671 homes, or about 9% of the total, were built within the 1960 City
Boundary on 294 acres.

A summary of development by Community Planning Area is shown in Table 20.
Overall, the West Side Community Planning Area experienced the most residential
and non-residential development by far as measured by acres absorbed.
Development there consumed 2,306 acres, nearly twice the amount absorbed in

Table 20 Total Residential and Non-Residential Absorption by
Community Planning Areas, Acres

CPA 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 | Total Avg.
Central Abq. 1 6 49 3 2 8 7 2 79 10
E Gateway 27 32 82 62 88 46 47 63 448 56
Foothills 58 61 95 56 151 93 53 68 635 79
Mid-Heights 13 9 8 52 28 43 89 29 271 34
N Abg. 74 62 142 181 275 203 153 123 1213 | 152
N Valley 61 109 56 104 125 152 150 136 894 | 112
Near 37 12 1 27 57 16 44 11 214 27
Heights

S Valley 46 40 78 77 101 115 102 29 588 74
SW Mesa 27 9 48 20 52 147 172 70 545 68
W Side 150 94 160 221 362 631 352 336 2306 | 288
Total 494 434 730 803 1241 1454 1170 866 7193 | 899

Note: Some columns may not add due to rounding.
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the Community Planning Area with the second-highest amount of development,
North Albuquerque. Not surprisingly, the Central Albuquerque Community
Planning Area had the fewest developed acres over the past eight years.

2.3.2 Characteristics of Land Development by Area

Land development characteristics include densities (units per acre) for residential
development and floor area ratios (the ratio of building area to land area) for non-residential
development. A comparison of single family densities by area is shown in
Table 21.

Table 21 Single Family Residential Land Density by Year and Area,
Units per Acre

Area 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | Avg.
1960 City Boundary 65| 6.1 4.8 4.9 54 5.8 4.8 8.9 5.7
Water Service Area 53| 54 4.8 4.8 4.0 4.0 4.6 4.5 4.5
Outside Water Service 26| 24 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.7 3.7 2.8 2.8
Area

Average 46 | 49 4.0 4.2 3.4 3.5 4.3 3.8 3.9

Housing in older established areas is typically higher density than housing on the
edges of the City. Net single family infill densities (excluding rights-of-way) average
five to six units per acre. In the Water Service Area, densities are four to five units
per acre. Densities vary slightly from year to year, but lot size trends have not
changed significantly during the past eight years. However, individual developments
vary from these averages.

The area Outside the Water Service Area includes low density developments such as
North Albugquerque Acres and portions of the South Valley as well as suburban
development served by New Mexico Utilities. Overall, the average net density of new
single family residential development Outside the Water Service Area is 2.8 units per
acre compared with 5.7 within the City infill area.

Community Planning Areas span both the 1960 City Boundary and Water Service
Area subareas. Single family densities varied considerably by Community Planning
Area. They ranged from 1-3 acres in the North and South Valleys and North
Albuquerque to 7-10 units per acre in Central Albuquerque and the Mid-Heights,
respectively.

Densities in the West Side Community Planning Area, which captured nearly 40% of
the City’s single family market over the past eight years, were average for all the
Community Planning Areas at five units per acre.

Table 22 (pg.31)shows multifamily densities by area. Multifamily projects are very
similar for all areas of Albuquerque, with a typical density of 18-20 units per acre.
Densities of multifamily units outside the city infill area are only slightly lower
than inside.
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Table 22 Multifamily Residential Land Density by Year and Area, Units

per Acre
Area 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | Avg.
1960 City Boundary 37 24 32 23 38 16 17 15 21
Water Service Area 56 22 21 12 17 13 19 24 18
Outside Water Service 0 0 0 0 19 15 18 22 18
Area
Total 47 22 30 15 18 14 18 22 18
Table 23 Non-Residential Floor Area Ratio by Year and Area
Area 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997* | Avg.
1960 City Boundary 024 | 021 0.11 030 | 0.20 | 0.21 0.20 0 0.20
Water Service Area 012| 016 | 014 | 016 | 017 | 019 | 0.24 0 0.18
Outside Water Service 027 021 013 | 037 | 0.09| 0.18| 0.1 0 0.16
Area
Total 017 | 018| 013 | 021 | 018 | 0.19| 0.20 0 0.18

Some columns may not add due to rounding. Totals are correct.
* Data unavailable for 1997

Non-residential density is measured by floor area ratio, or the ratio of the total
building square footage to the lot square footage. Floor area ratios are low generally
in Albuquerque due to parking and landscape requirements and a prevalence of
one-story buildings. As shown above in Table 23, the floor area ratio is somewhat
higher in the infill area and lower in the Water Service Area.

2.3.3 Pricing Data by Area

Land prices, residential sales information and non-residential lease rates are
reported to illustrate differences in pricing from area to area. Demand is influenced
by price, and a planned growth strategy must assure a broad range of prices and
types.

Housing and Residential Land

The starter home market is located in the southwest near Westgate Heights, in
the southwest quadrant of the City. Homes in this area range in price from
$75,000-$125,000. An average of 217 homes have been built in the southwest
over the past nine years, with over 500 units built in 1995 and 1996.

Moderately priced homes are still available in the northwest mesa, although home prices
are increasing in newer subdivisions surrounding Cottonwood Mall. Housing prices in
northwest subdivisions range from $115,000-$175,000 in Ventana Ranch up to $300,000
closer to Coors Road. An average of 750 units per year, representing 40-50% of
the Albuquergque market, are built in this area.
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Lot prices for builders in Ventana Ranch are currently about 22-23% of total
home price. For example, a 50 foot lot is $27,000-$29,000 for a $115,000-
$130,000 home. A 60 foot lot is priced in the mid-$33,000s for a $130,000-
$145,000 home price, and a 65 foot lot is priced at about $35,000 for a $145,000-
$175,000 home. Lot prices in the Seven Bar area west of Cottonwood Mall are
priced at about 24-28% of home prices. The top lot price for builders in this
area is about $36,000.

The highest prices for new homes are in the far northeast, with home prices
starting at about $130,000 for the most affordably priced product.

Table 24 shows existing home sales for 1995, the first year for which these data
were compiled, and 1998 and 1999 grouped as closely as possible to the 1960
City Boundary and Water Service Area. Average home prices are lowest within
the 1960 City Boundary, increasing in the newer areas Outside the Water Service
Area, although there are price variations within each major area. The most
affordable housing overall is in the southwest.

Table 24 Albuquerque Area Existing Home Sales, 1995, 1998, and 1999*

Area Total Ave. Price Total Ave. Price | Total Sold | Ave. Price Ave. Annual
Sold 1999 Sold 1998 1995 1995 Increase
1999 1998 (%)*
1960 City Boundaries
Downtown 96 | $108,741 96 | $107,405 92 | $116,958 (2.80)—(1.81)
Near Heights 574 | $129,017 649 | $124,861 613 $117,420 2.07-2.38
NE Heights 977 | $133,356 962 $130,789 986 | $127,195 0.93-1.19
SE Heights 316 $134,825 318 $130,025 291 $114,415 4.36-4.19
Four Hills 74 | $207,778 66 | $211,912 65 | $207,454 0.71-0.04
Subtotal 2,037 | $133,905 2,091 | $130,320 2,047 | $124,539 1.52-1.83
Water Service Area
Far NE Heights 1,067 | $192,263 1,062 | $188,241 942 | $182,333 1.07-1.34
N Valley 305 | $187,700 331 | $201,119 298 | $162,906 7.28-3.61
NW Heights 765 | $131,043 764 | $128,558 811 | $120,955 2.06-2.02
Southwest 334 | $94,412 322 | $ 96,735 492 | $ 87,301 3.48-1.98
Subtotal 2,471 | $159,520 2,479 | $159,681 2,543 | $142,096 3.97-2.93
Outside Water Service Area
Paradise Hills 347 | $153,641 352 | $149,995 193 | $140,676 2.16-2.23
Sandia Heights 127 | $287,230 106 | $265,624 90 | $269,936 (0.54)-1.56
N Abg. Acres 87 | $338,403 76 | $337,840 44 | $289,127 5.33-4.01
Subtotal 561 | $212,536 534 | $199,682 327 | $196,227 0.58-2.02
Total 5,069 | $155,094 5,104 | $151,837 4,917 | $138,387 3.14-2.89
* Fi_rs; percentage is for 1995-1998 period, second percentage is for 1995-1999
period.

Negative figures in parentheses.
Source: Albuguerque Board of Realtors, Southwest Multiple Listing Service
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Existing single family home prices in the Greater Albuquerque area have
increased about 3% per year since 1995 (not adjusted for inflation), encouraged
by declining interest rates, according to the Albuquerque Board of Realtors.
(Inflation based on the Consumer Price Index—Urban during the 1995-1999
period averaged 2.25%.per year.) About 5,100 single family detached homes
sold during 1998, at an average price of $151,837 and 5,069 single family homes
sold in the following year at an average price of $155,094. Overall, home prices
are lowest within the 1960 City Boundary and highest Outside the Water Service
Area.

The level of existing home sales activity was about the same in 1995, 1998, and
1999. Sales activity has shifted geographically, however. On the West Side,
home sales in Paradise Hills have increased, but sales in older northwest
neighborhoods and in the southwest have decreased. Activity in Sandia Heights
and North Albuquerque Acres, which are a very small part of the urban area
total, has increased. All other areas appear to be at about the same level as in
1995.

The subareas with the greatest increase in the average cost of a single family
house were the North Valley and the SE Heights. The latter is a gentrifying area
with reasonably low priced houses. The subareas with a declining or flat trend
in the sales price of single family houses were Downtown and Four Hills.

Reporting areas for the Board of Realtor data do not exactly correspond with
Community Planning Areas, but the data have been matched as closely as possible
in Table 25. The lowest home prices are in the southwest and Central

Table 25 Albuquerque Area Existing Home Sales, 1995, 1998, and 1999*
by Community Planning Area

Total Ave. Total Ave. Total Ave. Ave. Annual
Sold Price Sold Price Sold Price Change
Area 1999 1999 1998 1998 1995 1995 (%)*
Central Abq. 96 $108,741 96 | $107,405 92 | $116,958 (2.80)—(1.81)
Old NE/SE Heights (Near 1,867 $132,271 | 1,929 | $128,669 1,890 | $122,057 1.77-2.03
Heights, Mid-Heights)
New NE Heights (North 1,281 $211,603 | 1,244 | $203,975 1,076 | $194,027 1.68-2.19
Abg., Foothills).
N Valley 305 $187,700 331 | $201,119 298 | $162,906 7.28-3.61
Northwest 1,112 $138,095 | 1,116 | $135,319 1,004 | $124,746 2.75-2.57
Southwest (SW Mesa, S 334 $ 94,412 322 | $ 96,735 492 | $ 87,301 3.48-1.98
Valley)
Four Hills (E Gateway) 74 $207,778 66 | $211,912 65 | $207,454 0.71-0.04
Total 5,069 $155,094 | 5104 | $ 151,837 4917 | $138,387 3.14-2.89

* First percentage is for 1995-1998 period. Second percentage is for 1995-1999 period.
Negative figures in parentheses.
Source: Albuquerque Board of Realtors, Southwest Multiple Listing Service.
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Albuquerque, and the highest prices are in the newer parts of the northeast
heights. Housing prices are trending upward in most areas, but average home
prices in Central Albuquergque have declined over the past four years. It can be
observed that the Central Albuquerque market was far less robust than the
markets in all the other parts of the City. Sales prices in the Four Hills area,
although relatively high, have not increased over the analysis period.

Home prices have increased the most in the North Valley, although the average
price in the larger areas shown in Table 25 (pg. 33) masks the variations among
smaller areas.

Non-Residential Space and Land

Lease rates and vacancy rates indicate the general health of a real estate
submarket. The following tables summarize overall lease rates and vacant space
for retail, office, and industrial buildings of over 10,000 square feet in the
Albuquerque area.

Table 26 Retail Markets in Albuquerque, Second Quarter 1998

Total Retail Total Square Vacancy Average Asking
Area Centers Feet (%) Rent*
1960 City Boundary
Downtown 10 530,735 23.14 $9.19
Uptown 28 2,829,075 5.40 $86-$11
Mid NE Heights 76 3,810,010 9.28 $11.46
South Metro 43 2,101,197 7.44 $9.31
Water Service Area
Far NE Heights 43 2,996,497 6.71 $12.35
North Valley/North I-25 16 783,300 7.79 $9.94
Northwest Mesa** 28 3,651,174 11.63 $95-$13
Overall 237 16,701,988 8.84

Source: CREI Research 1998.
* When two rent figures are shown, the first is regional mall rates and the second is all other.
** Includes Rio Rancho

Real estate information for non-residential submarkets of Albugquerque is available
by areas that vary from the areas selected for analysis in the Planned Growth
Strategy. As a result, information is generally representative of areas within the
1960 City Boundary and the Water Service Area, but does not match precisely.

Retail

Table 26 contains information about retail markets in Albuquerque. Downtown
is the smallest submarket with 530,735 square feet of leasable area. It has the
highest vacancy rate, with nearly one-fourth of the leasable area vacant. Uptown
has the lowest vacancy rate, at just over 5%. Other than Downtown, submarkets
have similar vacancy and rent characteristics.
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Table 27 Office Markets in Albuquerque, Second Quarter 1998

Average
Total Total Square Vacancy Asking
Area Projects Feet (%) Rent*

1960 City Boundary
Downtown 42 2,932,493 16.35 $13.18
Uptown 47 2,186,406 8.89 $14.73
Midtown 25 1,114,432 9.22 $11.67
South Metro/Airport 31 1,163,728 10.04 $12.53
Water Service Area
NE Heights 41 1,285,119 9.39 $13.07
North Valley/North 32 1,084,696 6.05 $14.18
1-25
Outside Water Service Area
Northwest Mesa* 18 384,305 11.79 $14.16
Overall 236 10,151,179 11.08 $13.44

Source: CREI Research, 1998.
* Includes Rio Rancho. Area is split between Outside Water Service Area.

Office

Office space is classified according to building characteristics. Prime
locations for Class A space are Downtown and Uptown. No suburban space
is considered to be Class A. Class B and Class C space are older buildings
in good to average locations with lower rental rates. Figures reported below
are averages over all building classifications. Office space characteristics
are shown in Table 27.

Nearly 75% of office development is located within the 1960 City Boundary.
Downtown has the highest vacancy rate of any area. New office development
is taking place in the North 1-25 corridor.

The northwest has historically had low demand for office space. To date, the
area is largely residential, with retail and service businesses moving into the
area in recent years to serve the population on the West Side. However, as the
West Side population continues to increase, demand for office and industrial
space will increase.

Industrial

Most industrial development is concentrated in areas within the 1960 City
Boundary and in the Water Service Area. The largest industrial area is the North
I-25 area, which extends along 1-25 north of 1-40. Some of this area is within
the 1960 City Boundary, but most is outside it and within the Water Service
Area, as shown in Table 28 (pg. 36).

Industrial buildings are a mix of office and warehouse or manufacturing space.
Average rents vary with the percentage of buildings that tend to be office space,
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Table 28 Industrial Markets in Albuquerque, Second Quarter 1998

Total Total Square Total Vacancy
Projects Feet Available Rate Average
Area (Estimate) Square Feet (%) Asking Rent*

1960 City Boundary

Downtown 19 4,400,000 429,130 9.86 $3.82
NE Heights 8 5,200,000 234,921 4.51 $7.03
SE/Airport 16 2,600,000 194,455 7.42 $5.07
Water Service Area

North Valley/North 1-25 63 14,700,000 1,303,275 8.91 $5.85
Northwest Mesa* 8 4,196,766 164,967 3.86 $6.72
Southwest 7 2,500,000 122,386 4.88 $4.17
Overall 121 33,596,766 1,590,628 7.29 $5.46

Source: CREI Research 1998.
Includes Rio Rancho

since office space rents are higher than warehouse or manufacturing space rents.
Rents and vacancy rates vary by area of town, but not by whether the area is in
older or newer parts of the urban area.

2.4 Vacant Land

2.4.1 Vacant Land Prices

Residential

In the third quarter of 1998, the Home Builders of Central New Mexico listed
478 available home lots for sale in about 20 major subdivisions or phases of
subdivisions in the Albuquerque area, excluding Rio Rancho, Los Lunas, the
East Mountains, and Placitas. These included lots available to the public, as
opposed to lots sold in bulk to homebuilders. Lot sizes for single family detached
homes ranged from approximately 5,000 square feet to just under 1.5 acres,
although one subdivision offered lots as large as 1.8 acres. Prices ranged from
$49,000-$340,000, except for townhouse lots of 3,000 square feet selling for
$25,000-$28,000.

The northeast offered the largest number of lots available to the public—340—at
a range of $54,000-$340,000. Lots in the northeast ranged from 5,000 square
feet to over one acre. Large lot sizes in North Albuquerque Acres and the foothills
of the Sandias are dictated by topography and utilities.

More than 600 lots in the Northwest Mesa were presold to builders, with only 51
listed as available to the public for from $49,000-$69,000. Lot frontages ranged
from 45 feet to 65 feet, with a typical lot depth of 110 feet. Only one development,
a custom home subdivision built on difficult soils, offered average lots as large
as an acre.

A total of 56 lots in three infill subdivisions was available in the North Valley.
Lot sizes for single family detached homes ranged from 6,000-14,053 square
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Table 29 Non-Residential Land Market in Albuquerque 1997-1998*

Aver. Median
Parcel Parcel Aver. Aver.
Total Total Size Size Size Range Price/ Price/

Area Parcels | Acres (AC) (AC) (AC) Acre SF
1960 City Boundary
Downtown 2 12.60 6.30 6.30 4.00-8.60 $318,560 $7.32
Uptown 4 8.1 2.03 1.99 1.52-2.62 $399,336 $9.17
NE Heights 10 59.27 5.93 3.25 0.92-22.00 $357,288 $8.29
SE Hts./ Airport 8 101.59 12.70 2.61 to 48.00 $191,849 $4.38
Water Service Area
Far NE 9 23.82 2.65 2.00 1.18-6.25 $401,418 $7.03
N Valley 22 273.44 12.43 6.37 1.29-66.13 $295,080 $4.87
S Valley 1" 882.47 80.22 9.60 3.00-565.00 $103,760 $5.29
Outside Water Service
Area
West Mesa 51 2,691.72 52.78 6.07 0.92-2000 $230,176 $5.12
Total 117 4,053.02 21.88 4.66 0.92-2000 $287,183 $6.43

Source: NAIOP 1997-98 Commercial Space Directory. Geographic boundaries do not exactly
match the three service boundaries

feet in size. Their prices ranged from $58,000-$74,000. Townhouse lots were
priced at $25,000-$28,500 for about 3,000 square feet.

In the Southwest Mesa, 21 lots were listed for sale in one subdivision, with a
price of $18,000 per lot. Most subdivisions in the southwest are built out by
builders specializing in affordable housing priced under $100,000. Few lots are
available for purchase by individuals. The low lot prices in this area are essential
for builders to be able to provide lower priced new homes.

No data are available for individual infill lots.
Non-Residential Land

Vacant non-residential land prices vary by area. On average, the highest prices
are within the 1960 City Boundary, and the lowest prices are in the South Valley
on a per acre basis. The largest supply of land being actively marketed is in the
West Mesa. (Table 29.)

2.4.2 Vacant Land Supply

The vacant land supply as of May 1998 was used as the benchmark for this analysis.
Figure 7 (pg.43) shows the locations of vacant land in the metropolitan area. Vacant
land was identified through AGIS, which contains all platted parcels in the urban
area and zoning by four-digit land use code. Vacant land in the AGIS is identified
by broad use category, based upon the zoning of the property.

Land with potential impediments to development has been eliminated from the
vacant land supply. Within the Albuquerque urban area are more than 115,000
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Table 30 Vacant Land Not Impacted by Poor Soils, 100-Year Flood
Zones, Open Space, Landfills, and Indian Reservations, May 1998

Residential/ Non- All
Area Residential | Agricultural | Residential | Categories
1960 City Boundary 937 0 1,303 2,240
Water Service Area 4,682 3,030 4,520 12,232
Outside Water Service Area 13,534 51,579 12,312 77,425
Total 19,153 54,609 18,135 91,897

acres of vacant land as of May 1998. Subtracting land that has soils identified in
the soil survey of Bernalillo County as having limitations for construction of dwellings
and basements, 100-year flood zones, acres designated as current or proposed
open space, Indian lands, and landfills leaves more than 90,000 acres available for
development. Because poor soils and flood zones can be mitigated, total land area
is shown with and without these constraints (Tables 30 and 33 and 31-32,
respectively).

Following this analysis, Albuquerque City Planning staff in February/March of 1999
began the first phase of a field study to fine tune the vacant land data generated by
AGIS. Staff visited 414 sites (2,020 acres) within the 1960 City Boundary that were
identified as vacant and at least one acre or larger in size. Staff verified the vacant
status and evaluated the development potential of these parcels. They found that
313 of the sites (1,735 acres) were indeed vacant. Moreover, 234 of these vacant
sites (1,421 acres) or 82% were judged to have good development potential.
Development potential of the rest was considered fair (12%) or poor (6%). Staff
also found that 52 sites (65 acres) were already developed and 49 sites (220
acres) were under development.

Table 31 Vacant Land Not Impacted by Open Space, Landfills, and
Indian Reservations, May 1998
Residential/ Non-
Area Residential Agricultural Residential All Categories
1960 City Boundary 974 0 1,260 2,234
Water Service Area 5,377 3,542 4,970 13,889
Outside Water Service Area 16,353 55,469 13,473 85,295
Total 22,704 59,011 19,703 101,418

In addition, staff estimated a total of 1,647 sites (446 acres total) smaller than
one acre were vacant within the 1960 City Boundary. This resulted in an
estimated grand total of 2,181 vacant acres—1,735 acres surveyed and 446 acres
unsurveyed—within the 1960 City Boundary during the first quarter of 1999.
The number is close to the 2,240 acres found vacant in Table 30.

While more costly, development can take place in flood zones and on poor soils
when these conditions are mitigated. For example, a portion of Ventana Ranch,
currently being developed on the West Side, is shown as an area of poor soils.
Excluding these constraints that can be mitigated, the available supply rises to
more than 100,000 acres, as shown above in Table 31.

SITES SOUTHWEST INC. PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY



Tables 32 and 33 summarize vacant land by Community Planning Areas and for
areas outside the designated Community Planning Areas. This includes all vacant
properties that are designated in the AGIS land use file as vacant residential or
vacant non-residential. Many parcels within the 1960 City Boundary are known
to be small.

Community Planning Areas with the greatest supply of vacant land are located
near the urban fringe. These include North Albuquerque, the South Valley, and
the West Side.

Table 32 Vacant Land Not Impacted by Open Space, Landfills, and
Indian Reservations, May 1998, by Community Planning Areas

Residential/
CPA Residential Agricultural |Non-Residential| All Categories
Central Abqg. 82 0 262 343
E Gateway 597 51 319 967
Foothills 735 4 103 842
Mid-Heights 68 0 271 339
N Abq. 999 2,010 293 3,302
N Valley 619 846 1,109 2,573
Near Heights 147 27 680 854
S Valley 828 1,425 1,474 3,727
SW Mesa 3,019 12,235 1,368 16,622
W Side 5,795 4,316 1,641 11,753
NE Outside 167 74 3 244
SE Outside 9,603 45 99 9,747
SW Outside 69 20,142 1,294 21,505
NW Outside 4 17,830 10,794 28,628
Total 22,732 59,005 19,710 101,446

Table 33 Vacant Land Not Impacted by Poor Soils, 100-Year Flood
Zones, Open Space, Landfills, and Indian Reservations, May 1998, by
Community Planning Areas

Residential/
CPA Residential Agricultural |Non-Residential | All Categories
Central Abqg. 81 0 256 337
E Gateway 511 47 309 867
Foothills 572 4 96 672
Mid-Heights 62 0 264 326
N Abg. 762 1,729 202 2,693
N Valley 593 811 1,011 2,414
Near Heights 141 0 753 895
S Valley 727 1,087 1,382 3,196
SW Mesa 2,777 11,465 1,196 15,439
W Side 3,410 4,065 1,210 8,685
NE Outside 77 52 2 132
SE Outside 9,386 11 88 9,485
SW Outside 68 19,485 1,087 20,640
NW Outside 3 15,821 10,293 26,117
Total 19,170 54,577 18,149 91,898
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The fringe areas of Albuquerque, including North Albuquerque (substantial por-
tions vacant), the Southwest Mesa (Atrisco Land Grant, 1,972 acres and Pajarito
Land Grant, 8,445 acres) and the northwest outside of Community Planning Areas
(8,872 acres), contain areas of premature platting, shown in Figure 8 (pg.45). Plat-
ting and fragmented ownership makes development difficult, but not impossible.
For the most part, these areas are outside the Water Service Area. As the urban
area has expanded, land assembly and development has occurred. In North Albu-
querque Acres, for example, 40% of the total land area is developed. In the Pajarito
Land Grant, only 4% is developed, and in the Atrisco Land Grant 20% is developed.
A few acres of the land west of Paradise Hills are developed, and about 20% is open
space.

2.4.3 Redevelopable Land Supply

Potential redevelopable sites were identified by comparing assessed building value
to assessed land value. Parcels with a building value equal to or less than the land
value were considered to be redevelopable. Assessed value information was ob-
tained from the Bernalillo County Assessor, who has building and land values for
all parcels within the County. To make sure that the redevelopable land estimates
do not include land that is not redevelopable, a conservative approach was taken by
excluding the following types of parcels:

* Private schools

e Board of Education (Albuquerque Public Schools) properties

e City and County properties

e Cemeteries

e Mobile home parks

e Golf courses

» Residential properties of 0.5 acre or less

» Residential properties with homes valued at $50,000 or more, and

« All buildings over $1 million

Some of the excluded sites might be suitable for redevelopment. For example,
buildings valued at more than $1 million could include properties such as older
shopping centers and excess parking. These sites are often designed to incorpo-
rate infill projects, and many could serve as potential redevelopment sites.

An estimated 1,521 acres of redevelopable land are located within the 1960 City
Boundary, as shown in Table 34. The average parcel size is 0.85 acre. An estimat-
ed 3,996 acres of redevelopable land are located outside the 1960 City Boundary
but within the current Water Service Area. The average size of redevelopable par-
cels in the Water Service Area is 3.2 acres. Several large parcels, including the 430-
acre Sundt property at Osuna and the North Diversion Channel and the Coronado
Airport, provide opportunities for large-scale redevelopment.

The location of redevelopable parcels is shown in Figure 9 (pg.49). Most parcels are
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small. Non-residential parcels are located along most older arterial streets and through-
out older parts of the North I-25 area. Most residential parcels are larger parcels in the
North and South Valley, where the land value has outstripped the value of the original
rural residential or agricultural improvements.

Table 34 Estimated Redevelopable Land by Area, 1998

Count of Sum of Count of Sum of
Parcels in | Acres inthe| Parcels in | Acres in the | Total | Total
the 1960 City| 1960 City the Water Water Parcels| Acres

Property Class Boundary Boundary |Service Area|Service Area

Combination of Uses 0 0 11 416 11 416
Non-residential 1,522 1,338 531 2,040 2,053 | 3,378
Residential 82 137 488 1,351 570 | 1,488
Vacant Buildings 192 46 230 189 422 235
Total 1,796 1,521 1,260 3,996 3,056 | 5,517

Most redevelopable parcels are small, as shown in Tables 35 and 36. Most parcels
within the 1960 City Boundary are commercially zoned and/or in commercial use. As
shown in Figure 9 (pg.49), these parcels tend to be located along arterial streets. In the
Water Service Area outside the 1960 City Boundary, over half of the redevelopable land
iIs commercial property, but there is residential and mixed-use property suitable for
redevelopment as well.

Within the 1960 City Boundary, nearly 60% of parcels are less than 0.5 acre in size.
Only nine parcels are 10 acres or more, but these account for nearly 40% of the land

area.

more totaling nearly half of the land area.

In the Water Service Area parcels are larger, with 65 parcels of 10 acres or

Table 35 Redevelopable Land by Parcel Size, Number of Parcels, 1998
Location LT 0.5 ac. 0.5-0.9 1-19ac. | 2-4.9 ac. 5.0-9.9 10.0+ ac. Total
ac. ac.

1960 City

Boundary

Commercial 885 318 178 127 28 9 1,545
Residential 0 0 74 13 0 88
Mixed-Use 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vacant Building 170 7 5 2 0 0 184
Total 1,055 325 257 142 29 9 1,817
Water Service Area

Commercial 94 120 114 143 46 39 556
Residential 0 0 320 144 20 17 501
Mixed-Use 0 1 3 3 5 13
Vacant Building 133 50 38 8 3 4 236
Total 227 171 475 298 70 65 1,306
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Table 36 Redevelopable Land by Parcel Size, Acres, 1998

LT 0.5 0.5-0.9 5.0-9.9
Location ac. ac. 1-1.9 ac. | 2-4.9 ac. ac. 10.0+ ac. Total
1960 City
Boundary
Commercial 227 224 248 385 187 150 1,421
Residential 0 0 100 38 8 0 145
Mixed-Use 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vacant Building 28 5 6 7 0 0 46
Total 255 229 354 430 194 150 1,613
Water Service
Area
Commercial 31 90 163 440 325 1,278 2,326
Residential 0 0 433 430 124 417 1,404
Mixed-Use 0 1 4 12 6 400 422
Vacant Building 34 35 49 24 22 60 223
Total 65 125 649 905 477 2,154 4,375

Note: Some columns may not add due to rounding.

Smaller redevelopable parcels present several limitations. First, they may not be
available for sale, and second, their small size may accommodate a limited number
of potential uses. As arterial streets in older Albuquerque neighborhoods have
been widened, the depth of older strip commercial properties has decreased to a
size that limits design flexibility.

Retail patterns have changed dramatically in the past 20 years. Rather than shop-
ping at smaller independently owned stores, consumers do much of their shopping
at larger discount stores. Grocery stores have increased in size to accommodate a
wider range of non-food merchandise. A small modern grocery store is about 40,000
square feet in size, and a large “super center” may be 80,000 to over 100,000 square
feet in size. In Albuquerque, larger stores and newer shopping centers are located
on sites or in centers of 10 acres or more. A number of new retail centers have been
built on infill sites. Examples of new retail center locations include San Mateo and
I-40 (The Pavilions at San Mateo: Circuit City, Old Navy, Linens and Things, Just
for Feet), Eubank and Lomas (Target, Office Depot, Best Buy) and Eubank near
Central (Wal-Mart, Sam’s Club, PetSmart, Home Depot).

Afew retailers specialize in renovating older properties. In Albuguerque, John Brooks super-
markets and Wild Oats Markets have renovated commercial space of 20,000-30,000 square
feet in older centers. MacFrugals, Lots Off, 50 Percent Off, Family Bargain stores and Hobby
Lobby are other retail stores that have taken over space vacated by grocery and
discount stores.

Because the sizes of most redevelopable parcels are small, a growth strategy for Albuquer-
que should encourage assembly into larger tracts, redevelopment of older strip centers as
office or specialty retail, or redevelopment as residences. Prototype designs would
be useful to illustrate how these parcels can be reused.
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Land use policy should be compatible with City and County goals. The Albuquer-
que/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan encourages a rural environment in the
Valley areas. Redevelopment of large rural parcels may not be desirable under this
policy. Compatibility of infill with existing neighborhoods is also a concern.

Findings of this analysis are as follows:

* Nearly 92,000 acres of vacant land that is not impacted by landfills, flood hazards,
or poor soils exist in the study area. Of these, 2,240 acres are located within
the 1960 City Boundary, which represents Albuquerque’s older established
neighborhoods. An additional 12,232 acres are located outside the 1960 City
Boundary but within the Water Service Area. These areas do not include land
served by other utility companies, which also have potential for urban
development.

e Approximately 6,000 acres of land within the 1960 City Boundary and Water
Service Area are potentially redevelopable.

e The analysis of redevelopable land indicates a pattern of declining value of
improvements and increasing land values in older commercial strips along most
of the arterial streets within the 1960 City Boundary. Public incentives may be
needed to encourage redevelopment of these properties. Such incentives might
include streetscape and facade improvements to fix deteriorating commercial
strips, direct property acquisition and project packaging to encourage private
development, writing down the cost of land, and upgrading infrastructure at
public expense.

e Vacancy rates for non-residential buildings are highest in the Downtown, and
rents for non-residential space there are low.

2.5 Projected Demand for Vacant Land

Projected demand for vacant land was estimated based on the historic relationship
between development and growth. Projections of population and employment growth
for Bernalillo County were developed by the MRGCOG for 2020. This analysis
compares the differences in demand for land between three scenarios for the distri-
bution of growth in the study area.

2.5.1 Historic Demand and Demographic Change

From 1990-1995 the urban area population increased from 465,621-502,095 and
employment (jobs) increased from 242,635-299,862. During the same time period,
2,705 acres of residential land and 1,108 acres of non-residential land were ab-
sorbed to accommodate this growth.

The relationship between growth and land absorption varied by area, as shown in
Table 37 (pg.48). Development within the 1960 City Boundary is much denser for
both population and employment than in the area Outside the Water Service Area.

2.5.2 Planned Growth Strategy Scenarios Development

Three land use scenarios were developed to evaluate infrastructure costs. These
scenarios illustrate different distributions of growth during the period 1995-2020.
Estimates of 1995 population and employment and 2020 projections produced by

PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY SITES SOUTHWEST, INC.



Table 37 Historic Growth and Land Absorption
Total Land Average
Absorption Land Used
1990-1994 per Person
1990 1995 Growth (Acres) (Acres)
Population
1960 City Boundary 259,783 | 262,472 2,689 162 .060
Water Service Area 169,685 | 195,936 26,251 1,702 .065
Outside Water Service Area 36,153 43,687 7,534 841 12
Total 465,621 | 502,095 36,474 2,705 .074
Employment
1960 City Boundary 155,192 | 184,342 29,150 408 014
Water Service Area 60,720 86,450 25,730 569 .022
Outside Water Service Area 26,723 29,070 2,347 131 .056
Total 242,635 | 299,862 57,227 1,108 .019

the MRGCOG provide the total growth in Bernalillo County in all scenarios. These
scenarios were developed by an ad hoc committee composed of planners and engi-
neers from City and County agencies. The three scenarios are:

Trend Scenario. MRGCOG 2020 projections were assumed to represent current
trends. The trend is toward dispersed suburban growth on the West Mesa and at
Mesa del Sol. The most significant employment growth is projected for the North I-
25 area.

Downtown Scenario. This is a modified version of the land use alternative con-
tained in the Transportation Evaluation Study, prepared for the City in 1997, that
was designed as a transit-oriented land use pattern. It emphasizes employment
growth in three major centers: the central business district, Uptown, and the area
surrounding the University of New Mexico. Population growth is more compact
than in the Trend Scenario, with a concentration of population growth along key
corridors linking the major centers.

Balanced Scenario. This scenario was developed in conjunction with County staff.
It emphasizes a balance of population and employment east and west of the Rio
Grande, with concentrations of population and employment to support transit along
two key corridors: (1) Central Avenue from Atrisco Business Park to the New Mexi-
co State Fairgrounds and north on Louisiana Boulevard to Uptown and (2) a north/
south corridor along Isleta from Rio Bravo to Bridge, east to 4" Street and north to
Osuna along 4™ Street. Population growth is concentrated along these corridors,
with a corresponding increase in population-serving employment. More employ-
ment is located west of the Rio Grande compared to the Downtown Scenario. Key
new employment centers are the Atrisco Business Park, Mesa del Sol, and a rede-
veloped New Mexico State Fairgrounds site.

SITES SOUTHWEST INC. PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY
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Figures 10-15 (pg.53-63) illustrate differences in the distribution of growth from
1995-2020. See Chapter 3.0 for more information on the three scenarios.

2.5.3 Projected Land Absorption

A summary of projected population and employment growth by area is shown in
Table 38 (pg. 52). County control totals for 2020 are the same in all projection
scenarios. However, the scenarios differ slightly in the amount of growth distribut-
ed to the urban area. A higher proportion of growth is projected within the 1960
City Boundary and Water Service Area in the Downtown and Balanced scenarios
than in the Trend Scenario.

In the Trend Scenario, very little population increase occurs within the older areas
of Albuquerque as defined by the 1960 City Boundary. A population increase of
1,400 is projected under the Trend Scenario. Both the Balanced and Downtown
Scenarios assume more infill in older neighborhoods. The Balanced Scenario plac-
es an emphasis on balanced employment on both sides of the river and population
growth in the Central Avenue and lIsleta-4" Street corridors. This scenario shows
an increase in population of 28,819 within the 1960 City Boundary, and the Down-
town Scenario shows a population increase of 16,453 in the 1960 City Boundary.

Within the Water Service Area and outside the 1960 City Boundary, the Trend Sce-
nario projects population growth of 52,836. The Balanced Scenario projects growth
of 48,243, and the Downtown Scenario projects growth of 62,369 in this area.

All of the scenarios recognize that some portion of study area growth to 2020 will
take place outside of the existing Water Service Area. From 1995-2020, the Trend
Scenario projects an increase of 83,468 residents, or 54% of total study area popu-
lation growth, Outside the Water Service Area. Both the Balanced and Downtown
Scenarios project a much more compact urban form, with population growth Out-
side the Water Service Area of 67,173 (44% of study area population growth) and
61,061 (38% of growth), respectively. As described later in this section, much of the
growth outside the City of Albuquerque’s Water Service Area is projected to take
place within the service areas of other utilities, principally New Mexico Utilities on
the West Side.

The major differences in employment distribution among the scenarios are in the
Downtown Scenario, which projects that half of study area employment growth will
take place within the 1960 City Boundary. However, both the Balanced and Down-
town Scenarios place more employment in areas with existing urban services than
the Trend Scenario.

Projected demand for land by area for each scenario is compared to the available
developable and redevelopable land supply in Table 39 (pg.66). The total amount of
land available in all areas can accommodate projected growth in all scenarios. Res-
idential infill as projected in the Balanced Scenario could be accommodated through
higher densities, use of non-residentially zoned land for residential use, or addi-
tional redevelopment. As described below, the impact of a 25% more efficient use of
land was explored for the Balanced and Downtown Scenarios. Twice the develop-
ment projected in any of the scenarios could be accommodated in the Water Service
Area.

PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY SITES SOUTHWEST, INC.



The analysis was done in two ways as shown in Table 39 (pg. 66). The first projec-
tion of demand for land does not assume changes in density. For example, all
development projected in the 1960 City Boundary is assumed to occur at the same
density as during the period from 1990-1995. Differences among the scenarios are
the result of more or less development occurring in higher or lower density areas.
In the second approach, a 25% more efficient use of land is assumed for residential
development, and higher-than-average floor area ratios are assumed in the Down-
town Core.

Table 38 Projected Total Population and Employment by Area

Total Study 1960 City Water Service | Outside Water
County Area Boundary Area Service Area
Population
1990 480,577 465,621 259,783 169,685 36,153
1995 520,201 502,095 262,472 195,936 43,687
2020 673,734
Trend 639,808 263,872 248,772 127,165
Balanced 646,330 291,291 244,179 110,860
Downtown 641,978 278,925 258,305 104,748
Employment
1990 244,307 242,636 155,192 60,720 26,723
1995 302,702 299,862 184,342 86,450 29,070
2020 455,182
Trend 447,409 230,308 145,962 71,139
Balanced 448,529 232,297 152,255 63,976
Downtown 449,252 259,919 143,053 46,280

The Balanced and Downtown Scenarios make the assumption of a 25% increase in
land use efficiency. This efficiency can be based on two factors. The first is related
to the number of persons or employees within large parts of the urban area. Effi-
ciency, in this sense, can be achieved by building in an orderly way from the edge
of development and not passing over large tracts of land. Secondly, efficiency also
can be achieved by decreasing the lot size and increasing the Floor Area Ratio for
non-residential development. The Scenarios assume moderate changes in both
approaches. The study did not assume, for example, that there was a shift to a
greater percentage of higher density housing, such as townhouses and apartments,
being built. The percentages of single family detached, townhouses, and apart-
ments followed past patterns.

This approach is based on the following. First, a compact urban form is supported
by adopted City/County Comprehensive Plan policy that is more conservative in its
impact on the environment, intrinsically more efficient, encourages sociability and
the formation of community, and supports an effective public transit system and
the use of other alternative modes of transportation.

SITES SOUTHWEST INC. PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY
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Second, land prices can be affected by a number of factors that often work in
combination, including the desirability of the location, the relative supply of avail-
able land, the economic condition of the community, the pace of growth, and so on.
If implementation of a growth strategy for the region effectively did result, however
incidentally, in an increase in land prices per acre, some or all of this increase in
price would result in smaller lots or the need for higher floor area ratios for com-
mercial development. Developers would have incentives to reduce lot sizes to keep
final costs down and to maintain market demand.

Third, competitive market forces lead to innovation in land planning and development practic-
es. Land planners would innovate in ways to use land more efficiently as they lay out subdi-
visions, in response to public guidelines and requirements. Through better design,
reductions in lot sizes might fully offset increased costs, affording opportunities for
greater profits.

Both these forces are already at work in the Albuquerque market today without an
urban growth strategy, as witnessed by smaller lot sizes in the newer Northeast
Heights subdivisions.

In the analysis with no change in density, the Downtown Scenario reduces the demand for
land by about 2,000 acres over the 25-year period. The Balanced Scenario reduces the
demand for land by about 1,000 acres. In the second analysis, total land consumption dropped
by approximately 4,000 acres in the Balanced Scenario and 5,000 acres in the Downtown
Scenario.

Enough land is available within the Water Service Area to accommodate all growth projected
to 2020. However, because of location, lot size, ownership, and other land characteristics, all
vacant and redevelopable land may not be suitable or available for development
when needed. An aggressive infill policy could improve the potential for growth to
occur in areas already served by infrastructure. In the 1960 City Boundary, some
commercially zoned or mixed-use parcels would be redeveloped for residential use.

The analysis also looks at land supply and demand by Community Planning Area for a more
specific analysis by geographic area. Table 40 (pg.64) shows projected demand for
land based on projected growth and current average densities for both residential
and non-residential development. All areas have an adequate land supply to accom-
modate projected growth at current densities. Land use efficiencies in the alterna-
tive scenarios could produce an even more compact development pattern, with little
impact on neighborhood quality.

Findings of the analysis are as follows:

e Vacant and redevelopable land within the Water Service Area as defined in this
Part 1 - Findings Report can accommodate more growth than would occur under
any of the three scenarios over the next 20 years.

e Occupancy of existing vacant space, additional redevelopment, or higher density
new development will enable existing areas to accommodate more development
than shown in the analysis. For example, under the Downtown Scenario, higher
density non-residential development and absorption of existing underutilized

PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY SITES SOUTHWEST, INC.



Table 39

Projected Demand for Land, 1995-2020

Residential Non-residential and Other*
Land Down- Land Down-
Supply Trend Balanced town Supply Trend Balanced town

Current Densities
1960 City Boundary
Demand (acres) 84 1,736 991 644 671 1,058
Supply (acres)

Vacant Land 937 1,303

Redevelopable Land 137 1,384
Total supply 1,074 2,687
Water Service Area
Demand (acres 3,434 3,136 4,054 1,309 1,448 1,245
Supply (acres)

Vacant Land 7,712 4,520

Redevelopable Land 1,351 2,645
Total Supply 9,063 7,165
Outside Water Service
Area
Demand (acres) 9,350 7,523 6,839 2,356 1,955 964
Supply (acres)

Vacant Land 65,113 12,312

Redevelopable Land NA NA
Total Study Area
Demand (acres) 12,868 12,395 11,884 4,309 4,074 3,267
Supply (acres)

Vacant Land 73,762 18,135

Redevelopable Land 1,488 4,029
Total supply 75,250 22,164
25% More Efficient Land Use
1960 City Boundary
Demand (acres) 1,389 793 537 846
Supply (acres)

Vacant Land 937 1,303

Redevelopable Land 137 1,384
Total supply 1,074 2,687
Water Service Area
Demand (acres 2,509 3,243 1,158 996
Supply (acres)

Vacant Land 7,712 4,520

Redevelopable Land 1,351 2,645
Total supply 9,063 7,165
Outside Water Service
Area
Demand (acres) 6,019 5,471 1,564 771
Supply (acres)

Vacant Land 65,113 12,312

Redevelopable Land NA NA
Total Study Area
Demand (acres) 9,917 9,507 3,259 2,613
Supply (acres)

Vacant Land 73,762 18,135

Redevelopable Land 1,488 4,029
Total supply 75,250 22,164

Land supply from Tables 30 and 34.
* Other includes mixed-use properties and vacant buildings.

PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY



space will meet the demand for land in the Central Business District.

e Land holdings, recent annexations and plans for Westland, Mesa del Sol, and
Quail Ranch planned communities contain an inventory of vacant land equivalent
to more than 50 years’ demand in these market areas, even in the Trend Scenario.
(In other words, they will absorb demand from other parts of the region, to build
out more quickly.) The total inventory of vacant land Outside the Water Service
Area is the equivalent of well in excess of twenty years of City and County land
consumption. Twenty years’ supply is the standard used, for example, in the
state of Oregon as appropriate for urban areas, and it is used in other community
plans across the country as well. Phasing of urban services to the master planned
communities proposed for these properties must be planned carefully.

e Public policies that encourage investment in established areas and discourage
disinvestment are critical to realization of the vision of a compact urban area as envisioned
in the Comprehensive Plan and the Transportation Evaluation Study.

Table 40 Projected Demand for Land by Community Planning Area,
1995-2020
Total Demand for Land
25% More Efficient
Land Supply Current Densities Use of Land
Vacant
CPA Land Land Trend Balanced | Downtown | Balanced | Downtown
Central Abq. 337 111 82 187 362 150 290
E Gateway 867 251 337 311 340 249 272
Foothills 672 58 613 588 620 470 496
Mid-Heights 326 680 106 152 163 122 130
N Albuquerque 2,693 315 2,147 1,892 2,351 1,514 1,881
N Valley 2,415 2,143 2,674 3,253 3,335 2,602 2,668
Near Heights 894 277 235 340 321 272 257
S Valley 3,196 1,727 959 1,913 930 1,530 744
SW Mesa 15,438 322 1,756 2,317 1,328 1,854 1,062
W Side 8,685 322 5,899 4,600 5,639 3,680 4,511
NE Outside 132 0 28 26 28 26 28
SE Outside 9,485 0 1,177 2,078 716 1,663 573
SW OQutside 20,640 0 7 1 0 1 0
NW Outside 26,117 0 860 102 0 82 0
Total 91,897 6,206 16,880 17,760 16,133 14,215 12,912

* Surplus or deficit is for vacant land only. Redevelopable land supply provides additional
opportunity to accommodate growth.

PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY
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T wo alternatives to the Trend Scenario, as represented by MRGCOG population
and employment projections, were developed to test the impact of growth pat-
terns on infrastructure requirements. The methodology for distribution of popula-
tion and employment growth within Bernalillo County for each of the three scenar-
ios is described below. Figures 10-15 in Chapter 2 show the scenarios spatially.
Table 41 summarizes population and employment growth by Community Planning
Area for the three scenarios—Trend, Balanced, and Downtown—while Table A.1 in
Appendix A details the allocations according to Data Analysis SubZones (DASZ) shown
in Figure 16 (pg.75).

Table 41 Population and Employment Growth by Community Planning

Area
1990 1995 2020
Trend Scenario |Balanced Scenario Downtown
Scenario
CPA Pop. Emp. Pop. Emp. Pop. Emp. Pop. Emp. Pop. Emp.

Central Abg. 20,346 29,906 19,247| 31,650 19,232| 37,208 29,756| 38,084| 25,343| 52,561
E Gateway 48,669 10,390 52,007| 14,478| 55,327 20,294 55,327 19,353| 55,352| 20,340
Foothills 40,122 6,410 45,431 8,565 52,324| 12,538| 52,114 11,950 52,649 11,057
Mid-Heights 81,998 51,135 82,276/ 64,812 80,863| 79,577 83,863| 76,383| 82,009| 89,176
N Abgq. 34,536 8,329 40,887 14,231 56,755 19,019| 54,986 17,820\ 58,447| 18,445
N Valley 49,193 40,918 49,999 55,887 57,342 91,361 60,318 82,343| 60,147| 88,212
Near Heights 75,517 55,446 77,991 63,700 77,606 79,616 88,606/ 80,396/ 81,893| 83,108
S Valley 41,258 8,195 43,009 9,278| 46,350 16,458| 51,652| 16,320 46509| 15,275
SW Mesa 31,219 5,016 33,887 6,101 60,395/ 17,263| 45,182| 37,785 55,000 13,782
West Side 32,970 5,783 47,322| 10,634 106,244| 40,717| 93,196| 34,222| 104,862| 37,500
SW Outside 0 35 1 90 28 194 27 94 9 90
NW Outside 1,199 94 1,311 86 6,784 6,926 1,545 3,225 1,099 86
SE Outside 8,594 20,979 8,717| 20,350( 20,558| 26,238 29,758| 30,548| 18,659| 19,620
Total 465,621| 242,636| 502,095|299,862| 639,808| 447,409| 646,330| 448,523| 641,978| 449,252
East Mountains 12,480 1,008 15,391 1,653| 30,198 4,139| 23,698 3,054| 28,025 3,178
Isleta Reservation 2171 366 2,332 888 3,069 2,784 3,069 2,784 3,069 2,077
Sandia Reservation 305 297 383| 399 659| 850 638| 822 659| 677

County Total 480,577| 244,307| 520,201(302,702| 673,734 | 455,182| 673,735| 455,183| 673,731| 455,184

3.1 Trend Scenario

The Trend Scenario is the 25-year socioeconomic forecast developed by the MRGCOG
for use in transportation modeling. This scenario emphasizes a continuation of
established trends toward development on the West Side and in the far northeast
portion of the urban area.

PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY 69
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Westside development

3.1.1 Employment

e Employment growth in the Trend Scenario is dispersed. The North 1-25 area is
projected to grow the most, with nearly 10,000 new jobs along the Interstate,
and an additional 22,000 adjacent to the corridor. Other areas projected to add
more than 5,000 jobs each include Uptown, the Seven Bar Area, and the Airport.
Only 1,500 new jobs are projected in the Central Business District.

 New employment centers are projected to develop at Mesa del Sol (7,700 jobs),
Westland (5,966 jobs), and Quail Ranch (2,702 jobs).

3.1.2 Population

e Population growth in the Trend Scenario is also more dispersed than in the
Balanced and Downtown Scenarios. Approximately 15% of County population
growth is projected in planned communities at the fringe of the urban area,
including an increase of 4,216 in Quail Ranch, 11,588 in Mesa del Sol, and
7,342 in Westland.

e The West Side Community Planning Area, excluding Westland, is projected to
absorb 32% of projected growth; and the Southwest Mesa Community Planning
Area is projected to absorb 17% of projected growth. This means an additional
51,000 people in the West Side and 26,500 in the Southwest Mesa by 2020.

e In contrast to the projected growth on the West Side, population decreases are
projected for Central Albuquerque, the Near Heights, the Mid-Heights, and older
portions of the Foothills, East Gateway, and the North Valley—approximately
the areas within the 1960 City Boundary.
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e Qutside the urban area of Bernalillo County, a population increase of 14,807 is
projected for the East Mountain Area.

3.2 Balanced Scenario

This scenario presents a more compact distribution of population and employment
than the Trend but concentrates infill along key corridors rather than in the Down-
town area. Employment distribution is balanced with population. Key employment
growth areas are the Atrisco Business Park and Mesa del Sol. This scenario propos-
es that Central Avenue and a north/south corridor extending along Isleta to 4t
Street become transit-oriented, higher density corridors.

Mesa del Sol conceptual drawing

3.2.1 Employment

e This scenario has less population growth west of the river and more employment
growth there to create a balance between population and jobs and reduce the need
for West Side residents to cross the river for work. See Figure 17 (pg.77).

» Atrisco Business Park is considered a major employment area by 2020, with total
employment of about 30,000 in the area. This scenario places about 20,000 more
jobs at Atrisco Business Park than the Trend. Such dramatic employment growth
is counter to current trends. Strategies to improve the corporate image of this area,
infrastructure improvements, and drainage improvements will be needed to make
this a reality. Because warehousing is not labor intensive, other types of businesses
must be located in the area to achieve this level of employment growth. For the
analysis, employment was redistributed from the Quail Ranch area, Westland North,
and North I-25 to Atrisco Business Park.

 Employment in Mesa del Sol is increased to 13,000 jobs, approximately 5,200 jobs
more than the Trend. These jobs were redistributed from the Airport area and
North 1-25.
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e This scenario assumes redevelopment of the State Fairgrounds, with the addition
of 5,000 jobs. These jobs are redistributed from all areas south of I-40 and east
of the river.

e Population serving employment was moved into areas with population growth
from areas with reduced population growth.

3.2.2 Population

» Mesa del Sol population is assumed to reach over 21,000 by 2020. This represents
an increase of 9,200 above Trend projections. Population was redistributed
from the Quail Ranch area and the west end of Paradise Hills.

e Population in the Central Avenue corridor from Atrisco Business Park to Uptown
increased by 25,000 above the MRGCOG projection. This is considered to be an
affordable corridor with transit service. Population was added to the Central
Avenue corridor and the major centers along the corridor: the Central Business
District, Uptown, and University of New Mexico. Population is redistributed
from the Far Southwest Mesa, East Mountain area, South 1-25 corridor, Seven
Bar area, and Far Northeast. See Figure 18 (pg 79).

e The population of the Bridge-Isleta-4™" Street corridor increased by 9,000.
Population was redistributed from elsewhere in the Valley.

3.3 Downtown Scenario

This scenario emphasizes higher densities in selected centers and corridors, with a
major concentration in the Downtown, University of New Mexico, and Uptown areas
to create an employment center sufficient for successful transit. This scenario mod-
ifies the land use concept presented in the Transportation Evaluation Study by bet-
ter balancing population and employment in the Uptown and Central Business Dis-
trict employment centers. The Planned Growth Strategy will test the impact of sig-
nificant infill in older areas on existing water, sewer, and drainage infrastructure.

Downtown infill developmen_t

3.3.1 Employment

e Major concentrations of employment are in the Central Business District, the
University area, and Uptown. Jobs in these centers were redistributed from Mesa
del Sol and the far West Side. Research conducted during the prior Transportation
Evaluation Study transportation/land use studies shows that communities with
Downtown employment of 40,000 or more have more successful transit systems
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than communities with smaller downtowns. The Transportation Evaluation Study
land use alternative concentrates employment in the Downtown-University of New
Mexico area in a manner that will support transit. See Figure 19 (pg. 81).

3.3.2 Population

» The Downtown Scenario creates a more compact distribution of population inthe
County than the Trend Scenario. Less development is shown in fringe areas of
the far northwest and far southwest than in the Trend. See Figure 20 (pg.83).

* A total of 5,000 population would be added to the Central Business District and
the fringe of the Downtown core. Population was redistributed from Mesa del
Sol, rural portions of the Valley, and the East Mountain area.

The population of Uptown increased 1,000 above the Trend. Population was
redistributed from the Airport area.

3.4 Implementation

Implementing any of these scenarios involves coordinating comprehensive planning
for land use and public facilities. In particular, implementing the Downtown and
Balanced Scenarios will require the integration of annexation policy; Capital Im-
provements Programs; Comprehensive, Area, and Sector plans; impact fees; and
other policies and programs. Special emphasis will be required on the ways in
which redevelopment can be encouraged, such as through revisions to the City’s
Development Procedures Manual, which would reduce the difficulty of infill and
redevelopment. To achieve the anticipated increases in densities associated with the
compact development in the Downtown and Trend Scenarios, the City and County
will need both to revise their approach to impact fees and reduce the number of new
acres served annually. Increases in land use efficiency of the kind assumed in the
Balanced and the Downtown Scenarios would result from such actions with a min-
imum of other policy intervention.

In the Part 2 Report on the Preferred Alternative, which will be submitted as part of
this Planned Growth Strategy, we will address the set of policies, ordinances, and
actions that would be required to implement the final Preferred Alternative.
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4.0 Infrastructure Costs

4.1 Summary of Costs for Individual Utilities

n this section we present summary level findings regarding the capital costs
n associated with serving the needs of the growing Albuguerque metropolitan
area. In particular we focus on the major utilities or types of infrastructure—the
public water supply, the drainage system, wastewater, and road-related
transportation and transit. Together these account for the vast majority of the
(non-school) capital budget requirements of general purpose governments, both in
New Mexico and throughout the United States.

The detailed findings for these utilities are presented in subsequent sections of this
chapter, with a focus on several topics. For each utility, we first review the existing
capacity and capacity constraints (deficiencies). Second, we examine costs. These
include rehabilitation costs associated with the existing utility, costs related to
correcting service deficiencies, and costs of new infrastructure to accommodate
development. We close each of these sections with a review of key assumptions and
supporting information.

Each section also contains an analysis of operation and maintenance costs; however,
we do not describe these costs in this summary section. These costs, however, play
a role in the benefit cost analysis associated with each of the scenarios.

These estimates of costs represent the level of capital expenditures that will be
required to accommodate the levels of population and employment growth forecast
for the year 2020 in Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque. However, it is
important to note that these costs are not tied to the year in which they would need
to occur. Rather, they represent a level of expenditures sufficient to provide utilities
in a manner consistent with level of service standards. Thus, for example, if the
region were to grow more slowly or more quickly, these costs would still represent
the levels of expenditures required to accommodate a population of some 640,000
people and an employment base of approximately 448,000. Were growth to occur
more quickly in adjacent counties, and less quickly in Bernalillo County and the
City of Albuquerque, this would only affect the period of time over which these
expenditures would be required, not the magnitude of the expenditures themselves.

Finally, readers should bear in mind that some of the costs described in this
summary section and the more detailed sections that follow were developed based
upon conservative assumptions. Among these are:

e The minor street cost calculations use a 28-foot cross-section instead of 32-foot
cross-section, which would lead to higher costs for scenarios that require more
minor street construction (e.g., Trend).

e The Ridgecrest Trunk has excess water capacity; therefore, the cost of service in
this area should be lower.
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e There may be higher installation costs for water and wastewater lines in the
basalt areas of the West Side.

e Some costs of new parallel wastewater lines may not be needed because
rehabilitation will increase capacity.

e The Metropolitan Transportation Plan includes conservative assumptions about
costs since it is a fiscally constrained plan.

e The computer model used to estimate vehicle miles traveled for the scenarios is
conservative because it does not adjust for fewer trips being made due to mixed
land uses and higher densities.

* While the hydrology engineering consultants recommended that the land above
the escarpment in the northwest area has a low priority for development, there
were tens of millions of dollars in storm drainage costs in this area. .

e Water operation and maintenance costs are on a per gallon basis. However,
existing infrastructure would have to be maintained regardless of whether it is
being used to full capacity. Therefore, there should be a negligible operation
and maintenance cost for utilization of current excess water capacity.

Water

The lowest cost growth alternative is the Balanced Scenario. The estimated capital
cost of this scenario is $565 million, compared to $569 million for the Downtown
scenario and $686 million for the Trend scenario.

The current City of Albuquerque water system is the principal water provider in
Bernalillo County, serving a population of 480,000. The system has developed over
the years on both the east and west sides of the river. Water is delivered in an east/
west direction by major transmission facilities called trunk lines, which have the
capability to distribute water to several different pressure zones. There are 12
pressure zones on the east side and five pressure zones on the West Side today.

System pump station
In 1994 the annual average water demand was 250 gallons per person per day. An
aggressive water conservation program has been implemented successfully, and
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this has reduced demand by around 20%. The conservation goal is to achieve a
30% reduction by the year 2004. The water distribution system that was analyzed
for this project assumes the successful implementation of this 30% demand
reduction, for all of the scenarios. In the event such reductions do not occur, the
costs for all scenarios would increase correspondingly.

There are two water trunk lines that may have excess capacity today—the Freeway
and Montgomery trunks. The current system has sufficient capacity to serve the
Water Service Area, and thus there are no areas of deficiency at this time.

One source of uncertainty with regard to the future cost of water infrastructure is
associated with a review currently underway by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). EPA will publish new standards for allowable arsenic
levels in public water within the next two years. It is thought that the allowable
levels of arsenic will be lowered substantially from those currently permitted, with
the result that half of Albuquerque’s existing wells could require additional water
treatment. The annual cost of this treatment is estimated to be $3-$4.5 million.
Arsenic levels are higher in some parts of the community than others; thus, treatment
costs also may vary according to the location of growth.

The City of Albuquerque’s water system is currently undertaking numerous
rehabilitation projects. As growth occurs additional rehabilitation will be required,
including the rehabilitation and replacement of facilities that have reached the end
of their useful life. These include wells, pump stations, reservoirs, meter replacement,
and pipeline replacement. Costs for rehabilitation are estimated to exceed $20
million annually.

Water line rehab project

While rehabilitation and replacement costs account for approximately half of the total,
combined long-term capital costs for the water system, new wells, water rights, reservoirs,
pump stations, master plan transmission, and infill pipelines account for the other half
of the water costs. Many of these costs do not vary across scenarios; however, the costs
of small diameter piping are a function of the density at which land is developed, and
thus scenarios, which use less land, will also require less pipe.
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The primary difference in the costs of growth-related water service, however, relates to
the costs of providing service on the West Side. Significantly higher expenditures for
storage, pumping, and transmission are required for the Trend scenario, as a result of
development west of the escarpment. These affect costs in four of the City’s trunk line
areas—College, Atrisco, Pajarito, and Corrales.

Thus, looking at the growth-related water service costs, almost all of the roughly $100
million difference can be explained by the cost of providing service outside of the
existing water area to higher elevations west of the escarpment. In all, the range of
costs across the three scenarios differs by approximately 21%.

Hydrology

The lowest capital costs (including rehabilitation,
fixing deficiencies, and adding new facilities) are
for the Downtown scenario and are estimated at
$470 million. In comparison, the Balanced
scenario is estimated to cost $496 million, while
the Trend scenario will cost $534 million.

. Primary responsibility for the provision of drainage
N Y i services belongs to the City of Albuquerque, with
G e =M.  some responsibility falling to the Albuquerque
Domingo Baca arroyo Metropolitan Arroyo Flood Control Authority

(AMAFCA) also. AMAFCA, which averages
approximately $5.4 million per year in flood control related construction, is primarily
responsible for the North and South Diversion Channels and some major arroyos. The
City, which spends approximately $10.3 million per year on flood control related
construction, is responsible for all underground systems and the remainder of the
arroyos.

Existing drainage structures were designed to prevent damage during a 100-year storm
and were designed with capacity for full build-out of the drainage basin at densities
compatible with the zoning in place at the time of construction. Unfortunately, in the
early 1990s local hydrologic analysis methods were revised, which increased the amount
of estimated runoff. This resulted in some systems becoming deficient. None of the
drainage basins have excess capacity, and all have some degree of deficiency or require
rehabilitation. Areas in the valley are relatively more difficult to drain due to much of
the area being lower than the river, flat grades, and limited outfalls to the Rio Grande.
Areas in the far northeast heights and La Cueva-Camino, commonly known as North
Albuquerque Acres, have experienced piecemeal development of the area platted in
the 1930s, leaving much of the needed drainage infrastructure for the already
overburdened public deficiency list. In the far northwest portion of the study area
above the escarpment, substantial basalt will increase the costs of providing drainage
infrastructure due to costs associated with construction in this type of rock.

Within the 1960 City Boundary, upstream growth will require increasing the size of existing
facilities or construction of detention ponds. Several parts of the City have drainage systems
that were designed many years ago to old standards and do not have adequate capacity to
accommodate increased runoff. This has resulted in the identification of additional
deficiencies in the Northeast Heights, the Southeast Heights and the Valley.
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The majority of new infrastructure will be required at the fringe areas Outside the
Water Service Area where no storm drainage infrastructure currently exists.
Improvements required in the Quail Ranch will include detention ponds so that the
downstream capacity of existing drainage facilities is not exceeded. Elsewhere in
the northwest area above the escarpment, shallow basalt makes trenching for utilities
difficult and costly. Improvements for the Westland property include a diversion
channel north of 1-40, escarpment drainage, and the construction of detention
dams. The region above the southwest valley will require the construction of diversion
channels, additional storm drains, and dams. Development of Mesa del Sol will
involve mostly non-conventional drainage systems with minimal surface discharge
off site, reducing the cost of drainage. The Mesa del Sol area will have relatively
lower drainage improvement costs, although many current State and City drainage
standards must be waived to accommodate the proposed development scenario.

One potential complicating factor is the pending EPA, National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System storm water permit that has been considered eminent since
1991 but, due to EPA delays, has not been issued. Itis hoped that Best Management
Practices will satisfy requirements in lieu of more aggressive treatments and
numerical standards.

Overall, the cost of drainage is closely linked to the number of acres developed in a
given basin or sub-basin. As a result, patterns of urban development that make
more efficient use of land reduce drainage infrastructure costs and requirements.
This results in capital expenditures that are approximately $38-$64 million lower
for the Balanced and the Downtown scenarios than for the Trend scenario.

Wastewater

The City of Albuquerque’s sewer system is the principal provider for wastewater
treatment services in Bernalillo County, and it contains 17 major basins. Generally,
wastewater flows begin in sewers, laterals, and interceptors on the extremities of
the east and west sides of the service area and are added successively to interceptors
in each sub-basin moving downward in a southerly direction to the Rio Grande.
The Southside Water Reclamation Plant is the treatment site for wastewater for the
entire system. The current capacity of the plant is 76 million gallons per day (mgd),
and the average flow received is 56 mgd.

e

A number of lines within the existing !&"'—" =
system have excess capacity today.
These are distributed throughout all
parts of the City. Deficient capacity
also exists in some areas. Many of
these deficiencies are concentrated
in the lowest elevations and more
central locations of the Albuquerque
metropolitan area. This is a result of 2
a gravity feed system that puts the Wiy - S
maximum volumes into pipes and E‘ EESEE
elevations nearest the treatment e e ol
plant. Wastewater treatment plant
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The area within the 1960 City Boundary will experience capacity constraints in its
transmission lines under all three scenarios. Costs for providing new parallel lines
have been estimated and are included in costs for all scenarios. In addition to
parallel interceptors, growth will require the construction of new service connections,
interceptors, waste stations, collection lines, and treatment plant expansion. The
wastewater treatment expansion cost is estimated at $73 million, and the cost of
new parallel lines is $15 million. Finally, County wastewater needs will add
approximately $10-$17 million.

The more efficient use of serviced land results in cost savings because of the need to
provide fewer feet of small diameter pipe and opportunities to use existing service
connections on certain sites. However, since many of the lines in developed areas
are near capacity, or suffer from deficiencies as a result of their location, costs for
service lines in the existing 1960 City Boundary would be higher under the more
compact scenarios (Balanced and Downtown). Conversely, costs for lines,
connections, lift stations, and related facilities in areas not currently served would
be nearly twice as expensive in the Trend scenario as in the Downtown scenario.

To conclude, unique growth-related costs vary from $251 million for the Downtown
scenario to $280 million for the Trend ($267 million for Balanced). This difference
of $29 million represents an increase in growth-related wastewater capital costs of
12% between the Downtown and the Trend scenarios.

Transportation

The Trend scenario has the largest unique road capital costs, totaling $331 million.
Unique road capital costs would be $267 million for the Balanced scenario and
$260 million for the Downtown scenario. In comparison, common capital costs for
road rehabilitation, fixing deficiencies, and new roads total $1.5 billion and account
for more than 80% of total road costs.

Transit system capital costs for fleet expansion and vehicle replacement are
approximately one-quarter of the total transportation capital costs. The Trend
Scenario has the highest unique transit capital costs at $284 million, while the
Balanced and the Downtown scenarios have unique transit capital costs of $210
million. All three scenarios assume the same size bus fleet; however, cost differences
are attributable to the greater number of daily miles traveled by buses in the Trend
Scenario, requiring more frequent vehicle replacement. Common transit capital
costs account for $39 million or one-eighth of the total transit capital costs.

Information about the supply and demand for
road facilities is kept principally by the
MRGCOG, the designated Metropolitan
Planning Organization for the Albuquerque
region. Data collected by MRGCOG suggests
that the majority of roads within the study area
today are currently operating below capacity.
However, other roadways and portions of
roadways are operating above capacity. Outside
the Water Service Area, roadways operating over -
capacity are those linking Albuquerque to Rio Su,, T,an bus
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Rancho and Corrales. Within the Water Service Area, the North Valley Bridge
crossings—Alameda and Paseo del Norte—are capacity deficient. Several of the
roads east of I-25, including Alameda, Paseo del Norte, and Academy, are operating
above capacity, as are many of the north/south streets in the North Valley. Within
the 1960 City Boundary, isolated areas of congestion occur on Gibson Boulevard, I-
25, and 2" and 4% Streets.

Forecasts of capacity deficiencies in the year 2020 suggest that these conditions
will change significantly, i.e., roadway congestion will increase markedly. Capacity
deficiencies will exist for all three of the scenarios analyzed in this report. Differences
in costs, therefore, come principally from the need to construct certain individual
facilities as part of the different scenarios.

Transportation planners from the metropolitan area recently revised a long-range
Metropolitan Transportation Plan in which they identified the need for expansion
of existing facilities and the construction of new facilities for the Trend scenario.
This scenario was developed by and for the Council of Governments as part of its
Long-Range Transportation Planning Work Plan and was adopted for use in this
planned growth strategy.

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan lists new roadway construction projects
required for the Trend scenario. MRGCOG planning staff and consultants reviewed
and slightly modified this list as part of travel demand forecasts conducted for this
study for the Balanced and Downtown Scenarios. Costs for new major road
construction for the Downtown and Balanced scenarios were found to be
approximately 93% of the costs of new major road construction for the Trend
scenario. In addition, costs for minor roadways needed to serve residential growth
in the Downtown and Balanced scenarios were estimated to cost approximately 80
and 72%, respectively, of the costs of new minor road construction in the Trend
scenario, with 1,362 miles of new local roads required for the Trend scenario, 1,121
miles for the Downtown scenario, and 936 miles for the Balanced scenario.

About 40% of the capital costs
for road transportation would be
spent for the rehabilitation
and reconstruction of streets
and roads. The City of
Albuguerque recently
reassessed street conditions
and found that 27% of its lane-
miles are in poor or very poor
condition and 43% in fair
condition. Costs for
rehabilitating these roads up to
“good” condition are common to
all three growth scenarios.

i = =

Road construction on Lomas Boulevard
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Concluding Remarks

This cost analysis is conservative. The cost differences in this report focus only on
water, sewer, drainage, and road and transit transportation systems. Certain capital
costs have not been included in this analysis, such as costs associated with additional
treatment of ground water to remove levels of arsenic currently permitted by federal
standards or potential costs of providing additional sources of water supply and
distribution in the event that the City’'s ambitious goals for water conservation are
not reached. There are no cost savings associated with the reuse of public school
facilities. Operations and maintenance costs have not been focused upon in this
summary.

In assessing the costs of supporting development as presented in later sections of
this chapter, we have calculated total costs, and public and private costs separately.
Some people believe that the only costs, which require consideration in an analysis
of this kind, are public costs. They argue that if the costs of building or maintaining
certain infrastructure is borne at first by the private sector; therefore, there are no
costs. This is false. Irrespective of the source of capital used to construct and
maintain infrastructure, expenditures represent resources, which could be used
for other purposes were they not used for roads, sewer and water lines, or drainage
facilities. Whether the initial source of funds for capital improvement comes from
taxes, fees, private mortgage lending, General Obligation bonds, or other means
makes little difference to the overall welfare of residents in Bernalillo County. This
issue is explored further in the work of economist Michael McKee that is presented
in Section 2 of this report.

This analysis is a cost analysis, it is not yet a comparison of benefits and costs.
Other portions of this Planned Growth Strategy, Part 1 — Findings Report involve
more complete analyses of the social and economic benefits and costs of growth.

4.2 Water System Findings

4.2.1 Summary

Based on the analysis, the Downtown scenario and the Balanced scenario had very
similar costs, both of which were lower than the Trend scenario. The estimated
total capital costs are as follows:

Downtown Alternative........... $568,680,000
Balanced Alternative............. $565,200,000
Trend Alternative.................. $685,807,000

The estimated annual operation and maintenance costs associated with Downtown
and Balanced scenarios ($6,203,000) are slightly lower than with the Trend scenario
($6,767,000).

In addition to the costs above, there are annual operation and maintenance and
rehabilitation costs that are common to all three scenarios. The annual operation
and maintenance costs for the system as it exists are approximately $21,000,000.
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The annual rehabilitation needs for the existing system are projected to be
$20,216,000. This is compared to the current annual budget of approximately
$15,200,000 resulting in a projected annual rehabilitation shortfall of $5,016,000.
It should be noted that actual capital spending often is notably lower than the
amount budgeted, increasing the shortfall.

The cost split for public versus private funds for the capital costs have been estimat-
ed and are as follows:
Table 42 Public/Private Cost Split by Scenario

Scenario Estimated Public Costs Estimated Private Costs
Downtown $330,520,000 $238,159,000
Balanced $339,213,000 $225,987,000
Trend $370,157,000 $315,649,000

Costs summarized above are shown on Tables A.2—A.4 in Appendix A.

All costs presented here are in 1998 dollars. The costs used in this report for any
infrastructure improvements and operation and maintenance were obtained from
past City of Albuquerque Water Utility Division project experience. The costs
presented herein are intended to be used for comparison of the relative costs between
the three scenarios only. Actual capital and added annual costs for any
improvements needed to meet future increased demand will vary from the costs
presented herein.

4.2.2 Purpose

The purpose of this section is to provide conceptual capacity and costs information
related to the City of Albuquergue water supply system. Both the current system and
projected growth for three scenario growth scenarios will be evaluated. The water
supply system consists of wells, piping, pump stations, and reservoirs. In the future, a
surface water treatment plant will be added to the Albuquerque water system. The
City of Albuquergue currently is implementing numerous rehabilitation programs for
the water system components that are required for the normal operation of any water
system.

The Planned Growth Strategy investigates three alternative growth scenarios: (1) Trend
Alternative, (2) Balanced Alternative, and (3) Downtown Alternative. A description of
the three scenarios is found in Chapter 4.0. Figures 21-26 (pgs.95-105) display
population and employment by water trunk and zone for the three scenarios. The
estimated capital and operational costs for the expansion of the water system
infrastructure associated with these three growth scenarios are presented in this report.
This conceptual analysis of the water system scenarios needed to serve the projected
populations in the year 2020 is intended to identify potential cost differences in
infrastructure requirements associated with the three growth scenarios.

The conceptual evaluation of the water system and the improvements required for
growth scenarios were developed based on standard engineering concepts and input
from the Water Utility Division staff. The City of Albuquerque is in the process of
developing a computer model for the water distribution system that will allow detailed
evaluation of the growth scenarios. Without this completed and calibrated model, the
analysis of the water system is subject to further engineering analysis and evaluation.
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4.2.3 Water System Capacity

Water Service Area

The current City of Albuquerque water system Water Service Area provides water
service for approximately 450,000 people. The current population within the
Albuguerque area is about 480,000. The projected population in the year 2020 is
estimated to be around 625,000, or an increase of around 145,000 people.

In an effort to identify the “core” water system, the January 1, 1960 City Boundary
was determined. The Water Service Area outside of the 1960 City Boundary was
also identified. Growth within the 1960 City Boundary and existing service area
outside the boundary, but within the Water Service Area, is identified as potential
infill. The area Outside the Water Service Area is deemed expansion area and will
require an expansion of the water system to serve this area.

It is assumed that any growth into areas Outside of the Water Service Area would
warrant extension of the water system to serve this population. Therefore, no matter
how small the projected population growth in these zones, costs are included in
this report to extend water service to these zones.

The projected population increase for each growth scenario was provided by the
planning group of the Parsons Brinckerhoff team based on the input from the City
and County Planning staff. The growth was distributed by DASZ for each scenario.
The AGIS system was then used to overlay the trunk and pressure zones for the
water system with the DASZ population increases to determine what the projected
population increase would be in each trunk-zone.

The three growth scenarios result in different levels of populations in the three
zones of development described above: 1960 City Boundary, Water Service Area,
and Outside the Water Service Area. The projected population increase of 145,000
people is distributed differently for each growth scenario. The estimated percentage
of the projected 2020 population increase (not total population) in the service zones
for each growth scenario is presented in Table 43.

Table 43 Distribution of Population Increase by Service Zone

Downtown

Trend Alternative
Population Increase
(%)

Balanced Alternative
Population Increase
(%)

Alternative
Population Increase
(%)

1960 City Boundary

7

24

16

Water Service Area

55

50

63

Outside Water
Service Area

38

26

21

Table 44

Zone, 2020

The total population by growth scenario is presented in Table 44.

Total Projected Population by Growth Scenario and Service

Trend Alternative
Total Population

Balanced Alternative
Total Population

Downtown
Alternative Total
Population

1960 City Boundary

259,168

284,054

271,661

Water Service Area

280,485

273,721

288,351

Outside Water Service
Area

86,950

69,876

60,539
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Water System Capacity

The existing water system has developed over the years to include a system on the
east side of the river and a system on the west side. The water is delivered in an
east-west direction by major transmission facilities called trunk lines. The trunk
lines have the capability to distribute water to several different pressure zones as
the elevation of the service area changes. For instance, there are approximately 12
pressure zones on the east side of the river and five pressure zones on the West
Side.

The trunk transmission lines consist of the following:
e East side from the north to the south:

- Alameda
- Montgomery
- Freeway
- Ridgecrest
» West side from the north to the south:
- Volcano Cliffs
- College

- Atrisco

These trunks have wells providing water to them and utilize numerous reservoirs
and pump stations for operation of the trunk.

In 1994, the citywide annual average water demand was 250 gallons per capita per
day (gpcd). An aggressive water conservation program was implemented in that
year and has since reduced the water demand by around 20%, resulting in a per
capita use of around 200 gpcd in 1998. The water conservation goal is to achieve a
30% reduction by the year 2004, which will result in a per capita demand of 175
gpcd. The water distribution system was designed for the higher demands, and as
a result of conservation, the system has excess capacity in certain trunks. However,
the water distribution system was also designed to provide water for firefighting
purposes. In many cases, the fire flow demands are greater than the maximum
hour demands for normal use. As such, it is not possible to identify specific pipelines
that may have excess or deficient capacity without the use of the water distribution
system hydraulic model.

Based on the experience of the Water Utility Division, there are three trunks that
may have excess capacity to handle future growth. These trunks are the Freeway,
Montgomery, and Ridgecrest trunks. Based on the growth projected by the three
growth scenarios, it was estimated that there is sufficient capacity to accommodate
the additional water demand.

The current water supply system has sufficient capacity to serve the Water Service
Area. As such, there are no areas of deficiency at this time. As with most water
utilities across the United States, the City of Albuquerque has taken responsibility
for providing a fully operational and reliable water system that serves its customers
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in an efficient manner. Therefore, any problem areas or deficiencies are corrected
by the Water Utility Division and a reliable water service is provided to its customers.

4.2.4 CostAnalysis for Water System

Operation and Maintenance

The Water Utility Division is responsible for the overall operation and maintenance
of the water supply system. This includes many activities and components including
labor, power, chemicals, and replacement equipment. Currently, the Water Utility
Division annual operation and maintenance budget includes approximately $14
million for maintenance and $7 million for operations. This is a total annual budget
of $21 million for operation and maintenance to serve the existing service area.
Based on the current operation and maintenance demands, the current budget is
sufficient for its purpose. The cost of operation and maintenance will increase in
the future due to inflation, aging system components, and requirements for treating
surface water, and perhaps the need to treat the ground water for arsenic removal.
However, in terms of 1998 dollars, the operation and maintenance budget for the
existing system is expected to remain fairly constant.

The current operation and maintenance
budget provides service for the
customers in the 1960 City Boundary
and the Water Service Area at an
approximate distribution of 55% and
45%, respectively. Therefore, the current
annual operation and maintenance costs
can be distributed approximately as
presented in Table 45.

Water repair work on San Mateo

Table 45 Current Operation and Maintenance Costs Distribution

Service Zone Annual O&M Costs

1960 City Boundary $11,550,000

Water Service Area $9,450,000
Table 46 The City of Albuquerque is expected to begin using
Operation and Maintenance surface water in the year 2005. The surface water
Costs for Water Treatment Plant treatment facility will increase the operation and
0&M Costs maintenance beyond the current levels. The water
Labor $1497,000 treatment facility is a technically advanced process
Chemicals $4,091,000  requiring a specialized operational staff, chemicals, and
Power $4595000 power. Preliminary estimates for the annual operation
'\C"ggt‘;e”ance $2,333000  gnd maintenance costs associated with an 84 mgd water
Jup— $12.516.000 treatment plant are as presented in Table 46.
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The annual operation and maintenance cost estimate results in a unit cost of around
$0.41 per 1,000 gallons of water produced. The cost of the water treatment plant
will need to be added to the current operation and maintenance costs related to the
wells, pump stations, reservoirs, and piping that will still require attention even
when the water treatment facility is implemented. Presented in Table 47 are the
estimated surface water treatment annual operation and maintenance costs
distributed to service zones for each growth scenario.

Table 47 Operation and Maintenance Costs for Surface Water Treatment
Total Population by Service
Zone (%) O&M Costs for Surface Water Treatment
Water Outside Water Outside
1960 City Service Service 1960 City Service Service Total O&M

Scenario Boundary Area Area Boundary Area Area Costs
Trend 41 45 14 $5,131,560 | $5,632,200 | $1,752,240 | $12,516,000
Balanced 45 44 11 $5,632,200 | $5,507,040 | $1,376,760 | $12,516,000
Downtown 44 46 10 $5,507,040 | $5,757,360 | $1,251,600 | $12,516,000

Another potential operation and maintenance cost that may be required in the
near future for the City of Albuquerque is the cost of treatment for arsenic
removal. The EPA published new arsenic standards in June of 2000 and
promulgated the regulation in January of 2001. The arsenic maximum
contaminant level for drinking water was lowered from 50 micrograms per liter
(mg/L) to 10 mg/L. At this contaminant level (10 mg/L), around half of the
existing 92 wells will need to have treatment. The preliminary cost of the operation
and maintenance for arsenic treatment will be in the $0.25/1,000 g to $0.35/
1,000 g range and will result in an annual cost of $3-$4.5 million. The
requirements for arsenic treatment were unknown at the time this section was
written and were not included in the estimated operation and maintenance
costs

The increased population growth will result in additional operation and maintenance
costs for the water supply system. Currently, the annual operation and maintenance
costs are around $21 million for a population of 450,000. This results in a unit
operation and maintenance cost of around $47 per person. This cost is expected to
remain fairly constant as population growth under the Trend scenario is assumed
to occur at current development densities. However, the Downtown and the Balanced
scenarios consist of growth that is assumed to be a higher density development,
approximately 25% greater than the Trend scenario. The fixed operation and
maintenance costs for wells and pump stations will remain the same but the 25%
higher density will result in a 25% savings on pipeline operation and maintenance.
As a result, the projected operation and maintenance costs for future growth under
the Downtown and the Balanced scenarios is estimated to be about $43 per person.

The estimated operation and maintenance cost for each growth scenario,
separated by service zone, is presented in Table 48 (pg.110). The operation and
maintenance costs associated with the current and projected water systems are
summarized in Table 49 (pg.110).
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Table 48

Estimated Additional Operation and Maintenance Costs for

Growth
Population Increase by Service
Zone (%) O&M Costs for Growth
Water Outside Water Outside
1960 City Service Service 1960 City Service Service Total O&M
Scenario Boundary Area Area Boundary Area Area Costs
Trend 7 55 38 $473,700 | $3,721,900 | $2,982,500 | $7,178,000
Balanced 24 50 26 $1,488,700 | $3,101,500 | $1,843,800 | $6,434,000
Downtown 16 63 21 $992,500 | $3,907,900 | $1,649,600 | $6,550,000
Table 49 Summary of Estimated Operation and Maintenance Costs by
Growth Scenario
1960 City Water Service | Outside Service
Scenario Boundary Area Area Total
Trend Current $11,550,000 $9,450,000 $0 $21,000,000
Trend Increased $473,700 $3,721,900 $2,982,500 $7,178,000
Trend Surface Water $5,131,560 $5,632,200 $1,752,240 $12,516,000
Trend Total $17,155,260 $18,804,100 $4,734,740 $40,694,100
Balanced Current $11,550,000 $9,450,000 $0 $21,000,000
Balanced Increased $1,488,700 $3,101,500 $1,843,800 $6,434,000
Balanced Surface Water $5,632,200 $5,507,040 $1,376,760 $12,516,000
Balanced Total $18,670,900 $18,058,540 $3,220,560 $39,950,000
Downtown Current $11,550,000 $9,450,000 $0 $21,000,000
Downtown Increased $1,488,700 $3,101,500 $1,649,600 $6,550,000
Downtown Surface Water $5,507,040 $5,757,360 $1,251,600 $12,516,000
Downtown Total $17,545,740 $18,308,860 $2,901,200 $40,066,000

The operation and maintenance costs are estimated to be slightly less for the
Balanced and the Downtown scenarios. It should be noted that these estimates are
conceptual in nature and further engineering analysis is needed to establish a
more refined estimate of annual operation and maintenance cost differences.

Water System Rehabilitation Costs

The City of Albuquerque Water Utility Division currently has numerous rehabilitation
projects identified in an ongoing effort to maintain the viability of the water system.
The rehabilitation projects are related to the service zones defined by the 1960 City
Boundary area and the Water Service Area boundary. As growth occurs,
rehabilitation of new facilities will be required. As such, the expenditures of funds
for rehabilitation of facilities that have reached their useful life will be an ongoing
requirement. The rehabilitation projects that will require funding are presented
below.

Well Rehabilitation

The City of Albuquerque currently has 92 wells in service. These wells require
rehabilitation for many purposes including pump and motor replacement, electrical
upgrades, casing corrosion, casing lining due to water level declines, and many
other factors. Currently, Water Utility Division proposes to spend around $2.8
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million annually for the rehabilitation of various wells in the system. This cost is
anticipated to remain fairly constant in 1998 dollars.

Pump Station Rehabilitation

The Water Utility Division operates and maintains 27 booster pump stations in the
water distribution system. Pump station rehabilitation includes such things as
pump and motor replacement, electrical upgrades, building rehabilitation, etc. The
Water Utility Division currently spends around $1.8 million for pump station
rehabilitation. These costs are anticipated to remain at approximately this level in
1998 dollars.

Reservoir Rehabilitation

The Water Utility Division currently operates and maintains 45 water storage
reservoirs in the water distribution system. These reservoirs are constructed of
both steel and concrete. The steel reservoirs require painting periodically, and
floor plate replacement is occasionally required. The concrete reservoirs have shown
structural deterioration and require a wide range of rehabilitation, from structural
repair to full replacement. The Water Utility Division currently spends around
$1.5 million annually for reservoir rehabilitation. These costs are anticipated to
remain at approximately this level in 1998 dollars.

Supervisory, Control, and Data Acquisition System Improvement

The Supervisory, Control, and Data Acquisition system allows the Water Utility
Division to effectively operate and monitor the water system. The Supervisory,
Control, and Data Acquisition system consists of remote sensors and controls that
allow the pump stations, reservoirs, and piping components to be monitored and
controlled remotely by the Operations staff. This system is an important and integral
component of the overall water system. Upgrades and improvements are a constant
requirement. The Water Utility Division currently spends around $1.6 million
annually for the Supervisory, Control, and Data Acquisition system improvements.
These costs are anticipated to remain at approximately this level in 1998 dollars.

Meter Replacement

This rehabilitation work element is required due to the aging of meters in the distribution
system. As meters age, they lose accuracy and register less water. Therefore, the City
loses revenue from old inaccurate meters. The Water Utility Division currently spends
approximately $500,000 annually for meter repair and replacement. In addition to
meter repairs and replacement, the meter boxes are also in need of rehabilitation. Itis
estimated that a budget of $1.5 million will be required to fully implement a meter and
meter box repair and replacement program to effectively deal with aging meters. A
budget of $1.5 million annually for meter repair and replacement will be included with
this report.

Pipeline Replacement

The water distribution system is constructed with approximately 100 miles of steel
water pipe. This represents around 4% of the total 2,400 miles of piping in the
system. This steel water pipe was installed without interior or exterior coatings.
Consequently, all of this steel pipe is expected to need to be replaced by 2020. The
system also includes about 950 miles of small diameter cast iron pipe. Past experience
indicates that about 50% of this pipe will have to be replaced by 2020.
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The Water Utility Division staff currently is
budgeting around $3.0 million annually for piping
replacement. Due to the need to replace the
existing steel and cast iron water lines, it is
estimated that a budget of about $7 million
annually will be required. This is based on the
assumption that all of the steel piping and one-
half of the cast iron piping will need to be replaced
by 2020.

Waterline replacement
Other Improvements

The existing chlorination, fluoridation, and other miscellaneous facilities also re-
quire rehabilitation or replacement. In addition, the City has experienced leakage
problems with plastic service lines. These lines are being replaced with copper
service lines. It is estimated that this rehabilitation will require an annual budget
of $4 million.

Summary of Rehabilitation Costs

The total estimated rehabilitation costs for the water system are presented in
Table 50. The total annual amount needed for rehabilitation is identified as $20.2
million. (Editor’'s note: This compares to the average annual expenditure for water
system rehabilitation in fiscal years 1998 to 2000 of $9.1 million dollars. See: Chapter
9 of Planned Growth Strategy, Part 2-Preferred Alternative, entitled City and County
Financial and Planning Requirements.)

Table 50 Estimated Rehabilitation Costs

Rehabilitation Component Estimated Annual Cost
Wells $2,800,000

Pump Stations $1,800,000
Reservoirs $1,500,000
Supervisory, Control, and Data Acquisition $1,600,000

System

Meter Repairs/Replacements $1,500,000

Pipeline Replacements $7,016,000

Other $4,000,000

Total Rehabilitation Costs $20,216,000

New Infrastructure Costs

New water system facilities will be required to accommodate the growth projected
for the three scenarios. The individual components of the new facilities are described
on the following page.

New Wells

As growth continues, it will be necessary to provide a reliable water supply by
constructing new production wells. The new wells will be required as functional

vy CH2M HILL PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY



additional water demands result from population increases. Based on recent City
of Albugquerque experience, the cost to permit, drill, develop, and integrate a municipal
well is around $2,500,000. This includes pump buildings, site electrical, controls,
and collector piping. The wells must supply maximum daily demands that are
estimated to be 400 gpcd for residential and 50 gpcd for employment use. The
typical production well in Albuquerque has a capacity of around 2,000 gallons per
minute. Based on the above, it is calculated that the one-time cost for a new well is
$347 per capita population and $43 per capita employment.

Water Rights

Supplying additional water will require the acquisition of new water rights. The
estimated cost of water rights is $3,000 per acre-foot. The annual average water
demand in the year 2020 is anticipated to be 175 gpcd for residential use and 30
gpcd for employment. This calculates to a cost of $590 per person and $100 per
employee.

New Reservoirs

As growth moves into areas currently not served, the construction of water storage
reservoirs will be required. These reservoirs will provide storage to meet peak water
demands and for firefighting purposes. The reservoir costs are based on $0.50 per
gallon of storage, which includes an allowance for the reservoir, foundation, site
work, and miscellaneous piping and valves. This cost then is allocated across the
pressure zones that it will serve. The size of the reservoir will be based on a typical
reservoir constructed by the City of Albuguerque, which in most cases is six million
gallons. The typical reservoir cost is therefore $3 million.

New Pump Stations

New pump stations will be required to
provide pressure and water conveyance
capabilities in the distribution
system. Pump station costs are based
on an average cost of $1,500,000-
$2,000,000 per pump station and, as
with the reservoir cost, is spread across
the pressure zones that it would serve.

Water reservoir

New Transmission Pipelines

New transmission pipelines will be required to serve the new development in the
extended service areas. Transmission lines are major pipelines that serve as a
connection between the pump stations and the reservoirs and are typically in the
24- to 36-inch diameter range. The size of the transmission pipelines was estimated
with input from the Water Utility Division based on estimated water demands. A
unit price of $3 per inch diameter is used to develop a capital cost for the pipeline
and, as with the reservoirs and pump stations, the cost was allocated across the
pressure zones that it would serve.
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Master Plan and Infill Pipelines

Master plan lines are simply 16-inch and larger diameter lines that supply
approximately one quarter section of new development. These lines will be located
on the outer edges of the quarter section. Infill lines are smaller diameter pipelines
that distribute the water within the new development. The pipelines serving the
new development are assumed to consist of the following for each quarter section of
development:

* 5,000 lineal feet of 16-inch and larger diameter pipe
» 30,000 lineal feet of 6-inch diameter pipe
* 5,000 lineal feet of 12-inch diameter pipe

The cost of these pipelines was estimated based on a unit cost of $3 per inch
diameter per lineal foot. The total cost of these pipelines therefore will be $960,000
per quarter section of development.

The population associated with development is expected to have different densities
for the three growth scenarios. For the Trend scenario, the new growth density is
estimated to be the same as current City of Albuquerque densities. Currently, the
City of Albuquerque serves around 450,000 people over an area of 177 square
miles. This is an average density of approximately 2,540 people per square mile or
around 640 people per quarter section of development. The unit cost for master
plan and infill lines for the Trend scenario therefore will be $1,480 per person.

For the Balanced and Downtown scenarios, the density was assumed to be on
average 25% denser than existing development. The denser development therefore
will be assumed to be around 800 people per quarter section. This results in a unit
cost of master plan and infill piping of $1,110 per person. This lower unit cost will
be used for the Balanced and Downtown scenarios.

Water Service Connections

The service connection from the water main to the structure consists of a main tap,
a corporation stop, a ¥-inch copper pipeline, a valve at the property line, and a
meter. The total cost of this service connection is estimated to be $1,095. Assuming
2.5 people per single family residential unit, this costs equals around $438 per
person. For commercial development, we have assumed an average of 10 employees
per ¥-inch service, which equals $43 per employee. Many of the land parcels that
will be developed currently have water service lines installed. Those parcels with
water service lines will not require the cost of installation of the services and will be
accounted for in this analysis.

East Mountain Private Wells

The water supply in the majority of the East Mountain area is expected to consist of
private wells. The cost of a new well is estimated to be $7,500. Assuming 3.0
people per house in the East Mountains, the cost of a new well per person is
estimated to be $2,500. For commercial areas in the East Mountains, it is assumed
that one well can serve around 20 employees and will result in a unit cost of $375
per employee.

CH2M HILL PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY



Summary of New Water Facility Costs

The computations for estimating the new water facility capital costs for the three
growth scenarios are presented in Tables A.2-A.4 in Appendix A. A summary of
these costs is shown in Table 51.

Table 51 Summary of Estimated Capital Costs
1960 City Water Service Outside
Scenario Boundary Area Service Area Total
Trend $101,002,000 $301,432,000 $283,373,000 $685,807,000
Balanced $124,722,000 $251,543,000 $188,935,000 $565,200,000
Downtown $117,489,000 $295,362,000 $155,829,000 $568,680,000

Public and Private Estimated Costs

The costs for new water facilities will be born by both the public and private sectors.
The public funds will be provided by utility rate payers. The private funds will be
provided from individual developers. The estimated capital cost split for water facilities
Is presented below in Table 52.

Table 52 Public-Private Capital Cost Split
Public Cost Share Private Cost Share

Water Facility (%) (%)
Production Wells 50 50

Pump Stations 50 50

Water Storage Reservoirs 50 50
Transmission Pipelines 50 50

Master Plan Pipelines (18-35 inch) and 20 80

Infill Pipelines (6—12 inch)

Water Service Connections 0 100

Based on the estimated cost share for the public and private sectors, the cost share for
the projected capital costs of the water system components is presented in Table 53.

Table 53 Estimated Public and Private Costs
Scenario Estimated Public Estimated Private Total
Costs Costs
Downtown $330,520,000 $238,159,000 $568,680,000
Balanced $339,213,000 $225,987,000 $565,200,000
Trend $370,157,000 $315,649,000 $685,807,000
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4.3 Drainage System Findings

4.3.1 Summary

The three scenarios differ in terms of the cost of providing drainage facilities. The
cost of rehabilitation, deficiencies, and new facilities for the Trend scenario is $534
million, for the Balanced scenario $496 million, and for the Downtown scenario
$470 million. The costs of deficiency projects, defined as expanding existing drainage
infrastructure needed to accommodate storm water runoff in a manner consistent
with adopted engineering standards, are approximately the same for all scenarios.
Rehabilitation costs are defined as the cost of correcting the substandard physical
condition of existing hydrology infrastructure without increasing capacity (e.g.,
cavitation, concrete spalling) and are approximately $36 million for all scenarios.
New construction of drainage facilities (“growth”) is most costly in the Trend scenario,
with a range of $64 million between the Trend costs and the Downtown costs.

4.3.2 Capacity of the Existing Drainage System

Extent of Current Service

The existing major drainage structures are designed for a 100-year storm or greater.
The existing drainage systems have adequate capacity for growth with the exception
of planned Capital Improvements Program projects inventoried in Table A.5.

The collection drainage systems associated with major drainage outlets have
numerous areas with deficiencies particularly in the older part of Albuquerque
(1960 City Boundary on the figures). The proposed Capital Improvements Program
projects include upsizing of storm drains, pump stations, improvements to the
Alameda Drain, detention ponds, and dip section replacements. With these planned
improvements, storm drainage service will be provided for the currently developed
Water Service Area within the study area.

Areas with Excess Capacity
None of the drainage basins in the study area have excess capacity.
Areas with Deficient Capacity

All the drainage basins have some degree of deficiency as outlined in the following
section and shown in the cost analysis spreadsheets (see Tables A.6-A.8 in Appendix
A).

4.3.3 Cost Analysis for Drainage System

Operation and Maintenance

The current annual amount for operation and maintenance is approximately $2
milliont. This is the amount spent by AMAFCA, City, Bernalillo County, and Middle
Rio Grande Conservancy District (MRGCD) to clean sediment and debris from
drainage facilities and to perform maintenance service on a regular basis. The
current $2 million was converted to an area-based operation and maintenance
amount of $350 per acre per year and applied to the growth figures in each scenario.
The operation and maintenance annual costs were converted to 1998 dollars over
the 25-year period.
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Rehabilitation

The report uses the 1960 City Boundary to define rehabilitation. Rehabilitation is
allocated only in the 1960 City Boundary because this region has the oldest
infrastructure. Rehabilitation projects are ones that correct unacceptable physical
conditions of infrastructure without adding capacity. The annual expenditure for
rehabilitation of existing drainage infrastructure by AMAFCA, City, Bernalillo County,
and MRGCD is approximately $1.8 million. The total cost of these rehabilitation
expenditures is $36 million.

Existing Deficiencies

Deficiency in drainage infrastructure is defined as the lack of capacity in relationship
with adopted engineering standards. Deficiency projects expand existing hydrology
infrastructure capacity. Deficiencies occur for the following reasons:

Capacity problems. Upstream growth requires upsizing existing facilities. The
1960 City Boundary includes the lower parts of the City with systems that were
designed many years ago that may not be adequate to accommodate increased
runoff.

New Standards. Local hydrologic analysis methods were revised in the early 1990s.
The result of the revision was higher measures of estimated runoff, which caused
systems to be labeled deficient.

The drainage basins in the Northeast Heights,
Southeast-Near Heights, and the Valley
represent the greatest areas of deficiencies.
These areas are mostly developed. In the Valley,
the flat grades and low-lying areas increase the
complexity of providing 100-year flood
protection. As a result, it is not economically
feasible to provide 100-year flood protection in
all locations. The protection may be for less
: — than a 100-year storm, such as a 2- or 10-year
Drainage system failure storm. In the Far Northeast Heights and La
Cueva-Camino basins, the area commonly
known as North Albuquerque Acres, was platted in the 1930s and has experienced
piecemeal development, leaving much of the needed drainage infrastructure for the
already overburdened public deficiency list. Until the major drainage infrastructure is
constructed, this area will be difficult to develop in a comprehensive manner.

Projects to Correct Deficiencies

An inventory of major projects planned for construction has been compiled based
on AMAFCA and City proposed schedules and current major drainage management
plans. The project inventory can be found in Table A.5 in Appendix A. It is assumed
that 100% of the cost of all hydrology projects apportioned to the 1960 City Boundary
of Albuquerque is classified as “deficiency” or “rehabilitation.” Furthermore, 70% of
the cost of the hydrology projects occurring within the area between the 1960 City
Boundary and the Water Service Area also is classified as “deficiency”. The remaining
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30% of the cost of these projects is considered to be “growth” related.

Within the 1960 City Boundary and the current Water Service Area, the following
describes the infrastructure needs:

South Eubank. This area is partially developed and drains to the Tijeras Arroyo.
The City plans to build this major infrastructure in the next five years for an ap-
proximate cost of $9 million.

North Valley. This area is currently being studied by Smith Engineering for AMAFCA
and Bernalillo County. This project is in the problem identification phase. The
area has limited outfalls to the Rio Grande with the Alameda Drain being the
primary drainage facility. It is anticipated that storm water discharge from
developments will be restricted with detention ponds. Collection systems will be
added to convey runoff to the existing outlets at Alameda Boulevard, Paseo del
Norte, and Montafo Road.

Southwest Valley. The Corps of Engineers is currently evaluating the Southwest
Valley. A recent study by the AAR Larkin Group identified the need for a major
investment in storm drainage infrastructure. Key issues include:

e The quantity and quality of water discharged to the Isleta Pueblo to the south of
I-25.

e The MRGCD drains are presently used for irrigation and drainage.
e The flat grades make the drainage difficult.

e This area is lower than the Rio Grande requiring pumping.

Isleta. Improvements are currently being planned in the Isleta Boulevard corridor.

South Broadway. The area east of the Rio Grande has an outfall to the river with
the San Jose Drain. The City plans improvements to the Broadway/San Jose
system to improve drainage in this area. The area south of the San Jose Drain is
flat with the MRGCD Drains (Pajarito and Isleta) providing the drainage.

La Cueva-Camino and Far NE Heights. North Albuquerque Acres is contained within
these drainage basins and is planned to be primarily low-density residential. The
major drainage corridors in the area include the La Cueva-Camino Arroyos and the
Domingo Baca Arroyo. Both these basins have drainage plans developed with the
Domino Baca major infrastructure primarily in place, except for the Paseo del Norte
storm drain system east of Wyoming. The La Cueva-Camino Drainage Master Plan
includes $20 million of improvements including detention dams, avulsion structures,
and channel stabilization.

Projects to Provide New Infrastructure

In this report some new infrastructure was allocated for anticipated growth within
the current Water Service Area. The majority of the new infrastructure, however,
will be required at the fringe areas Outside the Water Service Area. The project
inventory in Table A.5 lists numerous projects designated as long range, which
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means that they will not be considered for construction until after the year 2002.

The following describes the infrastructure needs of the region Outside the Water
Service Area:

Upper Calabacillas and Piedras Marcadas. The
project known as Quail Ranch is contained
within these drainage basins. Located in far
northwest Albuquerque, Quail Ranch is in the
conceptual planning phase for 1000 acres
located in the southeast corner of the Upper
Calabacillas drainage basin and the

westernmost part of the Piedras Marcadas
U . g s, drainage basin. This development will use
Drainage development project detention to maintain historic flows. The
estimated cost of detention and associated major infrastructure is approximately $2.0
million. The cost to develop the lots and commercial development in the area is
approximately $8 million (minor infrastructure). This area is located outside the existing
service area.

Northwest Area above the Escarpment. This area is included in the following drainage
basins: Piedras Marcadas, Mariposa, Boca Negra, and Rinconada, and in the higher
elevations of Ladera-Mirehaven. Partially owned by the National Park Service and
by private owners, this area has shallow basalt making trenching for utilities difficult
and costly. The development of the basalt area above the escarpment on the West
Side will result in expensive drainage infrastructure. This area will require detention
of developed flows before releasing storm drainage down the escarpment. Ideally,
the land atop the escarpment should be planned with low priority for development
due to the high cost of construction and the sensitive nature of the area.

West 1-40—Upper Amole—Ladera-Mirehaven. This region is included in the West I-40
Drainage Master Plan, the upstream portion of which is still in the conceptual phase.
The major infrastructure improvement includes the diversion channel north of 1-40,
escarpment drainage, and the Amole detention dams. The estimated cost for these
improvements is $50 million. The Westland Sector Plan, basically the area west of
Unser and north of 1-40, drains to this system. Right-of-way has been set aside for
these improvements as development occurs. The land closest to 1-40 is a developing
area of the City.

Region above the Southwest Valley. This area includes the drainage basins Don Felipe-
Raymac-McCoy and Amole-Hubbell, and drains to several AMAFCA detention dams—
McCoy, Los Indios, Raymac, Don Felipe, Hubbell, and Westgate. These detention
dams are designed for developed conditions and require sediment removal after major
rainfall events. The dams have gated principal spillways and discharge to MRGCD
facilities when permitted. AMAFCA is working on a project that will provide discharge
from these dams to the Rio Grande. The McCoy Diversion Channels, a $4 million
project in the Don Felipe-Raymac-McCoy drainage basin, may not be constructed in
this study period due to the limited development in this sub-basin.
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Mesa del Sol. The New Mexico State Land Office owns this 13,000-acre area, located
south of the Albuquerque International Airport. The area is planned for urban
centers with conventional and non-conventional drainage. The primary development
area will drain to the existing playa lakes and will have zero surface discharge off
site. This will reduce the cost for drainage; however, the cost of land will be higher.
From the perspective of drainage costs, the Mesa del Sol area is an ideal area to
develop. However, many current State of New Mexico and City of Albuquerque
drainage standards must be waived to accommodate the proposed development
scenario.

Cost Analysis Spreadsheets

The cost analyses for the three scenarios are presented in Tables A.6-A.8. These
costs are based on two main cost sources:

Major Costs. These are the proposed major drainage improvements as described in
this section. They represent the major storm drainage infrastructure including
dams, channels, and major storm drain trunks. The major costs are typically built
using public funds with possible cost sharing by the developer (see Public-Private
Cost Analysis below). The major costs may actually be smaller than the minor costs
for a drainage basin. They are referred to as “major” because they are typically
large projects that must be constructed within a shorter time than the complete
buildout of a drainage basin.

Minor Costs. These are costs based on the requirements to develop individual
residential lots and commercial parcels of land. The minor costs are typically borne
by the developer, and thus are included in the private costs (see Public-Private Cost
Analysis, pg.121.

Population and employment growth figures provided by the City of Albuquerque
Planning Department were used to develop the minor costs based on persons per
acre. The three growth scenarios were overlaid on the drainage basins with the
AGIS staff providing the population and employment growth per basin. The
population and employment growth was converted to residential and business areas
to estimate the hydrology costs to develop the areas. The conversion to area was
made based on 11 persons per acre for residential usage and 54 persons per acre
for businesses.

The minor costs to develop vary from basin to basin based on the amount of
growth forecasted and whether or not the drainage basin contains basalt near
the surface. The minor cost multiplier per acre of development was estimated
based on past projects. The estimated cost for residential grading and minor
drainage is $8,000-$12,000 per acre. The amount increases to $12,000 when
there is basalt near the surface. Likewise, the cost per acre for grading and
drainage for business usage ranges from $12,000-$18,000 per acre. Businesses
have greater runoff due to more paved land required for parking, which increases
the minor costs.
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Public-Private Cost Analysis

The drainage infrastructure costs were split between the public and private
sectors. The following Table 54 from City of Albuquerque was used as a guide for
computing the public and private costs.

The public sector typically funds the construction of large drainage projects (included
in major costs) that facilitate the buildout of a drainage basin. The private sector
typically funds the smaller drainage projects (the inlets, smaller storm drains and
structures included in the minor costs) that discharge to the large infrastructure.

Note that in many of the planned Capital Improvements Program projects (calculated
as major costs in the hydrology costs analysis) the funding is already established
and varies from the table. In those cases the established planned funding was
used. The public-private cost split for each of the major costs is shown in Table 55
and is detailed in Table A.5.

Table 54. Hydrology Public-Private Cost Split

Public Private Cost

Drainage Infrastructure (%) Recovery (%)

Large dams (greater than or equal to 10 acre- 70 30

feet)

Small dams (less than 10 acre-feet) 0 100

Diversion channels 100 0

Storm drain trunk lines 20 80

Hard lined and soft lined channels 50 50

Crossing structures—arterial or collector 50 50

streets

Crossing structures—local streets 0 100

Collection system—storm drains (smaller 0 100

lines)

Table 55 Summary of Cost Analysis for Drainage
Deficiency and New
O&M and

Scenario Rehabilitation Public Private
Trend $73,413,142 $314,141,187 $184,383,066
Balanced $66,038,755 $305,548,163 $155,035,170
Downtown $65,390,949 $288,549,059 $145,806,299

4.3.4 Supporting Information

Key Assumptions

The key assumptions used in the calculation of hydrology costs for planned growth
management fall into two categories:
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Overall Analysis Method. The entire study area is divided into drainage basin
subareas so that smaller areas can be examined.

Cost Analysis. The operation and maintenance costs are computed for each drainage
basin. The major and minor costs are computed and then apportioned to the
rehabilitation, deficiencies, and new categories.

Overall Analysis:

e The 1960 City Boundary (red line on the figures) designates areas of storm
drainage Rehabilitation and Deficiencies.

e The area between the current Water Service Area (green line) and the red line
designates areas of deficiencies and new infrastructure.

e The project study limits designate the outermost boundary for new
infrastructure.

* Rehabilitation costs are based on expenditures of different agencies to correct
unacceptable physical condition of hydrology infrastructure without adding
capacity.

e The drainage basin boundaries on the figures were drawn based on existing
drainage management plans and hydrologic basin boundaries.

e The major drainage improvements were grouped according to the drainage basin
in which they are located.

Costs:

e The major costs are based on proposed major drainage improvements as
described in Section 4.3.3 and inventoried in Table A.5.

e The major costs for basins with long-range projects are computed with the full
cost of the long-range projects applied to the scenario with the maximum growth
in population and employment. The remaining two scenarios have a percentage
of the long-range projects costs applied based on the ratio of the lesser growth
to the maximum growth.

e The major costs were split between the public and private sectors based on the
guidelines given in Table 54 (pg.121), except in the projects where funding has
already been established.

e The minor costs are based on population and employment growth converted to
residential and business acreage as described in this section.

e The minor cost multiplier ($8,000-$12,000/acre for residential and $12,000-
$18,000/acre for business) was estimated based on past projects. The higher
minor cost is used for areas with basalt, which are more costly to develop because
of the difficulty of excavation.

e For the Balanced and Downtown scenarios, there is a 25% increase in population
and employment density. This number is reflected in the increase in persons
per acre. The number of persons per acre increases from 11-14 for residential
usage, and from 54-68 for business usage.
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e Operation and maintenance costs are computed at $350 per acre per year, with
acreage calculated based on the population and employment figures compiled
by AGIS. The growth-based operation and maintenance acreage varies from
11-14 persons per acre for residential usage, and from 54-68 persons per acre
for businesses, depending on the scenario. For the existing-based operation
and maintenance costs, the per-acre value is based on 11 for residential usage,
and 54 for business usage.

e The apportioned capital costs are based on the sum of the major and minor
costs.

e The apportioned costs for the area within 1960 City Boundary were distributed
assuming that 30% was required for rehabilitation and 70% for correcting
deficiencies in capacity.

e The apportioned costs for the area between the 1960 City Boundary and Water
Service Area were distributed assuming that 70% was required for deficiencies
and 30% for new infrastructure.

» The apportioned capital costs relate directly to each drainage basin’s percentage
content of the three defined boundaries: 1960 City Boundary, area between
the 1960 City Boundary and the Water Service Area, and Outside the Water
Service Area. For example, if 100% of the drainage basin fell within the area
between the 1960 City Boundary and the Water Service Area, then 100% of
costs for that basin were divided as 30% growth and 70% deficiencies.

e Any areas of growth Outside the Water Service Area were assumed to be for new
infrastructure.

Figure 27 (pg.125) shows the existing drainage system. Figures 28-30 (pg.127-
131) show the population, and Figures 31-33 (pg.133-137) show the employment
associated with the three scenarios by Storm Basin.
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4.4 \Wastewater System Infrastructure Analysis

4.4.1 Capacity Analysis

The City of Albuquerque’s sewer utility system is separated into 17 major basins as
shown on Figure 34 (pg.143). For this analysis the basins, all but Sandia Heights
and Mesa del Sol were each segmented into two or more sub-basins, each
represented by one or more interceptors conveying wastewater through the sub-
basin and from upstream areas. The major interceptors and primary manholes
within each sub-basin were identified using the City Automated Sewer Distribution
System Sectional Maps. Utilizing GIS, DASZs were overlain on the sewer sub-basin
coverage, and population and employment data available from MRGCOG, including
estimates of current population and employment and year 2020 population and
employment DASZ forecasts, were re-aggregated for each sub-basin, for each of the
three growth scenarios.

An equation was developed to convert total
population and total employment to peak
wastewater flow within each sub-basin. This
equation followed the engineering design
criteria in the City Public Works Department
Development Process Manual. Average flow
was modified to reflect the ratio of population
and employment and the respective sewer
use, based on City billing records and
wastewater flow received at the treatment
plant. This equation assumes a peak flow of e
2.5 times average flow to the .8875 power  Sewer reapir on Rio Grande
and a design flow at 1.2 times peak flow.

A capacity analysis was performed on each sub-basin in the sewer interceptor system.
The capacity analysis was derived from pipe size, average slope, and peak carrying
capacity data supplied from the City. The total pipe capacity of the primary sewer
interceptors within each sewer sub-basin was compared to the design (peak hourly)
flow expected, as calculated from the population and employment data, for each
sub-basin as explained above. The difference between an interceptor’s flow capacity
and design flow for each sub-basin that would contribute to the interceptor was
calculated. When an interceptor’s flow capacity could not meet the total design
flow for the current population and employment and the 2020 population and
employment for each growth scenario, a parallel pipe was sized to accommodate the
excess wastewater flow.

Extent of Current Service

Figure 34 (pg.143) shows the 17 major sewer basins, sewer sub-basins, and major
interceptors including the 1960 City Boundary, and the current service area
boundary. Areas outside the Water Service Area include the New Mexico Utilities,
West Fringe, Sandia Heights, and Kirtland sewer basins, including sub-basins of
the northeast (NE-06, NE-O7, NE-08), Coors (CO-04, CO-05), and Tijeras (TJ-01)
basins. The proposed Mesa del Sol, Quail Ranch, and Westland developments are
all located outside the current service area.
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Generally, wastewater flow begins in sewer laterals and interceptors at the extremities
of the east and west sides of the service area and is added successively to interceptors
in each sewer sub-basin as it moves downward in a southerly direction to the Rio
Grande, until it reaches the Southside Water Reclamation Plant where the wastewater
is treated. Due to the design of the sewer system, much of the wastewater flow is
received at a few common locations. The current capacity of the Southside Water
Reclamation Plant is 76 mgd, and the average flow received by the plant is 56 mgd.

Areas and Facilities with Excess and Deficient Capacity Today

Table A.9 in Appendix A presents the interceptor pipe capacity and current demand
for each sub-basin including the upgradient sub-basin wastewater flow contributions.
The difference between pipe capacity and the total demand is presented in Table 56
and is based on estimates of current population and employment as determined
from the capacity analysis described above. A positive difference between pipe
capacity and total demand is measured as excess capacity whereas a negative
difference indicates a deficiency. Figure 35 (pg.145) identifies the locations of
interceptors within each sub-basin with excess capacity.

Table 56 lists the interceptors with current deficient design flow capacity located in
various sewer basins as determined from the capacity analysis based on estimates
of current population and employment. Figure 35 identifies the locations of
interceptors with deficient capacity. Table 57 (pg.141) presents the necessary pipe
diameters and lengths needed for a parallel pipe to meet the flow deficiency in the
sub-basin.

Table 56 Interceptors with Current Deficient Flow Capacity
Total Sub-Basin | Deficient Design
Pipe Capacity Design Flow Flow Capacity
Basin Sub-Basin (mgd) Demand (mgd) (mgd)
Campus CA-01 4.50 5.26 0.76
CA-03 16.36 19.48 3.12
Edith ED-02 1.72 3.15 1.43
ED-06 16.37 17.86 1.49
ED-07 48.77 83.06 34.29
Four Hills FH-04 1.69 1.87 0.18
Northeast NE-04 3.45 5.36 1.91
NW Valley NW-03 0.56 1.36 0.80
NW-05 214 3.77 1.63
Southeast SE-04 19.39 84.09 64.7
Tijeras TJ-05 78.22 83.89 5.67
Uptown UP-05 42.00 42.03 0.03

4.4.2 CostAnalysis

This analysis provides an estimate of the capital and annual costs in today’s dollars
needed to build and maintain the Albuguerque wastewater collection and treatment
system and to keep it operating at full capacity in the year 2020 for each of the
three alternative growth scenarios. A systemic approach to determine the capital
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and annual costs associated with each development scenario was performed. Capital
and annual costs common to each growth scenario were separated from costs unique
to each scenario in order to provide a better comparison. These unique or individual
costs will assist in the identification and selection of the most feasible and least
costly development scenario.

Table 57 Existing Parallel Line Deficiency Capital Costs

Pipe Diameter Pipe Length
Basin Sub-basin (inches) (feet) Cost
Campus CA-01 8.9 5,900 $393,312
CA-03 18.1 1,050 $142,704
Edith ED-02 15.7 12,800 $1,508,073
ED-06 16.3 4,800 $587,136
ED-07 35.3 8,400 $2,223,641
Four Hills FH-04 5.2 5,000 $196,346
Northeast NE-04 14.3 15,600 $1,667,298
NW Valley NW-03 11.8 5,700 $504,140
NW-05 10.9 9,900 $811,421
Southeast SE-04 70.8 11,100 $5,893,734
Tijeras TJ-05 22.3 7,200 $1,202,551
Uptown UP-05 3.6 4,500 $119,882
TOTAL $15,250,237

The current costs to upgrade and maintain the wastewater collection and treatment
system to accept 2020 wastewater flows were based on growth forecasts and were
determined for areas with existing infrastructure, areas currently served by the
wastewater system but with additional room for expansion, and areas outside of the
system’s boundary that are currently unserved.

Parallel interceptors will be necessary
to convey excess wastewater flow in the
areas with existing infrastructure.
Additional development in the built-up
areas will require new service lines.
Master plan sewer lines (interceptors),
service and small collection lines, and
lift and odor control will be necessary
to connect unserved sub-basins,
including the proposed new
developments, to the wastewater
conveyance system. For areas that are
already served by the wastewater system
that have room for expansion, new small
collection lines and service connections
will be needed.

Capital and annual costs were developed for each scenario, were determined for
each sub-basin, and totaled such that the three alternative scenarios could be
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compared. These are current costs and are based on 2020 population forecasts.
These costs are presented in the following sections and are displayed in Tables
A.10 and A.11 in Appendix A.

Existing Interceptor Deficiencies

The costs to provide parallel interceptors to correct existing deficiencies based on
current population and employment at design (peak hourly) flow rates are provided
above in Table 57 (pg.141). These costs are shared costs common to each of the
three scenarios.

Common Costs

Wastewater treatment plant expansion, correcting existing parallel line deficiencies,

and rehabilitation/replacement costs are fixed capital costs common to all scenarios.

The capital and annual costs common to all scenarios are provided in Table 58.
Table 58 Capital and Annual Costs Common to All Scenarios

Common Capital Need Cost
Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion $73,400,000*
New Parallel Lines $15,250,000
Rehabilitation/Replacement $347,000,000
Total Common Capital Cost $435,650,000
Common Annual O& M Need Cost
Wastewater Plant Operation/Maintenance $11,871,208*
Existing Line Maintenance $4,493,560*
Lift Station & Odor Control $1,818,364*
Total Common Annual O&M Cost $18,183,132

* Estimated average value—this number varies slightly among the three scenarios due to small
differences in overall total population and employment.

New Infrastructure, by Alternative

Individual capital and annual costs unique to the three scenarios under consideration
have been developed and are presented in Tables 59-63 (pg.153-154). The Trend
scenario assumes extensive development on the urban fringe, with the addition of
the Mesa del Sol, Quail Ranch, and Westland developments to the City’s sewer
system. The Balanced scenario assumes the addition of the Mesa del Sol and
Westland developments to the City’s sewer system. The Downtown scenario assumes
development will occur primarily within the City and includes the addition of Mesa
del Sol to the sewer system.

The wastewater system service area has been separated into three areas to help the
City plan for growth as well as to compare growth scenarios. Development within the
1960 City Boundary would require expanding existing infrastructure with parallel
sewer interceptors and service connections, while development in unserved areas would
require the general expansion of sewer service including master plan sewer lines,
small collection lines, service lines, and lift and odor control stations. Development in
the Water Service Area would require new parallel interceptors, small collection lines,
and new service lines. Interceptor locations of needed parallel lines are shown for the
Trend Alternative in Figure 36 (pg.147), for the Balanced Alternative in Figure 37(pg.149),
and for the Downtown Alternative in Figure 38 (pg.151).
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The 1960 City Boundary and the current service area were overlaid on the sewer
distribution system figure with the sewer basin and sub-basin coverages. Each
sub-basin was evaluated to determine the percentage of the sub-basin area located
within the 1960 City Boundary, in the Water Service Area, or Outside the Water
Service Area boundaries.

Tables A.10 and A.11 present the itemized individual capital and annual costs for
each sub-basin for each scenario and the costs by service area. Tables 59-61
summarize the capital costs for each scenario and the costs by service area. The
costs presented in Tables 59-61 are unique to each scenario and do not include the
common costs presented in Table 58.

Table 59 Capital Costs for Trend Scenario by Service Area
Cost by Service Area
1960 City Water Outside
Capital 2020 Need Boundary Service Area Service Area Total
Service Lines $23,768,606 $76,221,623 $51,932,826 $151,923,055
Parallel Lines $5,507,267 $12,325,001 $299,113 $18,131,382
Master Plan Sewer Lines $0 $0 $18,958,941 $18,958,941
Small Collection Lines $0 $45,173,099 $27,365,277 $72,538,376
Lift Stations & Odor Control $0 $0 $1,194,264 $1,194,264
Septic Tanks $0 $0 $17,393,000 $17,393,000
TOTAL $29,275,873 $133,719,723 $117,143,421 $280,139,017
Table 60 Capital Costs for Balanced Scenario by Service Area
Cost by Service Area
1960 City Water Outside
Capital 2020 Need Boundary Service Area Service Area Total
Service Lines $53,391,758 $51,269,187 $48,223,296 $152,884,241
Parallel Lines $5,276,613 $10,859,654 $1,559,038 $17,695,305
Master Plan Sewer Lines $0 $0 $18,165,826 $18,165,826
Small Collection Lines $0 $41,565,461 $25,410,592 $66,976,053
Lift Stations & Odor Control $0 $0 $1,144,304 $1,144,304
Septic Tanks $0 $0 $9,808,000 $9,808,000
TOTAL $58,668,371 $103,694,302 $104,311,056 $266,673,729
Table 61 Capital Costs for Downtown Scenario by Service Area
Cost by Service Area
1960 City Water Outside
Capital 2020 Need Boundary Service Area Service Area Total
Service Lines $66,644,872 $53,609,952 $25,768,314 | $146,023,138
Parallel Lines $4,864,712 $10,182,086 $1,153,046 $16,199,844
Master Plan Sewer Lines $0 $0 $13,364,845 $13,364,845
Small Collection Lines $0 $46,750,932 $13,578,253 $60,329,185
Lift Stations (new) $0 $0 $841,880 $841,880
Lift Stations & Odor Control
Septic Tanks $0 $0 $14,259,000 $14,259,000
TOTAL $71,509,584 $110,542,970 $68,965,338 $251,017,892
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Tables 62 and 63 compare the capital and annual costs among scenarios, and the
capital costs by service area. These costs are unique to each scenario and do not
include the common costs presented in Table 58.

Table 62 Comparison of Unique Capital Costs between Scenarios by
Service Area
Costs by Service Area

Capital Costs 1960 City Water Outside

Scenario Total Boundary Service Area Service Area
Trend $280,139,017 $29,275,873 $133,719,723 $117,143,421
Balanced $266,673,729 $58,668,371 $103,694,302 $104,311,056
Downtown $251,017,892 $71,509,584 $110,542,970 $68,965,338

Table 63 Comparison of Unique Annual Costs between Scenarios

Septic Tank Parallel & New
Annual Costs Annual Lines
Scenario Total Maintenance Maintenance
Trend $1,440,409 $1,373,480 $66,929
Balanced $1,118,332 $1,070,080 $48,252
Downtown $1,301,333 $1,248,120 $53,213
Table 64 Comparison of Total Capital Costs and Public-Private Cost

Split between Scenarios

Scenario Capital Costs Public Cost Private Cost
Total

Trend $715,789,018 $433,011,146 $282,777,872

Balanced $702,323,729 $432,361,578 $269,962,151

Downtown $686,667,892 $429,001,661 $257,666,232

All three scenarios share the common capital cost of $435,650,000 presented in
Table 58 in addition to the individual cost presented in Table 62. The Trend scenario
has the overall greatest cost and greatest cost in the non-served (out of service)
area. This is expected because this scenario includes dispersed development on
the fringe of the system, with the addition of the Mesa del Sol, Quail Ranch, and
Westland developments to the City’s sewer system. The Downtown scenario has
the greatest cost in the 1960 City Boundary area because this scenario encourages
increased population and employment within the City. The Balanced scenario
generally falls between the Trend and Downtown scenarios. The greatest differences
in the capital costs are associated with the three service areas due to varying growth
patterns among the scenarios.

All three scenarios share the common annual cost of $18,183,132 presented in
Table 58 with the additional individual costs presented in Table 63. The differences
in annual costs between the scenarios are small because the majority of the annual
costs are common to all scenarios.
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4.4.3 Public Versus Private Cost

The total capital cost of each scenario (common cost in Table 58(pg.142) plus unique
costs in Table 62(pg.154) including the split between public and private costs is
presented in Table 64. A breakdown of costs by wastewater infrastructure item is
presented in Table 65.

Table 65 Public-Private Cost Split by Scenario

Public Private
Cost Cost

Wastewater Infrastructure Total Cost (%) Public Cost (%) Private Cost
Trend Scenario
Service Lines $151,923,055 0 $0 100 $151,923,055
Interceptor Lines

Parallel Lines (Common) $15,250,000 100 $15,250,000 0 $0

Parallel Lines (Unique) $18,131,382 50 $9,065,691 50 $9,065,691

Master Plan Sewer Lines $18,958,941 50 $9,479,471 50 $9,479,471

Rehab./Replacement $212,960,000 100 $212,960,000 0 $0
Collection Lines $72,538,376 0 $0 100 $72,538,376

Rehab./Replacement $67,540,000 100 $67,540,000 0 $0
Lift Station & Odor Control $1,194,264 70 $835,985 30 $358,279

Rehab./Replacement $3,400,000 100 $3,400,000 0 $0
Treatment Plant

Expansion $73,400,000 70 $51,380,000 30 $22,020,000

Rehab./Replacement $63,100,000 100 $63,100,000 0 $0
Septic Tank $17,393,000 0 $0 100 $17,393,000
Total $715,789,018 $433,011,146 $282,777,872
Balanced Scenario
Service Lines $152,884,241 0 $0 100 $152,884,241
Interceptor Lines

Parallel Lines (Common) $15,250,000 100 $15,250,000 0 $0

Parallel Lines (Unique) $17,695,305 50 $8,847,653 50 $8,847,653

Master Plan Sewer Lines $18,165,826 50 $9,082,913 50 $9,082,913

Rehab./Replacement $212,960,000 100 $212,960,000 0 $0
Collection Lines $66,976,053 0 $0 100 $66,976,053

Rehab./Replacement $67,540,000 100 $67,540,000 0 $0
Lift Station & Odor Control $1,144,304 70 $801,013 30 $343,291

Rehab./Replacement $3,400,000 100 $3,400,000 0 $0
Treatment Plant

Expansion $73,400,000 70 $51,380,000 30 $22,020,000

Rehab./Replacement $63,100,000 100 $63,100,000 0 $0
Septic Tank $9,808,000 0 $0 100 $9,808,000
Total $702,323,729 $432,361,578 $269,962,151
Downtown Scenario
Service Lines $146,023,138 0 $0 100 $146,023,138
Interceptor Lines

Parallel Lines (Common) $15,250,000 100 $15,250,000 0 $0

Parallel Lines (Unique) $16,199,844 50 $8,099,922 50 $8,099,922

Master Plan Sewer Lines $13,364,845 50 $6,682,423 50 $6,682,423

Rehab./Replacement $212,960,000 100 $212,960,000 0 $0
Collection Lines $60,329,185 0 $0 100 $60,329,185

Rehab./Replacement $67,540,000 | 100 $67,540,000 0 $0
Lift Station & Odor Control $841,880 70 $589,316 30 $252,564

Rehab./Replacement $3,400,000 100 $3,400,000 0 $0
Treatment Plant

Expansion $73,400,000 70 $51,380,000 30 $22,020,000

Rehab /Replacement $63,100,000 | 100 $63,100,000 0 $0
Septic Tank $14,259,000 0 $0 100 $14,259,000
Total $686,667,892 $429,001,661 $257,666,232
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4.4.4 Supporting Information

City system costs and the City of Albuquerque Water and Wastewater Utility Pro-
gram Assessment (Parsons Engineering Science, Inc., March 1997) were used as the
main resources for developing capital and annual costs for the scenarios along with
the Trend estimate of the current population of 492,653 and current employment
of 302,148 served by the wastewater system. Per capita costs include both popula-
tion and employment. Capital costs were broken down into various separate cate-
gories. These categories, the basis (source) of the costs, as well as the allocation of
costs per sub-basin associated with these categories are summarized in the follow-
ing Tables 66-69.

Table 66 Basis of Capital Costs

Allocation of Cost.
Distribution of SFD = $2,858 Allocation of Cost by
Capital Needs Total Value (%) (City System Cost) Person/Job*
Master Plan Sewer Lines 17.9 $512 $127
Small Collection Lines 44.3 $1,266 $313
Lift Stations & Odor Control 12 $34 $8
Treatment Plants 36.6 $1,046 $259
Service Lines Separate cost basis $2,400 $594
Total $5,258 $1,301

* Cost per SFD equal cost/2.5. Assumptions in PGS involve conversion to cost per resident and
job. Totals used are 492,652 population and 302,148 jobs, which totals 794,801. Cost per
resident and job is calculated by x/2.5 = 794,801/492,652, where x = 4.04. This figure was
divided into each of the cost totals in table column 3.

Table 67 Allocation of Costs to Service Areas

Sub-Basins Already Unserved
Sub-Basins with Existing Served but with Room Sub-Basins
Infrastructure for Expansion (Outside Service

Capital Needs (1960 City Boundary) (Water Service Area) Area)
Master Plan Sewer Lines X
Parallel Lines As needed in sub-basin As needed in sub-basin

Small Collection Lines X X

Lift Stations & Odor Control X
Treatment Plant X X X
Service Lines X* X* x*

* Adjusted for percentage of vacant land within sub-basin with existing service connections.

Table 68 Wastewater Sub-Basin Distribution

Sub-Basins with Existing Sub-Basins Already Served but
Infrastructure with Room for Expansion Unserved Sub-Basins

AC-02, CA-01, CA-02, CA-03, AC-01, AC-03, CO-02, CO-03, CO0-05, KI-01, KI-02, KI-03, ME-01,
CA-04, CA-05, CA-06, CO-01, CO0-04, ED-08, FH-01, FH-02, IS- NE-07, SE-01, TJ-01, WF-01, WF-
ED-01, ED-02, ED-03, ED-04, 01, 1S-02, 1S-03, 1S-04, NE-06, 02, WF-03, WP-04
ED-05, ED-06, ED-07, FH-03, NE-08, NW-01, NW-02, SE-02,
FH-04, FH-05, FH-06, NE-01, SE-03, SE-04, SH-01, TJ-02, TJ-
NE-03, NE-04, NE-05, NW-03, 03, TJ-04, TJ-06, NMU-01, NMU-
NW-04, NW-05, UP-01, UP-02, 02, NMU-03, RV-01, RV-02
UP-03, UP-04, UP-05, TJ-05
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Total estimated wastewater rehabilitation/replacement needs over the next 25 years
is approximately $347,000,000 and includes the sewers, odor control stations,
pumping stations, and the wastewater treatment plant. (This figure is consistent
with an separate independent assessment—see the City of Albuguerque Water and
Wastewater Utility Program Assessment, Parsons Engineering Science, Inc., March
1997. [492,652 (population) + 302,148 (jobs)/ $370,000,000 = $436.59 per capita
(population and employee)]. Parallel line costs were estimated at $7.50 per foot/
inch diameter (Parsons ES)).

Street cave in at sewer rehab project.

The annual costs were broken down into six separate categories. These categories
and the basis of the costs associated with these categories are provided in Table 69.

Table 69 Basis of Annual Costs

Annual Needs Cost (Source)

Wastewater Plant Operation and Maintenance $10.99 per capita (Parsons ES).

Existing Line Maintenance $4.16 per capita (City, Parsons ES).
Parallel and New Line Maintenance $0.40 per foot of pipeline (Parsons ES)
Lift Stations & Odor Control $1.68 per capita (Parsons ES).

Septic Tanks Annual Maintenance $40.00 per capita (local company)

The total operation and maintenance cost per capita served by the wastewater system
is $16.83. Of this amount, it is assumed that 10% ($1.68) is for lift station and odor
control operation and maintenance. The City currently spends $3,303,192 or $4.16
per capita for annual operation and maintenance on existing sewer lines. The
remaining $10.99 per capita expense is for wastewater plant operation and
maintenance.

The City sewer system is comprised of approximately 1,653 miles of sewer lines
that cost $3,303,192 annually to maintain. This translates to an average annual
maintenance cost of $0.40 per foot of sewer line.
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4.5 Transportation System Findings

45.1 Summary

This section contains cost estimates for the transportation system, including road
and transit costs, and transportation operating costs for both the public and private
sectors.

The road capital costs account for more than three-quarters of the total capital cost
of transportation. Common capital costs for road facilities total $1,500 million and
account for more than 80% of the road cost. The Trend Scenario has the largest set
of unique road capital costs, $331 million; followed by the Balanced Scenario at
$267 million and the Downtown Scenario at $260 million. This means that the
Downtown Scenario road capital costs would be $71 million, or 21%, less than the
Trend Scenario. The Balanced Scenario costs would be $64 million, or 19%, less
than the Trend Scenario.

The transit system capital costs amount to approximately one-quarter of the total
transportation capital costs. The majority of this cost is attributable to the cost of
expanding the bus fleet and replacing buses on a regular basis. The common
transit capital costs account for $39 million or one-eighth of the total transit capital
costs. The Trend Scenario has the highest unique transit capital costs, totaling
$284 million. The Balanced Scenario and the Downtown Scenario have unique
transit capital costs of $210 million, 27% less than the costs of the Trend Scenario.
While all three scenarios assume the same size bus fleet, the cost differences are
attributable to the greater number of daily miles traveled by the buses in the Trend
Scenario. This higher mileage translates into more frequent vehicle replacement
and, hence, higher capital costs.

The total transportation capital cost would be more than $2 billion over the forecast
period and more than 80% of these costs are common to all scenarios. The Trend
Scenario has the highest unique transportation capital cost, which total $615 million.
At $477 million, the Balanced Scenario unique transportation capital costs would
be $138 million less than the Trend Scenario. At $470 million, the Downtown
Scenario unique transportation capital costs would be $145 million less than the
Trend Scenario.

Transportation operating costs that were estimated for the year 2020 included the
public cost of transportation, the private cost of transportation, and a portion of the
societal cost of transportation. Analysis of the 2020 transportation costs provides
an estimate of how much change there is in the day-to-day transportation cost as a
result of the different land use scenarios. The difference in the operating cost
starts at $0 in the first year of analysis and grows to between $83 and $115 million
per year by 2020. This is a difference of about 3% in the operational cost of
transportation and is nearly equal to the difference in the capital cost over the
entire analysis period. Estimates of the cumulative difference in transportation
operating cost were not undertaken as part of this analysis; however, a simplified
calculation of this cumulative value would place it at between $1 billion and $1.4
billion over a 25-year period.
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Private vehicle operating costs are the largest portion, more than 49%, of the annual
vehicle transportation operating costs. Total operating costs are highest in the
Trend Scenario at $4.38 billion per year in 2020. The Balanced Scenario has the
lowest cost at $4.26 billion per year in 2020. The Downtown Scenario is similar
with a total of $4.29 billion per year.

Transit operating costs include both public and private costs. The private costs are
the fares that are paid by the riders of the system, and the public costs represent
the costs paid by other governmental sources. Transit operating costs are the
smallest portion of the annual transportation cost, totaling less than 1% of the total
annual transportation operating costs. Transit costs are directly related to the level
of service provided. Accordingly, the Trend Scenario has the highest annual
operating costs, which total $37 million per year for both public and private costs.
The Downtown and Balanced Scenarios have operating costs totaling $35 million
per year.

The one societal cost of transportation that was estimated is the cost of air pollution.
Air quality costs are directly related to the number of vehicle miles traveled and are
largely comprised of private costs such as increased public health costs associated
with dust and other airborne pollutants. The lowest societal costs are in the
Downtown Scenario, which total $524 million per year. The Balanced Scenario has
costs that total $525 million per year. The Trend Scenario has societal costs that
total $540 million per year. The costs for the Trend Scenario are 2.8% higher than
the costs for the Downtown and the Balanced Scenarios.

One other portion of the full cost of travel was estimated, the annual cost of travel
time in private vehicles. The cost of travel time accounts for approximately one-
third of the annual operational cost of travel. The lowest cost of travel time occurs
in the Balanced Scenario, which totals $1.597 billion per year in 2020. The
Downtown Scenario cost of travel time totals $1.636 billion in 2020, or 2% more
than the Balanced Scenario. The Trend Scenario has the highest cost at $1.639
billion in 2020 (Table 70 (pg.160).

45.2 Introduction

In the sections that follow, we will evaluate the study area’s existing roadway capacity
and the extent to which that capacity is currently being used. Second, we will
quantify the transportation costs associated with the implementation of each of
three growth scenarios. We
divided the costs associated
with each growth scenario
further by where they were
located within the three
service areas.

Focusing on roadway
infrastructure conditions and
needs, we exclude pedestrian
and bicycle improvements at
this time, although the
MRGCOG has issued plans
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Table 70 Transportation Costs by Scenario, $ Millions

Scenario
Road Capital Costs Trend Balanced Downtown
Common Capital Costs $1,500 $1,500 $1,500
Unique Scenario Costs $331 $267 260
Total in Millions $1,831 $1,767 $1,760
Difference from Trend $(64) $(71)
Transit System Capital Cost
Common Capital Costs $39 $39 $39
Unique Scenario Costs $284 $210 $210
Total in Millions $323 $249 $249
Difference from Trend $(74) $(74)
Total Transportation Capital Cost
Common Capital Costs $1,814 $1,814 $1,814
Unique Scenario Costs $615 $477 $470
Total in Millions $2,429 $2,291 $2,284
Difference from Trend $(138) $(145)
2020 Annual Vehicle Transportation Operating Cost
Annual Private Vehicle Cost $2,162 $2,105 $2,099
Annual Public Transit Costs 25.8 24.6 24.6
Annual Private Transit Costs 11.0 10.5 10.5
Annual Private Cost of Travel Time $1,639 $1,597 $1,636
Societal Costs $540 $525 $524
Total Annual Operating Cost in Millions $4,377 $4,262 $4,294
Difference from Trend $(115) $(83)

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff
and cost estimates for such improvements. We consider these costs common to all
three scenarios. See section 4.5.7 for further discussions of non-motorized travel
demand. Subsequently, we offer findings regarding public transportation costs that
draw from separate studies on the costs of providing bus services to the Middle Rio
Grande region.

Next, this section contains an estimate of the annual operating cost of the
transportation system. This cost estimate includes the total private cost of vehicle
operation in the County as well as public road and transit cost. Finally, this section
looks briefly at one of the societal costs of vehicle operation, air pollution. This cost
Is also included in the summary of cost for transportation.

4.5.3 Existing Capacity Analysis

Data on the existing capacity of the study area’s major roads (those classified as
collectors or above) and the traffic volumes carried were obtained from the Public
Works Division of Bernalillo County. The most recent data available were for the

PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY



year 1995. Figure 39(pg.163) shows graphically the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios
for the evening peak hour. Roadways with excess capacity is shown in dark green,
which signifies that V/C ratios are less than 0.9. Light green colored roadways have
V/C ratios between 0.9-1.0, which while technically under capacity, are likely
operating at a level-of-service “E,” which is considered unacceptable by both the
City’s and County’s standards. Pink (V/C of 1.0-1.3) and red (V/C over 1.3) roadways
are currently operating over capacity in the evening peak hour.

Roadways with Excess Capacity

The preponderance of green on Figure 39 signifies that the majority of roads within
the study area are currently operating below capacity. Outside the Water Service
Area, roads in the South Valley as well as 1-40 and I-25 currently have excess
capacity. Within the Water Service Area, the roads in the Far Northeast Heights,
South Valley, and West Side are also generally operating below capacity. In the
1960 City Boundary, most of the Northeast and Southeast Heights and Downtown
roadways, as well as most of I-40, have low peak hour V/C ratios. However, excess
capacity for the Interstates appears to have resulted from coding into the analysis a
lower level-of-service capacity for these facilities. Consequently, the volume to
capacity ratios reported probably are too liberal for the Interstate system.

Roadways with Deficient Capacity

Isolated roadways and portions of roadways that are operating above capacity exist
throughout the study area; however, larger groups of congested roadways appear
on Figure 39 that deserve mention here. Outside the Water Service Area, the
roadways operating over capacity are generally those linking Albuquergque to Rio
Rancho and Corrales: Golf Course and Coors north of Paseo del Norte, Alameda
west of Coors, and Corrales Road. Within the Water Service Area, the North Valley
bridge crossings—Alameda and Paseo del Norte—are capacity deficient. Probably
because the Montafio bridge was not constructed in 1995, Montafo is shown as
operating below capacity in the 1995 evening peak; however, Coors from 1-40 north
to Montafo is shown over capacity. It is probable that the opening of the Montafno
Bridge alleviated some of that congestion on Coors. Several of the roads just east of
I-25, namely Alameda, Paseo del Norte, and Academy, are operating above capacity,
as are many of the north-south streets in the North Valley—portions of 4%, 2nd,
Edith, and Rio Grande. Both of these problem areas result from commuters leaving
employment areas such as Downtown and the North 1-25 corridor to travel home to
neighborhoods in the North Valley and Northeast Heights. Within the 1960 City
Boundary, the areas of congestion are more isolated: Gibson Boulevard, 1-25
adjacent to the Big I, Tingley, and 4% and 2™ Streets, to name a few. The next
section focuses on the costs of deficiencies and new construction.

4.5.4 CostAnalysis

The transportation costs associated with each growth scenario were broken down
according to type: costs to mitigate future deficiencies on existing roads, costs to
build new roads, and costs to rehabilitate and reconstruct existing roads.

Volume-to-capacity plots were developed for the year 2020 evening peak hour
for each of the three growth scenarios and are shown in Figures 40-42 (pgs.165-
169). Each scenario assumes that the improvements to mitigate future
deficiencies and new construction projects identified in the sections below have
been put in place.
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Costs to Mitigate Future Deficiencies

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan is a financially-constrained plan that lists a
number of roadway improvements in an effort to develop an “integrated intermodal
transportation system.” The Metropolitan Transportation Plan calls for several
roadway widening projects, as listed in Table A.12 in Appendix A. The costs for
each of the improvements listed in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan were
provided in the document and were assumed to be in place for all three of the
growth scenarios. Each improvement project was then inspected to see in which of
the three service areas it was located. Some projects were located across service
area boundaries, and their costs were divided proportionally.

Staff at Bernalillo County Public Works and consultant staff took the land use
plans for each of the three growth scenarios and used the V/C plots shown on
Figures 40-42 (pg.165-169) and professional judgment to developed a Network
Optimization Summary. This lists feasible roadway widening and new construction
projects applicable to each scenario to optimize the efficiency of each scenario’s
roadway network. The costs for these projects were estimated by comparing them
to similar projects listed in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. Table A.12 lists
the costs of projects identified in the Network Optimization Summary. It should be
noted that in two places the Metropolitan Transportation Plan calls for improvements
(widening Arenal from Isleta to Coors and Isleta from Rio Bravo to Arenal from two
to four lanes) that the staff have taken out of the Balanced Scenario. All of the costs
usel1998 dollars.

Approximately $446 million in upgrade costs are common to all three scenarios.
When looking at the differing costs, the Balanced plan has the greatest amount of
costs to mitigate deficiencies: $42.6 million. The Trend Scenario’s costs are about
$17.0 million, and the Downtown Scenario’s costs are projected at $14.9 million.
In the Trend Scenario, 82% of the differing costs are for projects in the Water
Service Area and 18% are outside. In the Downtown Scenario, nearly 100% of the
differing costs are in the Water Service Area. In the Balanced Scenario, the differing
costs are split between 52% in the 1960 City Boundary and 48% in the Water
Service Area.

Costs for New Construction

In addition to widening projects, the Metropolitan Transportation Plan lists new
roadway construction projects for the major network roads (Table A.13). The costs
for each of the new roadways listed in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan were
provided in the document and were assumed to be in place for all three growth
scenarios. Each new roadway project was then inspected to see in which of the
three service areas it was located. Some projects were located across service area
boundaries, and their costs were divided proportionally.

The Bernalillo County Public Works’ Network Optimization Summary, as developed
by staff, also lists new roadway construction projects. The costs for these projects
were estimated by comparing them to similar projects listed in the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan. Table A.13 lists the costs of major road projects identified in
the Network Optimization Summary. Again there are exceptions to the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan that should be noted. The Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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shows Los Picaros from Broadway to University as having two new lanes, while the
Network Optimization Summary has that project removed from the Downtown
Scenario. The Metropolitan Transportation Plan also has University from Rio Bravo
to Mesa del Sol Parkway as having four new lanes, and this has been taken out of
the Trend and Downtown Scenarios in the Network Optimization Summary.
Additionally, Rainbow from Unser to McMahon was assumed to be unnecessary for
the expected growth in the Downtown and Balanced Scenarios.

The costs for new major road construction for the Downtown and Balanced Scenarios
are approximately 93% of the costs of new major road construction in the Trend
Scenario. None of the new construction projects lies within the 1960 City Boundary.
In the Trend Scenario approximately 18% of the costs for new roadways falls in the
Water Service Area boundaries, with the other 82% being Outside the Water Service
Area. In both the Downtown and Balanced Scenarios, approximately 20% of the
costs for new roadways fall in the Water Service Area boundaries, with the other
80% lying Outside the Water Service Area.

Costs for minor roads were obtained using a table of population and employment
growth for each of the three scenarios between the years 1995 and 2020. First, it
was assumed that zones and areas that are currently built out could not have local
roads added to them. Consultant staff visually analyzed each DASZ with Bernalillo
County Public Works staff to determine which DASZs are already built out, so that
no new local road costs would be assigned to these DASZs. Next, each DASZ was
analyzed to determine whether it would be an employment center in the future.
The criteria for being an employment center was chosen as having at least 600
employees in the 2020 scenario and having a ratio of employees to employees plus
dwelling units of at least 90%. DASZs that are not already built out and that would
not be considered employment centers in the future were then assigned a mileage
of local roads for new residential development. In all scenarios for the East Mountain
DASZs, this was assumed to be 0.0839 miles per each new dwelling unit, and in
the Trend Scenario for other DASZs, was assumed to be 0.0095 miles per each new
dwelling unit, based on a number of miles of local road per dwelling unit typically
observed in these areas. A rate of 0.0076 miles per dwelling unit (25% more dense
than 0.0095 miles per dwelling unit) was used for the Balanced and Downtown
Scenarios in DASZs not in the East Mountain area. DASZs that are not already
built out and that may be considered employment centers in the future were also
assigned a mileage of local road, 0.00045 miles per employee in the Trend Scenario,
based on a rate currently observed in industrial areas. Again, a 25% greater density
was assumed for the Balanced and Downtown Scenarios, and a rate of 0.00036
miles per employees was used. Table A.14 in Appendix A shows the number of
miles of local road required for each growth scenario by DASZ and also shows the
costs of constructing the roads. All new local roads were assumed to be standard
24-foot wide paved roads (28-foot face-to-face section), although the roads in the
East Mountain DASZs were assumed to be built without curb and gutter or sidewalk.
Supporting information for the cost of local roads is presented later in this report.
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The costs for new minor road construction for the Downtown and Balanced Scenarios
are approximately 80% and 72%, respectively, of the costs for new minor road
construction in the Trend Scenario. 1,362 miles of new road would be required for
the Trend Scenario, 1,121 miles required for the Downtown Scenario, and 936
miles required for the Balanced Scenario. In the Trend Scenario, approximately
9% of costs fall within the 1960 City Boundary, 32% in the Water Service Area
boundaries, and the other 59% are Outside the Water Service Area. In the Downtown
Scenario, approximately 12% of costs fall within the 1960 City Boundary, 37% in
the Water Service Area boundaries, and the remaining 51% are Outside the Water
Service Area. In the Balanced Scenario the split is 14% of costs within the 1960
City Boundary, 32% in the Water Service Area boundaries, and 54% Outside the
Water Service Area.

Rehabilitation and Reconstruction Costs

Tl g

e

Street in need of rehab and street with repairs completed

In 1998, the City of Albuquerque assessed its street conditions and found 27% of
its roads in poor or very poor condition, 43% in fair condition, 19% in good condition,
and 11% in excellent condition. Figure 43 (pg.175) shows road conditions within
the City of Albuquerque. Bernalillo County Public Works did not have an estimate
of the number of lane miles in need of repair, but it did estimate that the cost of
rehabilitating existing County roads was $188 million. City and County staff estimate
that half of this cost is assumed to occur in the Water Service Area and the other
half Outside the Water Service Area. The Metropolitan Transportation Plan lists
roadways that will require rehabilitation or reconstruction by the year 2020; the
costs for these projects are shown in Table A.15 in Appendix A. These costs were
assumed to be common to all three growth scenarios.

Rehabilitation and reconstruction costs within the 1960 City Boundary make up
about 42% of all costs; Costs for rehabilitation and reconstruction within the Water
Service Area make up approximately 41.5% of all costs, and Outside the Water
Service Area roughly 16.5% of all costs.

Summary of Costs

The capital costs for roads that are common to all three scenarios are approximately
$1.3 billion, or more than 80% of the total in each scenario. This reflects the
substantial common cost associated with two sets of capital improvements:

1. Rehabilitation and reconstruction of major and local facilities, and
2. Cost of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan facility projects that meet
the 2020 transportation needs.
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Reconstruction and roadway rehabilitation accounts for more than half ($724 million)
of the common capital cost. The projects needed to correct common deficiencies in
road capacity account for more than $446 million. An additional $142 million of
capital costs are for the construction on new major roads that are common to all
scenarios.

Scenario-specific costs show the greatest amount of variance in two areas—common
deficiencies and new roads. The Balanced Scenario has the highest cost for the
correction of deficiencies. Much of these costs are improvements for High Occupancy
Vehicle facilities. The Trend Scenario is the most expensive of the three scenarios.
The Downtown Scenario has the lowest capital cost.

Within the 1960 City Boundary, the highest costs are estimated for the Balanced
Scenario ($652 million). The Trend and Downtown Scenarios have lower costs. In
the Water Service Area, all three scenarios have similar costs, ranging from $599
million (Balanced Scenario) to $618 million (Trend Scenario). However, the cost of
providing roads to the area Outside the Water Service Area shows the most variation.
The Balanced and Downtown Scenarios have costs that are similar. The Trend
Scenario costs are approximately $66-$72 million higher than the other two scenarios,
as shown in Table 71.

Table 71 Transportation Capital Cost (Roads) by Area

Outside Service

Scenario 1960 City Boundary | Water Service Area Area
Trend
Mitigate Deficiencies $295,134,400 $101,525,600 $66,494,000

New Major Roads - $31,392,500 $139,692,500
New Minor Roads $25,025,700 $91,802,123 $167,918,214
Rehab/Reconstruction $305,355,752 $299,975,688 $118,964,500
County Rehab - $94,000,000 $94,000,000

Total Capital Cost

$625,515,852

$618,695,911

$587,069,214

Balanced

Mitigate Deficiencies

$317,414,650

$107,843,350

$63,494,000

New Major Roads - $31,500,000 $128,800,000
New Minor Roads $28,890,121 $65,683,236 $110,149,114
Rehab/Reconstruction $305,355,752 $299,975,688 $118,964,500
County Rehab - $94,000,000 $94,000,000

Total Capital Cost

$651,660,523

$599,002,274

$515,407,614

Downtown

Mitigate Deficiencies

$295,134,400

$102,478,600

$63,494,000

New Major Roads - $30,892,500 $128,192,500
New Minor Roads $26,966,946 $84,108,607 $116,583,137
Rehab/Reconstruction $305,355,752 $299,975,688 $118,964,500
County Rehab - $94,000,000 $94,000,000

Total Capital Cost

$627,457,098

$611,455,395

$521,234,137

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff
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Figure 43
City Road Conditions
May 2000

- {
,‘ |
B

7 ] =y
5 %%Z
|Z 1
I

B E

HEHTTT 170
T

= -

M M+%H}Eﬂ

:\‘H L T

.

HHHHT

M‘ i HJH-( L

0 Mo

L

| t:L‘ ‘MﬂHJﬁ/'w‘

U (‘M

Hi A=

i

0

Legend
N Excellent N Fair

N Poor

M Good




45,5 Supporting Information

A number of assumptions were made in determining the cost estimates above. The
sections below provide supporting information for those assumptions.

Costs for Mitigating Deficiencies and Constructing New Major Roadways

The roadway improvements included in this report are listed either in the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan or the Bernalillo County Network Optimization
Summary. Roadway improvements listed in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan
include estimated construction costs, shown in Table A.16.

Table A.17 in Appendix A summarizes the assumptions made to estimate major
roadway construction costs. The estimated construction costs of the roadways listed
in the Network Optimization Summary were derived using several methods. First,
the construction costs from the Metropolitan Transportation Plan were converted to
a unit cost per mile of roadway. The roadway improvements listed in the Network
Optimization Summary were then compared to those listed in the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan. Where similar improvements located in similar areas were
present in both the Network Optimization Summary and Metropolitan Transportation
Plan, the unit cost per mile of roadway from the Metropolitan Transportation Plan
was applied to the length of roadway described in the Network Optimization
Summary, and a total cost was calculated. Where improvements in the Network
Optimization Summary and Metropolitan Transportation Plan were dissimilar, two
other methods were used. For improvements that required striping only (such as
converting an existing lane to an High Occupancy Vehicle lane), a unit cost per
mile of striping was calculated. The unit cost per mile was calculated using the New
Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department price for 4-inch striping per
foot and multiplying it by two lanes and then by 5,280 feet/mile. This gave a unit
cost of roughly $25,000 per mile, which was then applied to the scenarios that
included striping only. Engineering judgment based on consistent assumptions
was used to estimate construction costs for the interchange ramps and overpasses,
bridge construction and reconstruction, and signalization improvements.
Estimating New Local Street Mileage

Using the year 2020 population data for each of the three growth scenarios, DASZs
were identified that had a growth in employment or number of dwelling units from
the year 1995. A sample of existing residential DASZs in the area was then examined
to calculate an average number of miles of local road required per dwelling unit—
this value of 0.0095 miles per dwelling unit (about 50 feet/dwelling unit) was used
for the Trend Scenario. It was assumed that densities in the Balanced and Downtown
Scenarios would be approximately 25% greater, so a value of 0.0076 miles per
dwelling unit was used in those cases. A sample of existing residential DASZs in
the East Mountain area yielded an average of 0.0839 miles/dwelling unit (about
443 feet/dwelling unit), which was applied to the East Mountain DASZs in all three
scenarios. Next, the DASZs in a sample of industrial areas were examined to calculate
an average number of local road miles required per employee in DASZs that qualified
as employment centers—this value of 0.00045 miles per employee (about 2.34 feet
per employee) was used for the Trend Scenario. Again, the assumption was made
that densities in the Balanced and Downtown Scenarios would be 25% greater
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than in the Trend Scenario, and a value of 0.00036 miles per employee was used
for those scenarios.

Minor Street Costs

Local streets were priced based on the following assumptions:
» A 28-foot face-to-face section (24-foot wide paved section);

e Standard curb and gutter;

» A 4-foot sidewalk on both sides of the road;

e A paving section with two 2-inch asphalt lifts, two 6-inch lifts of subgrade
compacted to 95%, natural ground compacted to 90%, and one layer each of
tack coat and prime coat;

e Compaction of subgrade extending one foot behind the curb; and

e Clearing and grubbing, including sidewalk.

Because the land for minor streets is assumed to be furnished by the developer, no
costs for right-of-way are included. If we were to include right-of-way costs, the
effect would be to increase the cost for the Trend Scenario relative to the more
compact scenarios.

Table 72 shows how the unit cost for one linear foot of local road at $58.39 was
calculated. The City of Albuquerque’s 1997 unit prices were used, since these have
remained stable.

Table 72 Cost for One Linear Foot of Local Road

Quantity in One Linear

Item Foot Unit Price Cost
Site clearing and grubbing 4.4 cubic yards $0.18/cubic yard $0.79
Subgrade prep (2 6-inch lifts = 3.5 7.0 cubic yards $1.01/cubic yard $7.07
cubic yard/lift)

Asphalt paving (2 2-inch lifts = 2.7 5.4 cubic yards $1.58/cubic yard $8.53
cubic yard/lift)

Prime coat 2.7 cubic yards $0.31/cubic yard $0.84
Tack coat 2.7 cubic yards $0.17/cubic yard $0.46
Standard curb & gutter 2.0 linear foot $11.14/ linear foot $22.28
4 inch sidewalk, 4 feet wide 0.88 cubic yards $20.93/cubic yard $18.42
TOTAL $58.39

Roads in the East Mountain area (DASZs 3111-3132 and DASZs 3142-3301) were
assumed to be built to County standards; that is, without curbs, gutters, or sidewalks.
This assumption brought the local road cost for these DASZs down to $17.69 per
linear foot.

The proportion of the transportation capital costs to be borne by the public versus
the private sector was determined using the following method and is summarized
in Table 73. First, based on discussions with Bernalillo County Public Works staff,
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Table 73 Public vs. Private Transportation Costs

Trend Scenario 1960 City Public Private Water Service Area Public Private Out of Service Area Public Private TOTAL Public Private

Mitigate Deficiencies $295,134,400 $175,117,040 $120,017,360 $101,525,600 $59,315,360 $42,210,240 $66,494,000 $39,390,800 $27,103,200 $463,154,000 $273,823,200 $189,330,800
New Major Roads $0 $0 $0 $31,392,500 $18,635,500 $12,757,000 $139,692,500 $83,615,500 $56,077,000 $171,085,000 $102,251,000 $68,834,000
New Minor Roads $25,025,700 $0 $25,025,700 $91,802,123 $0 $91,802,123 $167,918,214 $0 $167,918,214 $284,746,037 $0 $284,746,037
Rehab/Reconstruction $305,355,752 $305,355,752 $0 $299,975,688 $299,975,688 $0 $118,964,500 $118,964,500 $0 $724,295,940 $724,295,940 $0
County Rehab $0 $0 $0 $94,000,000 $94,000,000 $0 $94,000,000 $94,000,000 $0 $188,000,000 $188,000,000 $0
Total Capital Cost $625,515,852 $480,472,792 $145,043,060 $618,695,911 $471,926,548 $146,769,363 $587,069,214 $335,970,800 $251,098,414 $1,831,280,977 $1,288,370,140 $542,910,837
Balanced Scenario 1960 City Public Private Water Service Area Public Private Out of Service Area Public Private TOTAL Public Private

Mitigate Deficiencies $317,414,650 $188,485,190 $128,929,460 $107,843,350 $64,706,010 $43,137,340 $63,494,000 $37,590,800 $25,903,200 $488,752,000 $290,782,000 $197,970,000
New Major Roads $0 $0 $0 $31,500,000 $18,700,000 $12,800,000 $128,800,000 $77,080,000 $51,720,000 $160,300,000 $95,780,000 $64,520,000
New Minor Roads $28,890,121 $0 $28,890,121 $65,683,236 $0 $65,683,236 $110,149,114 $0 $110,149,114 $204,722,471 $0 $204,722,471
Rehab/Reconstruction $305,355,752 $305,355,752 $0 $299,975,688 $299,975,688 $0 $118,964,500 $118,964,500 $0 $724,295,940 $724,295,940 $0
County Rehab $0 $0 $0 $94,000,000 $94,000,000 $0 $94,000,000 $94,000,000 $0 $188,000,000 $188,000,000 $0
Total Capital Cost $651,660,523 $493,840,942 $157,819,581 $599,002,274 $477,381,698 $121,620,576 $515,407,614 $327,635,300 $187,772,314 $1,766,070,411 $1,298,857,940 $467,212,471
Downtown Scenario 1960 City Public Private Water Service Area Public Private Out of Service Area Public Private TOTAL Public Private

Mitigate Deficiencies $295,134,400 $175,117,040 $120,017,360 $102,478,600 $59,887,160 $42,591,440.00 $63,494,000 $37,590,800 $25,903,200 $461,107,000 $272,595,000 $188,512,000
New Major Roads $0 $0 $0 $30,892,500 $18,535,500 $12,357,000.00 $128,192,500 $76,915,500 $51,277,000 $159,085,000 $95,451,000 $63,634,000
New Minor Roads $26,966,946 $0 $26,966,946 $84,108,607 $0 $84,108,607.00 $116,583,137 $0 $116,583,137| $227,658,690 $0 $227,658,690
Rehab/Reconstruction $305,355,752 $305,355,752 $0 $299,975,688 $299,975,688 $0.00 $118,964,500 $118,964,500 $0 $724,295,940 $724,295,940 $0
County Rehab $0 $0 $0 $94,000,000 $94,000,000 $0.00 $94,000,000 $94,000,000 $0 $188,000,000 $188,000,000 $0

Total Capital Cost

$627,457,098

$480,472,792

$146,984,306

$611,455,395

$472,398,348

$139,057,047.00

$521,234,137

$327,470,800

$193,763,337|

$1,760,146,630

$1,280,341,940

$479,804,690
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all rehabilitation and reconstruction costs from Table A.15 were assigned to the
public. The other assignments were done using these assumptions provided by the
Planned Growth Strategy Management Committee based on discussions with private
sector stakeholders:

e Costs associated with arterials would be assigned 60% to the public and 40% to
the private sector,

e Costs associated with collectors would be assigned 20% to the public and 80%
to the private sector, and

e Costs associated with local (minor) roads would be assigned 100% to the private
sector.

Consequently, 100% of the minor road costs from Table A.14 were assigned to the
private sector. Next, the roadway improvements listed in Table A.12 (costs to mitigate
deficiencies), and Table A.13 (new construction costs for major roads), were
categorized as arterial or collector improvements as shown on those tables. The
costs were then divided as described above to yield totals for the public versus the
private sector.

The proportion of the total transportation capital costs to be borne by the public
varies little between scenarios. In the Trend Scenario, $1,288 million (70%) of the
$1,831 million total were assigned to the public. In the Balanced Scenario, $1,299
million (74%) of the $1,766 million total were assigned to the public. Finally, in the
Downtown Scenario, $1,280 million (73%) of the $1,760 million total were assigned
to the public.

4.5.6 Transit Cost

The City of Albugquerqgue’s existing
transit system consists of
SunTran, providing bus service,
and SunVan, a paratransit service
provider, supplying variable route
service. SunTran reports that it
carried a daily average of 16,804
passenger trips using its fleet of
128 buses in 1995. The annual
operating cost for the existing
system in FY 99 was $14,331,000  g,n7an buson Central
(Source: City of Albuquerque).

Existing SunTran ridership is considered to be modest when compared to peer
cities, such as Austin, Tucson, or Salt Lake City. While ridership on the SunTran
system has been increasing slowly in recent years, this trend follows a period of
declining ridership. SunTran has begun a modest set of service expansions recently.
These changes are intended to improve the efficiency of a system that until recently
had some routes with no midday service, very limited weekend service, no evening
service, and no service on six major holidays.
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For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the bus system will be expanded
until it reaches a total of 314 buses. A fleet of 314 buses was designated to serve
the Albuquerque area in the recent proposal to establish a Regional Transit Authority
in the Middle Rio Grande Region (Table 74).

Transit system operating costs are directly related to the size of the vehicle fleet
and the total hours of operation. The capital cost of the bus system is closely
associated with the acquisition of new buses and the frequency of bus replacement.
All of the scenarios assume the same level of bus acquisition, but they assume two
schedules of bus replacement. The bus fleet in the Trend Scenario will drive 5%
more miles to cover more area to serve the same population than the Downtown
and Balanced Scenarios. This is expected to result in a slightly shorter replacement
schedule for the Trend Scenario.

Table 74 Comparable Transit System Data

Average Transit Transit Average Daily
City Trips Per Day Vehicles | Trips Per Vehicle
Albuquerque SunTran 16,804 128 131
Austin, Texas 103,700 404 257
Salt Lake City, Utah 83,900 594 141
Tucson, Arizona 53,700 200 269
Capacity of Albuquerque fleet if operated 25,600 128 200
more efficiently
2020 Bus Fleet, All Scenarios* 314

* From Regional Transit Authority Service Plan

The process of estimating the number of transit trips in the Downtown, Balanced,
and Trend Scenarios begins with the methodology set out in the Transportation
Evaluation Study memorandum “Transportation-Related Impacts of Alternative Future
Place Image” (Parsons Brinckerhoff 1997). This memo produced initial estimates of
transit ridership based upon four alternative methods. For the purpose of this
section, transit ridership estimates based on the memo’s TCRP Report 16 equations
will be used (see pages 3 and 4 of the 1997 memorandum). This is the most
conservative of the four methods used in that memorandum. The results of this
process for the Downtown Scenario are shown in Table 75.

Table 75 Updated Transit Ridership Projection for
Downtown Scenario, Estimated by Corridor

Daily Transit Riders
Corridor 1995 2020
Balanced Scenario Corridors 8,664 14,100
Other Corridors 4,920 20,500
Simple Totall 13,584 34,600
Corridor Total—no double counting 11,000 33,800
Ratio of Corridor to Total Ridership 68% 50%*
Estimated Total Ridership 16,174 67,600

* Projected
Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff
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Current population and employment projections for all three scenarios were reviewed
and organized by transportation corridor. In the Downtown Scenario, it is estimated
that 33,800 transit trips per day will be generated in focused growth corridors.
Furthermore, it is assumed that an expanded bus system serving Albuquerque will
generate half of its trips from the area outside the focused growth corridors and half
from the corridors themselves. Accordingly, the projected average daily transit
ridership for the Downtown Scenario is 67,600 trips per day.

The “Balanced Scenario Corridors” are the focused growth corridors used in the
Balanced Scenario. The “Other Corridors” contain the traffic analysis zones that
comprise the remainder of the growth corridors in the Downtown Scenario. The
traffic analysis zones in all these corridors produced 68% (11,000) of the total daily
transit trips in 1995. They are also expected to be a primary source of transit riders
in all of the planned growth scenarios.

Average daily transit ridership for the Balanced Scenario was estimated by comparing
the projections for the Balanced and Downtown Scenarios. As a result of this
analysis, it was determined that the transit ridership in the Balanced Scenario
corridors is expected to be 90% of the ridership in the Downtown Scenario. It is
assumed that like the Downtown Scenario, the Balanced Scenario gets half of its
ridership from the corridor and about half from the remaining portion of the urban
area. As a result of this analysis, the projected 2020 daily transit ridership is
expected to be 61,000 trips (Table 76).

Table 76 Transit Ridership Projection for Balanced Scenario
Estimated by Corridor

Daily Transit Riders
Corridor 1995 2020
Balanced Scenario Corridors 8,664 31,140
Other Corridors 4,920 30,420
Simple Total 13,584 61,560
Corridor Total—no double counting 11,000 30,500
Projected Ratio of Corridor to Total Ridership 68.01% 50%*
Estimated Total Ridership 16,174 61,000
* Projected

Balanced Population and Employment Projections = 90% of Corridors in Downtown Scenario

A similar process was followed to estimate the ridership for the Trend Scenario. A
comparison of the corridor projections under the Downtown and the Trend Scenarios
resulted in an estimate of Trend Scenario ridership that is 80% of ridership in the
Downtown Scenario in the corridors. It was also assumed that the land use pattern for
the remainder of the urban area would produce fewer transit riders than the Balanced
or the Downtown Scenarios. Therefore the proportion of total transit ridership outside
of the corridors was projected to decrease. As a result, the corridors are expected to
produce more of the total ridership (55%) in the Trend Scenario than they produce in
the other two scenarios. As a result of this analysis, it is estimated that the Trend
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Scenario will produce 49,091 daily riders in 2020 (Table 77).

Table 77 Transit Ridership Projection for Trend Scenario’
Estimated by Corridor
Daily Transit Riders

Corridor 1995 2020
Balanced Scenario Corridors 8,664 11,280
Other Corridors 4,920 11,280
Simple Total 13,584 22,560
Corridor Total—no double counting 11,000 27,000
Ratio of Corridor to Total Ridership 68.01% 55%*
Estimated Total Ridership 16,174 49,091

* Projected
Trend Population and Employment Projections = 80% of Corridors in Downtown Scenario

Land use is not the only factor contributing to this ridership estimate. All three
bus systems assume the same size bus fleet—314 buses—and the same portion of
operating cost recovery from passenger fares—30%. Taking this analysis to its
logical conclusion, it can be determined that the transit fares paid by the riders in
the Trend Scenario will be higher than in either the Balanced or the Downtown
Scenarios.

For long-range planning purposes, a High Capacity Transportation system is assumed
to be needed in each scenario in 2020, although the exact nature of this system
has yet to be determined. The operating cost estimates for this system, based on
the cost estimates developed for the proposed Regional Transit Authority in 1998,
are projected at $8,600,000 in 2020. Capital costs for the High Capacity
Transportation system were also estimated. These total $275,200,000 based on
Regional Transit Authority cost estimates. Neither the capital nor the operating
costs of High Capacity Transportation are included in the transit cost estimates
here.

The transit operating cost for all of the scenarios assumes the utilization of a 314-
vehicle fleet. The operating costs for the Balanced and Downtown Scenarios were
estimated by expanding the existing fleet cost in direct proportion to the number of
buses. For the Trend Scenario, 5% was added to this direct proportion to reflect the
longer trip lengths under this scenario (Table 78).

Table 78 Estimated Transit System Annual Operating Costs, 2020
Scenario
Cost Trend Balanced Downtown
Annual Bus Public Operational Costs $25,839,465 $24,609,014 $24,609,014
Private Bus Operating Cost - Fares $11,074,056 $10,546,720 $10,546,720
Total Annual Cost $36,913,521 $35,155,734 $35,155,734

SunTran Operating Cost for 1999 = $14,331,000.
2020 Downtown, Balance and Trend assume larger bus fleets than 1995 and are adjusted

proportionally.

Trend bus operating cost adjusted 5% to reflect increased miles of travel.

Assumes 30% Recovery of Operational Cost from Fee or Fares.
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Transit capital cost estimates were derived for buses and bus facilities consistent
with the cost estimates developed for the proposed Regional Transit Authority (Avid
Engineering and Parsons Brinckerhoff 1998). The cost of a bus is estimated to be
$335,000. It is assumed that an expanded bus system will need an estimated
$210,000 per bus in transit-related facility capital costs such as bus shelters. Finally,
it is assumed that the existing bus fleet of 128 buses, which is assumed as part of
all three scenarios, will need to be replaced twice during the time period 1999-
2020 in the Balanced and Downtown Scenarios and three times in the Trend
Scenario. This replacement assumption is based on the Federal Transit Authority
recommendation of replacing buses every 12 years. The new buses required to
support all scenarios will be added incrementally as they are needed, and the bus
fleets will reach their projected levels by 2020.

The Middle Rio Grande Connections Major Transportation Investment Study is an
analysis of potential High Capacity Transportation systems in the Albuquerque
area. This study is being conducted by the New Mexico State Highway and
Transportation Department and the City of Albuquerque. The type of High Capacity
Transportation system, nature of the necessary improvements, and exact location
of the High Capacity Transportation service is unknown at this time. The High
Capacity Transportation could be a Light Rail Transit line, a Bus Rapid Transit line,
or an extensive system of High Occupancy Vehicle facilities. As previously noted,
the capital and operating costs of a High Capacity Transportation system have not
been included here.

Thus, the capital costs for the Trend Scenario would be $323 million for the bus
fleet and related transit facilities. The capital costs for the Balanced and the
Downtown Scenarios would be $249 million. The estimation of these costs is shown
in Table 79.

Table 79 Projected Transit Capital Cost

Scenario

Trend* Balanced** Downtown**
Replace Existing Buses $128,640,000 $85,760,000 $85,760,000
Additional Buses to Meet Demand 186 186 186
Average Cost Per Bus $335,000 $335,000 $335,000
New Bus Capital Cost $155,775,000 $124,620,000 $124,620,000
New Transit Facilities for New Buses- Shelters, Bus Stops Etc.
Average Cost Per New Bus $210,000 $210,000 $210,000
New Transit Facilities $39,060,000 $39,060,000 $39,060,000
Total Capital Cost $323,475,000 $249,440,000 $249,440,000

* Assumes bus replacement every 10 years
** Assumes bus replacement every 12 years
Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff
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45.7 Full Cost of Travel

The full cost of travel is an important part of the transportation costs of alternative
land use scenarios. Most people think of the cost of travel in terms of the direct
monetary costs to make a specific trip. Automobile drivers usually think that this
cost includes the cost of gasoline and other direct costs such as parking. Transit
riders view this cost as the transit fare, and pedestrians and bicyclists usually view
their trip as being free. But the cost of travel actually includes substantial additional
monetary costs. The higher the total travel costs, the greater the impacts on the
local economy. Conversely, if the cost of travel is lower, more economic resources
are available for other activities.

The estimation of the “full cost of travel” has received much attention recently.
Various cost accounting procedures have been the topic of several studies during
the last decade. A useful cost accounting approach (Apogee Research, Inc. 1994)
was developed for Boston, Massachusetts, and Portland, Maine, which classifies all
costs into three categories: User Costs, Governmental Costs, and Societal Costs.
Additional research was conducted on the cost of travel by the Victoria Policy Institute
(Litman 1995) and Mark Delucchi (Delucchi 1997), and on cost issues associated
with land development patterns (Burchell et al. 1998). This cost of travel methodology
has been used recently to estimate the cost of travel in Boulder, Colorado (Parsons
Brinckerhoff July 1996) and to develop a prototype full cost model (Parsons
Brinckerhoff 1998) for the Federal Highway Administration. These examples
represent only a portion of the work that has been done on the subject of travel
costs.

A complete cost of travel analysis looks at costs in three broad categories, which are
described below.

User Costs: User costs include more than the gas and parking mentioned previously.
In addition, it includes the cost of oil, tires, repairs, maintenance, and depreciation.
These costs account for most of the direct out-of-pocket expenses that users pay.
Additional out-of-pocket expenses include insurance, registration, licensing, and
taxes levied by state or local governments on individual cars. Indirect user costs
can include variables such as the cost of providing a parking space/garage at home
and the average cost of accidents not covered by insurance. Finally there is the
issue of user travel time cost. The cost of travel time can substantially increase the
total cost of travel per mile.

Government Costs: Governmental costs include a wide range of expenditures that
are not paid by gas taxes or other direct user fees. Government costs also include
the local (City/County) cost associated with the transportation system that are paid
from general funds, such as police traffic enforcement, traffic court, and fire/EMS
service in response to accidents. These costs can also include the portion of accident
costs that are not covered by the users or by insurance. Capital costs associated
with the construction of state or local transportation system that are not paid by
the gas tax and deferred investment for transportation facilities can also be included
in this category. For transit, government cost is the net cost after transit fares have
been deducted.
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Societal Costs: Societal costs are typically what economists call “external” costs.
Societal costs include air pollution, waste, water pollution, and noise. Numerous
studies have estimated the cost of these externalities. In addition, this category
can include the cost of building and maintaining parking spaces away from home.

The travel cost analysis conducted for this report uses a conservative set of user
costs to estimate the annual cost of travel for vehicle operations (gas, oil, tires,
maintenance, repairs, and depreciation) and for user travel time.

A recent analysis of Cost Benefit models conducted for the California Department
of Transportation examined the components of vehicle operating cost per mile used
by six transportation models; HERS?; Cal B/C3; STEAM?*; RailDEC?®; Rail B\C®, and
StratBENCOST’. These six models use the same or similar cost components and
estimate that the range of vehicle operating costs is between $0.18-$0.32 per vehicle
mile traveled in 1995. For purposes of this analysis, the cost data have been updated
to current dollars using the Consumer Price Indicator—All Urban Consumers. The
resultant high and low vehicle operating costs per mile are shown in Table 80.

It should be noted that the ve-

Table 80  Vehicle Operating Cost Per Mile hicle operating cost estimates
produced for this report rep-

Cost per vehicle mile traveled resent a low estimate of the

Year Low High total cost of travel. Research
1995 $0.18 $0.32 (Parsons Brinckerhoff 1997)
Adjusted Current Cost $0.20 $0.35 has shown that the cost of trav-

el is directly related to the land
use patterns, vehicle owner-
ship patterns, and vehicle mode choice decisions. In a transit-oriented land use
pattern, the percentage of trips made by walk/bike is twice the level of a traditional
suburban area. There is also a greater use of transit and a reduced use of single
occupancy vehicles. The interconnection of land use and transportation affect the
average vehicle miles traveled per household and can affect transportation costs to
an even greater extent by reducing the need for some households to have a second
car.

The annual cost of travel is estimated for the year 2020 and is expressed in
current year dollars. The Bernalillo County Public Works Department, using
the travel model developed by MRGCOG, estimated the total vehicle miles trav-
eled for each of the three land use scenarios in 2020. These data are expressed
in terms of peak and non-peak hour weekday vehicle miles traveled and are
shown in Table 81(pg.186). The travel model uses the transportation network
developed for the Albuquerque area. This travel network was adjusted to reflect
the new road links assumed to be part of each of the 2020 land use scenarios.

The travel model estimates automobile travel but does not model vehicle mode
choice decisions and does not model transit ridership. Therefore, it is necessary to
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Table 81 Total Vehicle Miles Traveled by Development Scenario, 2020

Scenario
Trend Balanced Downtown
AM. Peak 4,380,627 4,287,400 4,315,548
P.M. Peak 5,978,556 5,866,073 5,884,507
Off Peak 13,424,888 13,204,926 13,101,100
Total 23,784,072 23,358,400 23,301,156

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff

make adjustments to the total vehicle miles traveled for the Downtown and Balanced
Scenarios that reflect changes in transit ridership associated with compact land
use patterns. An analysis of these changes was developed as part of the Albuquerque
Transportation Evaluation Study and is contained in the paper entitled “Comparison
of Trend Alternatives and Alternative Future Place Image Concept (TES Alternative)”
prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff (March 1997). Adjustments to the total 2020
daily vehicle miles traveled based on projected increases in High Occupancy Vehicle
trips and transit ridership were taken from that memo. The High Occupancy Vehicle
adjustments reduce the number of vehicle miles of travel because the percentage of
trips made by High Occupancy Vehicles increases while the population remains
the same. This reduction in vehicle miles traveled is partially offset by an increased
trip length for High Occupancy Vehicle trips. High Occupancy Vehicle trips are
assumed to be 10% longer than single occupancy vehicle trips because of the need
to pick up additional passengers (Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff). The vehicle miles
traveled reduction attributable to High Occupancy Vehicle is estimated at 77,562
vehicle miles per day.

For the compact development scenarios, we assume the increase in the number of
transit trips shown in Table 82, and a corresponding decrease in the number of
single occupancy vehicle trips. This is estimated to reduce the single occupancy
vehicle miles traveled by an additional 128,638 miles per day for the Downtown
Scenario and 82,768 miles per day for the Balanced Scenario based on an average
trip length of seven miles. The total reduction in daily vehicle miles traveled in the
Downtown Scenario is 206,200 and in the Balanced Scenario it is 160,330. The
resultant estimates of daily vehicle miles traveled for the three land use scenarios
are shown in the Tables 82 and 83 (pg.189).

Table 82 Adjustments to Total Vehicle Miles Traveled
Scenario

Adjustment Trend Balanced | Downtown
Single occupancy vehicle trips shifted to high occupancy vehicle 0 12,400 12,400
Average single occupancy vehicle trip length 7.08 6.95 6.95
Change in single occupancy vehicle miles traveled 0 (86,180) (86,180)
Increased vehicle miles traveled due to longer high occupancy 0 8,618 8,618
vehicle trips (+10%)

Net vehicle miles traveled reduction—high occupancy vehicle 0 (77,562) (77,562)
Single occupancy vehicle trips shifted to transit

Increase in number of trips (Trend = 49,091) 0 11,909 18,509
Net vehicle miles traveled reduction—transit 0 (82,768) (128,638)
Total Net Vehicle Miles Traveled Adjustment 0 (160,330) (206,200)

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff
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Table 83 shows the adjusted vehicle miles traveled estimates, assuming 90% of the
change occurs in A.m. and p.m. Peak Hours (Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff). Reductions
in total vehicle miles traveled shown above equal about 3% of the projected vehicle
miles traveled. While this number is relatively small in comparison to the total
vehicle miles traveled, most of the change occurs in peak hour travel time, which
reduces congestion on key road links.

Table 83 Adjusted Total 2020 Daily Vehicle Miles
Traveled by Scenario

Scenario
Trend Balanced Downtown
AM. Peak 4,380,627 4,215,252 4,222,758
P.M. Peak 5,978,556 5,793,925 5,791,717
Off Peak 13,424,888 13,188,893 13,080,480
Total 23,784,071 23,198,069 23,094,955

The conversion of daily vehicle miles traveled to annual vehicle miles traveled is
based on the assumption that there will be 250 days each year with an average
level of traffic, and 115 days where vehicle miles traveled will be 70% of average.

Daily user costs of travel for the three scenarios are shown in Table 84 . The
differences between the Trend, Downtown, and Balanced Scenarios range from
$125,000-$241,000 per day depending on the user cost per mile.

Table 84 Daily Cost of Travel by Scenario, 2020

Scenario

Trend Balanced Downtown
Projected Vehicle Miles Traveled
Daily A.m. Peak 4,380,627 4,215,252 4,222,758
Daily p.m. Peak 5,978,556 5,793,925 5,791,717
Daily Off Peak 13,424,888 13,150,744 13,080,480
Daily Total 23,784,071 23,159,920 23,094,955
Vehicle Operating Cost—Low Estimate
AM. Peak Hour Cost $876,125 $843,050 $844,552
p.M. Peak Hour Cost $1,195,711 $1,158,785 $1,158,343
Off Peak Cost $2,684,978 $2,630,149 $2,616,096
Total Daily Cos't $4,756,814 $4,631,984 $4,618,991
Difference from Trend Scenario $(124,830) $(137,823)
Vehicle Operating Cost—High Estimate
AM. Peak Hour Cost $1,533,219 $1,475,338 $1,477,965
P.M. Peak Hour Cost $2,092,495 $2,027,874 $2,027,101
Off Peak Cost $4,698,711 $4,602,760 $4,578,168
Total Daily Cost $8,324,425 $8,105,972 $8,083,234
Difference from Trend Scenario $(218,453) $(241,190)
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Value of Time

Everyone values their time. This is one reason why we dislike being stuck in traffic.
Regional land use patterns that reduce the amount of time spent traveling in cars
offer an important benefit to the citizens of the region. This section of the
transportation cost report quantifies this benefit.

Travel model forecasts developed by Bernalillo County include forecasts of the number
of hours of daily travel in 2020 associated with each of the scenarios. These estimates
are shown in Table 85.

Table 85 2020 Projected Vehicle Hours of Travel by Scenario
Scenario
Trend Balanced Downtown
Daily Hours Traveled
A.M. Peak Hour 162,701 155,447 163,386
P.M. Peak Hour 234,876 227,044 236,689
Off Peak Hour 341,943 338,074 338,295
Daily Total 739,520 720,565 738,370
Daily Difference from Trend (18,955) (1,150)
Scenario
Annual Hours Traveled
AM. Peak Hour 53,772,681 51,375,234 53,999,073
P.M. Peak Hour 77,626,518 75,038,042 78,225,715
Off Peak Hour 113,012,162 111,733,457 111,806,4 98
Annual Total 244,411,360 238,146,733 244,031,285
Annual Difference from Trend (6,264,628) (380,075)
Scenario

We can use the daily hours of vehicle travel to calculate the number of hours trav-
eled annually in 2020 by assuming that there will 250 days when the hours of
travel are equal to the model estimates and 115 days when the hours of travel will
be equal to 70% of the model estimates. These annual hours of travel estimates are
also shown in Table 85.

Lastly, we need to apply an estimate of the value of travelers’ time. Naturally,
people value their time differently. They may value time more highly when travel-
ing to work than when traveling for leisure, for example. It is commonly assumed
that a reasonable value for travelers’ time is one-half their hourly wage. This is the
value used in benefit-cost analyses supported by the United States Federal High-
way Administration.

For Albuquerque, we have assumed the value of travel time to be $6.71 per hour,
based on one-half the 1997 average wage for the Albuquergue metropolitan area as
reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics and adjusted to current dollars using
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the Consumer Price Indicator—All Urban Consumers. Multiplying this value of travel
time by the annual vehicle hours of travel produces estimates of the user cost of

travel time as shown in Table 86.

Table 86 Projected User Cost of Travel Time by Scenario
Scenario
Daily Trend Balanced Downtown
A.M. Peak Hour Vehicle Hours of Travel $1,090,950 $1,042,310 $1,095,543
p.M. Peak Hour Vehicle Hour of Travel $1,574,901 $1,522,386 $1,587,058
Off Peak Hour Vehicle Hours Traveled $2,292,812 $2,266,869 $2,268,351
Daily Total $4,958,664 $4,831,566 $4,950,952
Daily Difference from the Trend Scenario ($127,098) ($7,711)

Annual

A.M. Peak Hour Vehicle Hours of Travel

$360,559,051

$344,483,579

$362,077,069

P.M. Peak Hour Vehicle Hour of Travel

$520,504,900

$503,148,531

$524,522,660

Off Peak Hour Vehicle Hours Traveled

$757,774,344

$749,200,316

$749,690,071

Annual Total

$1,638,838,295

$1,596,832,427

$1,636,289,799

Annual Difference from the Trend Scenario

($42,005,869) ($2,548,496)

It should be noted that these travel time benefits, on first examination, do not take
into account the separately calulated travel time of people using transit. We have
previously estimated the number of miles traveled by transit, and the associated
costs and benefits. The regional travel model does not have procedures to estimate,
In any economical manner, the travel time by other modes. Thus we need another
approach for taking these benefits and costs into consideration.

We note that each time a person chooses to take transit, they make their own
calculation of the costs and benefits of using that mode relative to other modes. By
choosing transit, they implicitly conclude that it offers benefits in excess of costs.
While there may be additional benefits to transit users (as well as people who
change their mode of travel from auto to pedestrian, for example), we do not estimate
or include them here. Rather, we assume, for purposes of this analysis, either that
the user’s travel time is the same, or that he/she values it the same as they would
the trip in the automobile. Therefore the change in automobile hours of travel for
each of the scenarios is a reasonable estimate of the total changes in travel time
associated with all trips made in 2020 by all modes.

We thus conclude that the Balanced Scenario will afford the region’s residents a
user travel time benefit of $42,005,869 in the year 2020, compared with the Trend
Scenario. The Downtown Scenario will afford a benefit of $2,548,496 in travel
timesaving in comparison to the Trend Scenario. We include these benefits in our
overall estimate of transportation costs and benefits at the end of this chapter.

Table 87 (pg.190) includes the total public and private transportation operating
costs using a range of low and high costs per mile traveled. The annual cost of
travel nearly doubles between 1999 and 2020. The annual cost of travel in 2020
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includes the cost of the expanded transit system as estimated in the previous section.
The range of estimates for the annual cost of travel is between $3.7 billion and $5.0
billion depending on the estimated cost per vehicle mile traveled.

Table 87 Range of Estimates for Annual 2020 Transportation Operating

Cost, Public and Private, by Scenario

Scenario

Trend

Balanced

Downtown

Projected Vehicle Miles Traveled

AM. Peak 1,447,797,224 1,393,140,688 1,395,621,586
p.M. Peak 1,975,912,758 1,914,892,114 1,914,162,535
Off Peak 4,436,925,484 4,346,320,826 4,323,098,655
Total 7,860,635,466 7,654,353,628 7,632,882,776

Transportation Operating Cost—

Low Estimate

Private A.m. Peak Hour Cost

$289,559,445

$278,628,138

$279,124,317

Private p.m. Peak Hour Cost

$395,182,552

$382,978,423

$382,832,507

Private Off Peak Cost

$887,385,097

$869,264,165

$864,619,731

Public Transit Costs

$25,839,465

$24,609,014

$24,609,014

Private Transit Costs

$11,074,056

$10,546,720

$10,546,720

Private Cost of Time of Travel

$1,638,838,295

$1,596,832,427

$1,636,289,799

Societal Costs

$540,112,328

$525,421,874

$524,168,649

Total

$3,787,991,237

$3,688,280,760

$3,722,190,738

Difference from Trend Scenario

($99,710,477)

($65,800,500)

Transportation Operating Cost—

High Estimate

Private A.m. Peak Hour Cost

$506,729,028

$487,599,241

$488,467,555

Private p.m. Peak Hour Cost

$691,569,465

$670,212,240

$669,956,887

Private Off Peak Cost

$1,552,923,919

$1,521,212,289

$1,513,084,529

Public Transit Costs

$25,839,465

$24,609,014

$24,609,014

Private Transit Costs

$11,074,056

$10,546,720

$10,546,720

Private Cost of Time of Travel

$1,638,838,295

$1,596,832,427

$1,636,289,799

Societal Costs

$540,112,328

$525,421,874

$524,168,649

Total

$4,967,086,557

$4,836,433,805

$4,867,123,154

Difference from Trend Scenario

($130,652,752)

($99,963,403)

The Downtown and Balanced Scenarios cost of travel are approximately 2-3% less than
the Trend Scenario. The annual Downtown Scenario cost of travel is estimated to be
between $66-$100 million less than the Trend, and the Balanced Scenario is estimated
to be between $100-$131 million less than the Trend.

For this analysis, a mid-point between the two estimates, whose value is $0.275 per
vehicle mile traveled, has been used. The annual 2020 cost of travel using this value is
between $4.38 billion and $4.26 billion. The annual Downtown Scenario cost of travel
is estimated to be $83 million less than the Trend Scenario and the Balanced Scenario
is estimated to be $115.1 million less than the Trend Scenario (see table 88 (pg.193).
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Table 88 Total 2020 Annual Transportation Operating Cost*

Scenario

Trend Balanced Downtown
Private A.M. Peak Hour Cost $398,144,236 $383,113,689 $383,795,936
Private p.m. Peak Hour Cost $543,376,008 $526,595,331 $526,394,697
Private Off Peak Cost $1,220,154,508 $1,195,238,227 $1,188,852,130
Public Transit Costs $25,839,465 $24,609,014 $24,609,014
Private Transit Costs $11,074,056 $10,546,720 $10,546,720
Private Cost of Time of Travel $1,638,838,295 $1,596,832,427 $1,636,289,799
Societal Costs $540,112,328 $525,421,874 $524,168,649
Total Annual Cost $4,377,538,897 $4,262,357,282 $4,294,656,946
Difference from Trend Scenario ($115,181,614) ($82,881,951)

* Cost at $0.275 per vehicle mile traveled for the year 2020. Intervening years will be
proportionally less.

Non-Motorized Travel

It is important to note that some benefits result from implementing either of the
compact land use scenarios (the Balanced and Downtown Scenarios) at a geographic
scale that eludes measurement in large regional models and cost estimates. In
particular, this is true of the mixed-use neighborhoods, corridors and employment
centers proposed for the Balanced and Downtown Scenarios. Extensive research
has shown that in such places, the following types of travel behavior occur:

1. A reduction in the number of motorized trips

2. An increase in the number of transit trips

3. An increase in the number of non-motorized trips (e.g., walk trips)
4. A reduction in the average trip length for trips of all kinds

Each of these changes has important consequences for air quality, quality of life,
and the efficient operation of transportation systems. The following statistics
illustrate the potential impacts of these changes in urban form and urban design
on future travel in Albuquerque. All are from well-recognized research studies
recently conducted around the United States.

e In a study of neighborhoods in the San Francisco area (Cervero and Kockelman),
researchers found that for each 10% point increase in neighborhood density,
there was an increase of 4% in the use of modes other than the auto for work
trips.

e In the same study, the authors concluded that pedestrian oriented designs,
such as buildings that front on the street, rather than being pulled back and
replaced by parking, reduces automobile dependence for trips other than work
trips. Specifically, for each 10% point reduction in the proportion of businesses
with parking in the rear (rather than in the front or side of their store), there
was an 11% increase in the probability of travel by non-auto modes for these
trip purposes.
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e Comparable findings have resulted from work in Seattle (Frank and Pivo), where
neighborhood population density increases of 10% are associated with increases
of 17% in walk trips for shopping, and 11% increases in walk trips to work.

e Studies of the effects of street design have shown that traditional, connected
street networks are associated with dramatic declines in auto travel (Kulash et
al. 1990). Where neighborhood streets are connected in a traditional grid,
miles traveled for local trips has been shown to decline by 43% over what would
occur with the contemporary patterns of cul-de-sacs and wide arterials, such as
prevails on Albuquerque’s West Side.

The Albuquerque region will have 236,000 pedestrian trips per day in the year
2020, according to the Bernalillo County Public Works Department. These numbers
will increase significantly under either of the compact scenarios, for the reasons
described.

All of these studies demonstrate the clear benefits of compact, mixed-use, pedestrian
friendly corridors and centers. These benefits are in addition to those quantified in
the regional analysis above. The changes in neighborhood travel patterns will not
only save auto operating costs, but also offer the benefits of improved air quality by
eliminating the pollution caused by operating a car at cold engine temperatures,
with associated inefficient fuel use. We describe air pollution costs more fully in
the section that follows.

45.8 Air Pollution Cost of Travel

The full cost of travel estimates should include the environmental or social costs
associated with driving. This section is intended to illustrate the magnitude of
these costs in the Albuquerque urban area (Table 89).

Substantial research
exists on this issue and Table 89 2020 Annual Cost of Air Pollution Associated with Vehicular

numerous estimates of Travel
these costs have been Scenario
developed_A frequently Trend Balanced Downtown
quoted source is — - (m;ljc;r;s» —

- AM. Pea our Cost
Transportation Cost  ———rr— S5 s e
Analysis (Litman 1995).  Gfpeak cost 5766 5267 5259
In that report the author ol cost $540 516 5516
determlned that the Difference from Trend Scenario $24 $25

best estimate of the COSt  Estimates based on projected vehicle miles traveled. Urban Peak $0.08 per vehicle mile
of air pollution is $008 traveled and Non Peak $0.06 per vehicle mile traveled.

. Source: Transportation Cost Analysis, Todd Litman, Victoria Transportat ion Institute.

per peak hour vehicle

mile traveled and $0.06

per non-peak hour vehicle mile traveled. Using these cost estimates, one can easily
estimate the 2020 annual cost of air pollution associated with travel as shown in
the table below. As shown in this table, the cost of air pollution would be in excess
of $500 million per year. The Downtown and the Balanced Scenarios have annual
costs that are approximately 5% lower than the Trend Scenario.
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5.0 Policy, Regulatory,
& Plan Review

5.1 Summary

S everal actions taken by the City and County during the past few years will

help further well planned growth in the urban area. Among the most promising
developments are the emergence of a regional discussion of the impacts of growth
and desirable growth patterns, the introduction of planned growth as an issue in
infrastructure planning, and a commitment by the City to follow the
recommendations of the Transportation Evaluation Study and update the
Comprehensive Plan. Adoption of more specific strategies or plans could exert
more influence on the MRGCOG’s metropolitan transportation planning process.

At the same time, the Extraterritorial Land Use Authority has reduced the City’s
control over development at the City’s edges. The long-term impact of the
Extraterritorial Land Use Authority remains to be seen, and the ability of the City
and County to agree on growth policy is critical to successful long-term development
in the extraterritorial zone. Individual decisions regarding major Planned
Communities could open up an area perhaps double the anticipated land needs for
the next 25 years. Through annexation and other controls, however, the City has
an opportunity to affect the compatibility of these developments with planned growth
strategies, such as promoting transit and mixed-use development. The phasing
and timing of development in Westland, Quail Ranch, and Mesa del Sol will be
critical to the City’s ability to influence a Downtown renaissance, promote
revitalization of existing neighborhoods, and manage its capital infrastructure during
that time period.

5.2 Background and Overview

In this chapter, we review and evaluate plans and policies that affect or could affect
the development of a City and County planned growth strategy. Because similar
work was done for the Transportation Evaluation Study, this review addresses only
those policies that have been adopted or set in motion by the City of Albuquerque
or Bernalillo County since work was completed on the Transportation Evaluation
Study.

5.2.1 Transportation Evaluation Study Summary

Begun in 1995, the Transportation Evaluation Study was designed to develop a
clear, long-range vision for guiding growth in the Albuquerque Metropolitan Area.
Its final report recommended a departure from the current trend of dispersed
development on the City’s fringe to a more compact urban form and a better
integrated set of land use and transportation policies for the urban area. The four
defining concepts of the Downtown Alternative are to (1) Revise the institutional
framework to achieve the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and implement the
Downtown Alternative vision; (2) Encourage a more efficient delivery of urban services
by promoting a more compact urban form; (3) Promote higher density, mixed-use
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patterns of development in major centers and corridors; and (4) Implement high
occupancy, high capacity transportation improvements in major transportation
corridors.

5.2.2 Growth Policy Framework (R-70)

In September 1998, the Albuquerque City Council unanimously approved Resolution
70, which adopted a growth policy framework for the City based on the Transportation
Evaluation Study principles of a more compact urban form and network of corridors
and centers. It called for the City to:

e Restructure its payments and financial incentives to support infill and
development in centers and along major corridors as opposed to fringe
development. Methods would include development impact fees, density bonuses,
revenue bonds, and restructuring the City’s Capital Improvements Program.

e Promote redevelopment of the Downtown Core by seeking to diversify the land
use mix with public facilities, hotels, offices, retail locations, and higher density
housing and to identify how to generate more activity and attract more private
investment.

e Promote transit, decreased reliance on the automobile, and orderly compact
growth by coordinating the timing of road and utility construction with planned
growth in the Comprehensive Plan. In addition, increase the level of transit
service, improve pedestrian mobility, and plan for high capacity corridors, giving
Central Avenue and Coors Boulevard the highest priority.

e Encourage increased densities and mixed uses in major community activity
centers and corridors, as well as incorporate Transportation Evaluation Study
principles into design standards and long-range facility plans.

* Amend the Comprehensive Plan to serve as the single planning document to
address area-wide growth management issues, including area-wide planning
for facility systems and long-term capital improvements. All other plans and
initiatives must be consistent with this.

e Work with other jurisdictions, particularly the MRGCOG, to reach a regional
consensus on the nature and extent of urban growth.

A compromise was reached on an urban services area designation, obligating the
City to “carefully consider” whether they were “beneficial to the quality of life in
Albuquerque” and, if so, to determine the most appropriate service area. The
Comprehensive Plan currently fails to provide detailed direction about where and
when growth should occur. City staff has already begun revision of the
Comprehensive Plan to ameliorate the deficiencies that have been identified in the
current document.

A number of plans and policies have been adopted or contracted for since the policy
evaluation was completed for the Transportation Evaluation Study. The following
sections describe how these new documents, policies and regulations fit into an
overall planned growth strategy for the urban area.
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5.3 General Land Use and Planning Policies and Plans

5.3.1 Extraterritorial Land Use Authority

The Extraterritorial Land Use Authority, created by the 1998 legislature, is
responsible for making land use decisions in the five-mile extraterritorial limits
surrounding the City. This law gives the County a role in the annexation process
and in controlling development at the edge of the City. The land use decisions
made by the Extraterritorial Land Use Authority will have an impact on the demand
for water service at the fringe of the City. Pertinent laws are described below.

e State of New Mexico Laws 1998, Chapter 42 (House Bill 238)

Effective in May, 1998, this law gave the power of zoning within the five-mile
extraterritorial limits of the City of Albuquerque (and other cities with a population
over 200,000 and within a class A county) to a newly created Extraterritorial
Land Use Authority. Previously, subdivision applicants had to appear before
both the respective City and County planning and legislative bodies. The
Extraterritorial Land Use Authority is composed of four County Commissioners
appointed by the Board of County Commissioners, and three City Councilors
(or two City Councilors and the Mayor) appointed by the municipality.

The law also created the equivalent of the City and County planning commissions
called the Extraterritorial Land Use Commission. It is composed of five appointed
members of the County Planning Commission and five appointed members of the
City Environmental Planning Commission.

The law also sets forth procedures governing annexation of territory contiguous to
Albuquerque (and similar-class cities). Owners of a majority of the number of acres
in contiguous territory may present a petition seeking annexation to the City Council.
The County is granted the opportunity to review and comment on the petition. City
Council by ordinance shall approve or disapprove the annexation after considering
County comments.

e Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Extraterritorial Subdivision Ordinance No.
ELUA 1998-3

This law took effect June 23, 1998. The ordinance is essentially the same as
the County subdivision ordinance with the substitution of Extraterritorial
Land Use Authority approval. Responsibility for review and approval of type-
three subdivisions containing five lots or less and all type-five subdivisions is
delegated to the County Development Review Authority. This body consists
of two staff members from County zoning, building, and planning; two from
public works; one from environmental health and the fire marshal’s office;
and others named by the County manager. The planning department director
appoints the chair. Appeals are heard by the Extraterritorial Land Use
Commission (see above).
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This new process for setting policy and approving or disapproving development in
the five-mile extraterritorial district outside the Albuquerque City limits will likely
give greater weight to County policy due to the majority of County officials in the
Extraterritorial Land Use Authority. This process reinforces the need for City/
County cooperation and consensus in managing growth at the urban area fringe.

5.3.2 Focus 2050

In 1996, the MRGCOG launched a long-range regional planning process called
Focus 2050. The process aims at building public consensus on how the metropolitan
region should grow over the next 50 years, given that the population is projected to
double. It includes an extensive public participation effort. Initial phases of the
project led to a vision statement for the region and creation of four development
scenarios that allocate projected increases in population and employment to different
areas.

In general, the first two scenarios follow the current trend with some modifications:

e Trend Dispersed Growth Scenario continues the current pattern of urban build-
out that rings the metropolitan area, concentrating in the West Mesa of Bernalillo
County, Rio Rancho, Los Lunas, and Belen. New outer loop roads would serve this
development, with one high capacity transit route slated to run from Belen to
Downtown Albuquerque to the Jefferson corridor, across the river to Cottonwood
Mall and north along NM 528. While remaining a significant employment center,
Downtown would still lack substantial housing or resident-serving businesses. Rural
residential development would displace existing irrigated agricultural lands, and a
new road would extend from NM 14 to I-25 at Placitas.

e Contiguous Mesa Expansion Scenario would minimize additional disturbance
of the Rio Grande Valley irrigated agricultural lands and the Bosque. It would
allow development of identified major projects and other areas in contiguous
areas in the region, particularly on the mesas. Development is targeted for
areas on the fringe: North Albuquerque Acres, Atrisco Area, portions of land
along Coors Blvd. and the Eubank area next to Kirtland Air Force Base. Paseo
del Volcan would serve as the main new highway loop to the northwest, and
high capacity transit would run from Belen to the Jefferson corridor.

The next two scenarios offer varying visions of more compact City growth:

 Moderate Compact Infill and New Communities Scenario would emphasize
infill in existing communities through development of vacant and underutilized
urban land as well as the development of clusters of satellite urban communities
on the Bernalillo County West Mesa and Rio Rancho area, Mesa del Sol, and
Valencia County East Mesa. New development would be channeled into centers
and a few contiguous, mixed-use corridors. Major open space corridors would
separate them. A cluster of rural communities would develop in Edgewood to
the east. An alignment of Paseo del Volcan east of Double Eagle Airport would
serve as the main new highway loop to the northwest, with a southwest loop
serving satellites close to 1-40 and a southeast loop serving Mesa del Sol. High
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capacity transit would run from Belen to Downtown Albuquerque to the Jefferson
Corridor, crossing the river along Paseo del Norte. Branches would loop through
Rio Rancho to the west, east and south to the University of New Mexico Valencia
Branch, and west across to the railroad alignment. A transit line would follow
Central Avenue.

e Compact Growth Scenario would produce the most compact development of
the four scenarios. It envisions a hierarchy of centers mainly in existing
communities, including regional centers, subregional centers, neighborhood
centers, and Main Streets where infill and redevelopment are focused. A limited
amount of new urban land is located contiguous to existing communities. Very
little rural subdivision expansion or new development in the Rio Grande Valley
would occur. Albugquerque and Rio Rancho would serve as the main metropolitan
centers with a limited number of mixed-use corridors targeted for significant
new development. Typical density in centers and corridors would increase to
eight dwelling units per acre for single family residential (compared with a
current average of 5.7) and more than 30 dwelling units per acre for multifamily
residential (compared with the current average of 21). High capacity transit
would run from Belen to Downtown to the Jefferson Corridor, across the river
along Paseo del Norte, with short east-west extension lines.

These last two scenarios are the most compatible with the planned alternatives
analyzed in this Planned Growth Strategy, Part 1- Findings Report. They also
received the highest rankings from the 164 participants who voted at the Future
Scape Conferences.

A preferred regional plan addressing growth management, transportation, and water
in the five-county area—Bernalillo, Sandoval, Valencia, Torrance, and Southern
Santa Fe—was accepted by MRGCOG. Local governments can use the plan to help
guide their own planning processes. In addition, MRGCOG may use the Focus
2050 preferred scenario to develop its long-range transportation plan and as a
basis for Transportation Improvement Program funding criteria.

5.3.3 Sector Development Plans and Planned Community Plans

Even as these scenarios were being developed with public input, the City and County
have given partial approval for new, legally defined Planned Communities on the
West Side that impact the many choices presented by the above scenarios. Three
major Planned Communities have reached various stages of government approval:
Westland, Quail Ranch, and Mesa del Sol. In September 1998, the Mayor’s office
also signed a new option to sell 2,000 acres of City open space trade lands on the
east side of the Manzano Mountains to a developer who plans an 800-residence
community. The contract was signed at the same time that Bernalillo County
indicated it wanted to purchase the former National Forest lands as open space.

e Westland is a Planned Community on 6,424 acres west of the Albuquerque
City limits, north of 1-40, south of Petroglyph National Park, and east of the
proposed alignment for Paseo del Volcan. A Level A Master Plan for the project
was approved by both the City and the County before the Extraterritorial Land
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Use Authority law went into effect. The City also approved a pre-annexation
and development agreement. At this writing, developers were seeking City
annexation of 1,700 acres to start the first phase of the development. It is a
mixed-use development projected to eventually house a population of 50,000
over the next 20-30 years. The original master plan proposed to obtain water
service from Bernalillo County and to phase development from west to east,
creating leapfrog sprawl. The original plan also was criticized for providing little
guidance for the design of residential streets and subdivisions, which can have
a significant affect on the feasibility of transit and transportation efficiency.
Both City and County staff have expressed concerns about further large-scale
development that is oriented toward and largely dependent upon the Interstate
system, in this case I-40. To gain approval from the City, however, Westland
developers agreed to phase development from east to west, which is more in
keeping with a planned growth strategy. They also agreed that the method of
supplying water to the area will not deplete the ground water nor impair the
City’s existing water rights. Several conditions for approval will help facilitate a
planned growth strategy. These include that Atrisco Terrace remain as
undeveloped open space regardless of ownership, that Westland agree to
establish minimum densities within each residential zone, and that 20% of
housing be affordable based on federal criteria. In addition, Westland is to
encourage mixed-use housing and discourage power centers, standalone retail
boxes, and general franchise design within the town center. Large community
parking lots are to be shared with other users, such as government and churches.

e Quail Ranch is an approximately 6,700-acre unimproved parcel located in the
unincorporated area of northwestern Bernalillo County north of Double Eagle
Airport. The City of Albuquerqgue limits adjoin its southern boundary, but the
current edge of development is approximately two miles away. The closest urban/
suburban development is Ventana Ranch. Quail Ranch proposes a total buildout
of 19,000 dwelling units over a 30-40 year period with concentrations high
enough to support transit and extensive open space, parks, and trail networks.
New Mexico Utilities, Inc. has agreed to provide water and wastewater services
to the project. City public works department staff have argued, however, that
New Mexico Utilities, Inc. lacks both the legal water rights and the physical
water resources to meet the development’'s projected water demands. The City
as well as Rio Rancho and Corrales have protested New Mexico Utilities, Inc.’s
application to the New Mexico State Engineer to divert an additional 50,500
acre-feet of water (it currently can divert up to 10,000 acre feet). The protesting
entities claim that ground water withdrawals of this magnitude would rapidly
deplete local ground water resources and that exclusive reliance on ground
water is contrary to the Albuquerque/ Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
and to the City’s adopted Water Resources Management Strategy. Based on its
desire to gain control over the use of water resources in the metropolitan area,
the City of Albuquerque is negotiating to acquire New Mexico Utilities, Inc. Last
year the City initiated condemnation proceedings against the utility.

A joint City/County technical team created to review the project also raised
serious questions about transportation access, solid waste management, and
offsite infrastructure costs, among others. Despite these criticisms, Quail Ranch
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won approval for its Level A Master Plan in December 1998 from the
Extraterritorial Land Use Commission. The Extraterritorial Land Use
Commission’s parent body, the Extraterritorial Land Use Authority approved
the Level A Master Plan with conditions in June 1999. That decision was
appealed and upheld by the state District Court. Quail Ranch is anticipated to
request approval for a Level B village plan for approximately 1,000 acres in its
southeast corner.

e Mesa del Sol is a proposed Planned Community on 12,400 acres in the
southeastern part of Albuquerque adjacent to 1-25. The property is owned by
the State of New Mexico in trust for the public schools. Mesa del Sol was
annexed by the City of Albuguerque in 1993. In its pre-annexation agreement,
the City promised to provide services to the area within a reasonable period of
time. At a gross density of three dwelling units per acre, the master plan
anticipates a population of 97,500 at maximum build out. It claims a potential
for 80,000 people and an equal number of jobs before 2050. Under full
development, the Community is projected to consume 26,961 acre-feet of water
annually derived from surface water supplemented by ground water. The plans
for this project propose a variety of water-saving methods and policies. Unlike
the other two Planned Communities, Mesa del Sol still lacks a private developer.
The City’'s Environmental Planning Commission approved the master plan in
February 1999 subject to a number of conditions. The next step is negotiation
of a Level A development agreement.

All of the MRGCOG regional land use scenarios account for Mesa del Sol development,
although in different forms. All but the “Compact” scenario account for both the
Westland and Quail Ranch Planned Communities in some form, and even the
“Compact” scenario shows some development in the Westland vicinity. The urban
area alternatives presented in this document also include some development in
Planned Communities. What appears more critical to success of a planned growth
strategy is the phasing, timing, financing, and design of development within these
satellite communities. Development should be approved when justified by population
growth so as not to impact the ability of the City and County to meet the needs of
established neighborhoods. Design should facilitate use of transit and other
transportation modes rather than reliance on automobiles.

5.4 Capital Improvements Programming

5.4.1 City of Albuquerque

Both the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County plan for long-range capital
improvements. The City prepares a ten-year Decade Plan, updated biennially,
which is adopted by City Council in odd-numbered years. General Obligation
bonds to fund the projects are then placed on that year’s election ballot. The
latest plan was adopted for the years 1997-2006. City departments submitted
over $300 million in requests for the 1997 bonds, which covered public facilities,
streets, drainage, and parks. Because the bond capacity was only $86 million,
many project requests were reduced or postponed.

PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY SITES SOUTHWEST, INC. pdus



A recent issues paper completed by City Council staff noted that the City of
Albuquerque needs more than an estimated $1 billion to rehabilitate streets, water,
wastewater, drainage facilities, and parks. “Capital funds are inadequate to address
this situation and, with regard to General Obligation bond funds, revenues have
decreased significantly in real terms over the past 20 years.” The paper states that
the Capital Improvements Program is not based on a broad assessment of
infrastructure rehabilitation needs and fails to sufficiently prioritize spending for
these projects. The City’s infrastructure, as a result, is deteriorating over time. The
Albuquerque Department of Public Works, however, responded that the Capital
Improvements Program cannot fund all needs and that those included in the budget
have already been prioritized. The paper also found that the City failed to protect
its fiscal position through linking infrastructure extension decisions and land use
planning in a way that would maximize efficiencies in different systems. The City
does not use a cost-benefit model when making decisions related to system
expansions

5.4.2 Bernalillo County

Bernalillo County plans capital improvements for a six-year horizon, updated every
two years to feed into its General Obligation bond cycle. Projects supporting planned
growth in the November 1998 election included a 0.5 mil levy approved by voters to
purchase open space, an increase in funding for bike trails, and funding for Paseo
del Norte, Isleta, and Rio Bravo. Most transportation projects are tied into the
Transportation Improvement Program developed by MRGCOG.

Projects that might be construed as preempting a planned growth strategy include
park development in Mesa del Sol, which accelerates the extension of utilities and
transportation improvements to this area, and construction of Paseo del Norte
through the Petroglyph National Monument.

Bernalillo County has approved an impact fees ordinance for provision of park,
open space, fire/EMS, roadway, and drainage facility costs generated by new
development. The fees generated under this ordinance meet about 30% of the
costs for open space (provided only in the extraterritorial jurisdiction) and about
75% of costs for the rest of the services.

5.5 Transportation Plans and Policies

5.5.1 Middle Rio Grande Council of Governments

The following transportation plans have been approved or are in the works since
inception of the Transportation Evaluation Study.

e 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the Albuquerque Metropolitan
Planning Area, prepared by MRGCOG, was adopted by its policy board in
September 1998. It provides a basis for programming projects in the upcoming
revisions to the six-year Transportation Improvement Program. If implemented,
the current Metropolitan Transportation Plan recommendations would in many
cases support a planned growth strategy, but in other cases work against it.
Development of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, however, was constrained
by federal law that mandates only those land use patterns, and population and
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employment projections already adopted by local governments can be assumed
for the 2020 plan. Recommendations more compatible with denser and more
compact City growth could be considered for the 2025 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan if such plans are adopted by local governments.

In the meantime, current recommendations would allow residents in the
Albuquerque urban area to reduce their reliance on automobiles as the chief
mode of travel by increasing bicycling, walking, carpooling, and using an
expanded and improved transit system.

Among the objectives of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan are increasing
modal alternatives, considering the urban form implication of growth trends,
and increasing the balance between jobs and housing in areas. Another objective
calls for reducing the growth rate of per capita vehicle miles of travel to follow—
not exceed—the population growth rate and promote intermodal travel
connections. The Metropolitan Transportation Plan includes a significantly
expanded transit system for the metropolitan area, including more hours of
bus service, decreased wait times, and expanded routes. It anticipates funding
for ongoing operations and maintenance to come from a quarter-cent gross
receipts tax proposed by the mayor of Albuguerque. It also assumes a 10%
reduction in vehicle trips, presumably as a result of investments in alternative
modes and the successful implementation of a compact urban form. This,
however, is not explicit, nor is the feasibility of such trip reductions
demonstrated.

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan proposes to manage congestion through
use of intelligent transportation systems and small-scale improvements, such
as upgrading signals or removing bottlenecks. It also proposes more travel
demand management strategies such as expanded transit and subsidized transit
passes, additional bikeway facilities, and parking incentives. Certain land use
strategies are noted, but not recommended until adopted by local governments.
An expanded transit system is a fundamental part of the 2020 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan transportation system, including the Downtown Intermodal
Center as well as two others in Uptown and on the West Side. Fourteen
neighborhood bus centers are anticipated to be built, a number of park-and-
ride centers, and 250 bus shelters. A fleet of 400 buses—75 of which will be
paratransit—will be purchased.

On the other hand, the Metropolitan Transportation Plan does not at this time
recommend new rail transportation or high occupancy vehicle lanes, pending
more detailed feasibility studies. It notes instead that some controversial new
roadways may be required to relieve congestion. It specifically recommends
Unser between Paseo del Norte and Montafo, Gibson between Louisiana and
Eubank, and Paseo del Norte between Coors and Unser (which has generated
controversy because it passes through Petroglyph National Park). It also
recommends reserving several corridors for future road expansion and access
control. Included are Paseo del Volcan from 1-40 to NM 44, which would
effectively add a West Side loop road outside the City limits, and Paseo del
Norte from Coors to Tramway. Paseo del Volcan is proposed along the west side
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of the Westland Planned Community and near the southeastern corner of the
Quail Ranch Planned Community.

e Future Albuquerque Area Bikeways and Streets maps a vision of roadway
needs over the next 50 years. It contains corridors and facilities not yet studied
or not proposed to be built in the next 10 or 20 years. It provides a comprehensive
review of the entire transportation system for the Albugquerque Metropolitan
Area and offers a tool for understanding the impact of individual changes. Itis
updated every six months, particularly to refine the bikeways master plan. It
contains the same major loop roads noted above.

e Transportation Improvement Program. MRGCOG is now beginning to develop
a new Transportation Improvement Program for 2000-2005. As the short-term
implementation tool for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, the Transportation
Improvement Program programs financially constrained projects for the first
three years and presents plans for the next three. This plan is required to
obtain federal funds for transportation improvements. The current Transportation
Improvement Program (1995-2001) contained a number of projects friendly to
planned growth, such as the multimodal Alvarado Transportation Center in
Downtown Albuquerque, regional land use planning, the regional transit study,
and bike trails. Among planned projects are the right-of-way acquisition and
design of Paseo del Volcan and extension of Paseo del Norte from Wyoming to
Tennyson. It was criticized for not devoting more support to transit, ride sharing,
bicycling, and pedestrian travel. The City/County Air Control Board in particular
said that the bicycle program lacked direction and substance, that pedestrian
travel was not addressed in a meaningful way, and that it missed an opportunity
to immediately devote more resources to plan incentives for alternative
transportation in Uptown.

5.5.2 Transportation Plans in Progress

e A Regional Transit Authority Service Plan was completed in 1998. It calls for
an aggressive strategy for developing a public transportation system, based on
creation of a Regional Transit Authority that would have taxing and bonding
authority. Eligible voters within the proposed Regional Transit Authority service
area would be asked to approve a half-cent gross receipts tax specifically
earmarked for public transit. The service plan calls for improvements to the bus
and bus facilities program and for a high capacity transit program. These
recommendations would support a planned growth strategy. The New Mexico
State Legislature has twice turned down requests by the City of Albuquerque
for enabling legislation to set up the Regional Transit Authority. The next step
IS to seek approval of the Regional Transit Authority concept from the MRGCOG
policy board, the Urban Transportation Planning Board.

e The Long-Range Major Transportation Investment Study, or Regional Major
Investment Study, is one of two high capacity transportation studies expected
to get underway soon. Outcomes of these studies could have far-reaching
implications for planned growth. The Long Range Major Transportation
Investment Study is funded by the federal government, the state, and local
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governments, with the state as the lead agency. This study will evaluate different
land use scenarios over a broad region and will identify necessary long-range,
regional multimodal transportation improvements. Its geographic scope ranges
from Belen to Espafola. The study will recommend the most feasible
transportation investments—expanded or additional highways, bus, light rail,
technological systems—for the most regionally important corridors. The Planned
Growth Strategy project is expected to be an input into this study. The Long
Range Major Transportation Investment Study will feed into or be developed
simultaneously with the High Capacity Transportation system project described
below.

e The High Capacity Transportation System Project focuses on the Albuquerque
urban area. The High Capacity Transportation system will develop a high capacity
transit plan—with an emphasis on light rail—for the next 25-30 years for the
Albuquerque area. It will analyze potential corridors and select a locally preferred
alternative for the first segment to be built. Such projects usually take eight to
10 years for completion; the first phase will require 18-24 months of planning.

5.6 Utility Facility Plans

5.6.1 City of Albuquerque Water Utility

Several ongoing long-range planning efforts will guide the development of the City
of Albuquerque water utility over the next 20 years. Two efforts currently underway
and not described in the Transportation Evaluation Study are discussed below.

e Long Range Water Service Plan. The City is creating a strategic plan for the
municipal water system. This process is evaluating issues related to the water
utility, including the need for a regional system, annexation policies related to
water service and the role of the water utility in growth planning. Decisions
made during this effort could have an impact on planning for future growth.
Early discussions indicate that the water utility does not see itself as a tool for
growth management, but as implementing land use decisions. Interviews with
other municipalities in the southwest and west indicate that water utilities do
not typically establish a service area boundary. The plan will, however, determine
the criteria for service extension decisions and defining such an area may be
appropriate locally. The utility envisions its role as supporting growth policy
established by the City and County and is looking to the revision of the
Comprehensive Plan to provide the policy basis for growth management.

The relationship between this document and the revised Comprehensive Plan
is particularly important. Planners for both efforts should assure that the final
documents are connected.

e Albuquerque Water Resource Management Strategy, Implementation Phase.
The Water Resources Management Strategy is designed to assure City of
Albuquerque water customers a safe and sustainable water supply to 2060.
The strategy establishes a shift away from taking more and more water from the
aquifer, most of which is not replenished, to developing the City’s existing
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renewable surface water supplies and protecting the aquifer. The City in the
Albuquerque Water Resource Management Strategy established a number of
policies to reduce water use in the urban area and to reduce the City’s reliance
on ground water. The strategy includes a combination of conservation, use of
surface water, and water reclamation and reuse. In the implementation phase,
the City is identifying and acquiring sites and building facilities identified in
the strategy. The City’s focus on wise use of water is unique in the urban area.
Other jurisdictions have not made the same commitment to resource
management as a way to extend the Middle Rio Grande Basin’'s water supply
into the future.

e Water and Wastewater Utility Program Assessment conducted by Parsons
Engineering Science noted that overly large or redundant facilities increase
both the capital and operating costs of water and wastewater service. It implied
there are efficiency gains to be achieved by fully utilizing newly constructed
water and wastewater capacity relatively quickly. This leads to a conclusion
that growth planning should direct the orderly and integrated expansion of
infrastructure system capacity. A cost-benefit analysis model also provided by
Parsons found that costs to rate payers are not significantly affected by whether
the City initially pays for new infrastructure or whether the developer finances
the improvements and receives City reimbursement over time. The first example
resulted in a present value loss of $23 million to the City over 25 years, while
the second was a present value loss of $19.3 million-only a 2.8% improvement.

5.6.2 City of Albuquerque Wastewater Utility

The City of Albuquerque wastewater utility is also in the process of updating its
long-range facility plan. The Wastewater Facility Plan will identify a planning area
and projected growth, land use and wastewater flow demands through the year
2020. The scope of work for this effort recognizes that the provision of wastewater
services is an essential component of comprehensive municipal planning, because
it provides an effective basis for scheduling and prioritizing capital improvements
and establishing financial strategies. Like the water utility, the wastewater utility
intends to rely on the Comprehensive Plan and the official growth projections for
guidance in setting priorities.

The Wastewater Facility Plan will include a system model that will allow testing of
alternative growth and land use scenario impacts on the system.

5.6.3 Bernalillo County

Bernalillo County has completed studies of the feasibility of water systems in the
East Mountain Area (1990) and the West Side (1997). Action on an extensive study
of providing water and sewer service to the Westland Planned Community was
precluded by the developer’s decision to obtain service from the City. The County
currently is constructing sewer service in the South Valley and would like to provide
residents there with water. The Village of Tijeras is planning to extend its water
system and sewer system, but its water comes from local wells.
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5.6.4 Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District

The MRGCD owns a certain amount of water rights that it uses for irrigated agriculture
and flood control. Faced with potentially losing some permitted rights as the number
of irrigated acres decreases with City growth, it recently created a Water Bank to
promote the beneficial use of water within Conservancy District boundaries. The
Water Bank operates like a regular bank, except water rights, rather than money,
are deposited and withdrawn. Its initial capital is the amount of water under the
Conservancy’s permitted water rights that the Board of Directors determines to be
available to place in the bank. It also may deposit San Juan/Chama contract water
into the bank. Borrowers may lease water rights, with preference being given to
agricultural uses. Development of the bank has the potential to elevate the MRGCD
to the position of a major water broker in the metropolitan area. It is unclear at this
time, however, what impact this would have on a planned growth strategy.
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Appendix A



Table A.1 Alternative Scenarios, Population, and Employment Projections

Community 1990 1995 Trend Scenario Balanced Scenario Downtown Scenario
DASZ Planning Area Population Employment Population Employment Population Employment Population Employment Population Employment

5001 Central ABQ - 2,346 - 2,757 - 3,116 - 3,133 - 5,459
5002 Central ABQ - 246 - 180 - 400 50 402 - 701
5003 Central ABQ 2 3,436 - 4,393 - 4,529 100 4,554 50 7,935
5004 Central ABQ 100 275 70 314 66 339 506 341 220 594
5005 Central ABQ 242 658 243 481 243 470 1,063 473 323 823
5006 Central ABQ 6 2,326 6 2,558 6 2,715 46 2,730 6 4,757
5007 Central ABQ - 941 - 571 - 608 100 611 50 1,065
5008 Central ABQ - 158 - 264 - 500 350 503 350 876
5009 Central ABQ 7 1,255 7 619 7 594 254 597 31 1,041
5011 Central ABQ - 45 - 266 - 308 - 310 125 540
5012 Central ABQ 33 184 34 240 32 315 245 317 96 552
5101 Central ABQ 1,765 344 1,755 239 1,728 254 1,728 247 2,214 261
5102 Central ABQ 614 166 530 133 531 177 531 172 680 182
5103 Central ABQ 785 387 748 437 717 447 1,415 551 973 504
5111 Central ABQ 1,052 316 1,054 367 1,109 391 1,109 381 1,420 402
5112 Central ABQ 1,621 207 1,643 96 1,619 91 1,619 89 2,074 94
5121 Central ABQ 2,661 949 2,551 899 2,534 971 4,022 1,093 2,669 967
5131 Central ABQ 118 171 114 171 115 174 115 169 147 179
5132 Central ABQ 1,959 570 1,910 648 1,866 638 3,681 787 2,533 1,312
5141 Central ABQ 147 96 145 74 150 3 296 4 204 105
5142 Central ABQ 275 210 270 311 259 318 511 392 352 182
5143 Central ABQ 913 76 898 76 1,048 168 2,068 207 1,423 737
5162 Central ABQ 578 251 575 353 563 336 1,111 414 764 396
5163 Central ABQ 67 559 69 576 67 583 132 719 91 47
5171 Central ABQ 236 168 236 197 227 209 448 258 308 160
5172 Central ABQ 1,051 430 1,019 382 979 464 1,932 572 1,329 688
5173 Central ABQ 1,101 625 1,087 516 1,049 552 1,049 537 1,344 567
5231 Central ABQ - 1,076 - 1,217 - 1,392 - 1,355 - 1,430
5232 Central ABQ 26 604 25 645 23 619 23 602 29 636
5241 Central ABQ 493 218 495 85 476 1,723 476 1,677 610 1,770
5242 Central ABQ 1,418 725 1,405 805 1,350 888 1,350 864 1,729 912
5261 Central ABQ 801 4,467 172 4,772 141 5,375 805 5,404 241 9,417
5271 Central ABQ 330 366 231 299 290 687 572 846 394 204
5272 Central ABQ 6 1,041 - 785 - 789 - 768 - 811
5273 Central ABQ 432 2,062 400 3,439 384 4,356 384 4,239 492 4,476
5301 Central ABQ 14 518 22 584 20 671 32 755 21 669
5311 Central ABQ 1,313 1,108 1,353 291 1,460 290 1,460 282 1,870 298
5312 Central ABQ 180 326 180 610 173 748 173 729 181 812
Subtotal [ Central ABQ 20,346 29,906 19,247 31,650 19,232 37,208 29,756 38,084 25,343 52,561
7502 E Gateway - 504 - 70 - 75 - 72 - 75
7521 E Gateway 1,356 279 1,356 391 1,337 420 1,337 401 1,338 421
7522 E Gateway 1,818 398 1,814 473 1,783 512 1,783 488 1,784 513
7531 E Gateway 1,909 285 1,914 445 1,883 582 1,883 555 1,884 583
7532 E Gateway 1,748 283 1,749 221 1,725 292 1,725 278 1,726 293
7534 E Gateway 3,123 40 3,150 37 3,115 225 3,115 215 3,116 226
7535 E Gateway 2,319 24 3,416 97 3,477 256 3,477 244 3,478 257
7541 E Gateway 3,806 123 3,870 152 3,858 172 3,858 164 3,860 172
7542 E Gateway 1,033 31 1,120 258 1,228 277 1,228 264 1,229 278
7551 E Gateway 807 60 805 106 788 245 788 234 788 246
7552 E Gateway 1,014 792 1,021 578 999 629 999 600 999 630
7553 E Gateway 2,368 279 2,368 711 2,354 890 2,354 849 2,355 892
7554 E Gateway 2,289 168 2,294 146 2,321 371 2,321 354 2,322 372
7561 E Gateway - 747 - 1,035 128 1,454 128 1,387 128 1,457
7562 E Gateway 2,013 308 2,011 512 1,978 548 1,978 523 1,979 549
7571 E Gateway 1,312 548 1,309 1,185 1,284 1,332 1,284 1,270 1,285 1,335
7572 E Gateway 2,190 411 2,202 539 2,167 552 2,167 526 2,168 553
8251 E Gateway 346 480 338 657 330 783 330 747 330 785
8261 E Gateway 1,501 1,343 1,562 2,548 1,550 2,709 1,550 2,583 1,551 2,715
8262 E Gateway 1,938 210 1,968 180 1,956 274 1,956 261 1,957 275
8263 E Gateway 1,836 373 1,909 524 1,901 467 1,901 445 1,902 468
8271 E Gateway 578 332 584 682 571 1,586 571 1,512 571 1,590
8272 E Gateway 1,525 276 1,579 385 1,578 551 1,578 525 1,579 552
8273 E Gateway 615 575 900 1,003 902 1,835 902 1,750 902 1,839
8281 E Gateway 5,613 779 5,738 552 5,748 890 5,748 849 5,750 892
8282 E Gateway 1,354 545 1,655 705 1,656 845 1,656 806 1,657 847
8301 E Gateway 937 43 1,525 71 3,932 986 3,932 940 3,934 988
8311 E Gateway 3,152 154 3,653 210 4,114 531 4,114 506 4,116 532
8321 E Gateway 134 - 162 5 575 5 575 5 575 5
8322 E Gateway 35 - 35 - 89 - 89 - 89 -

Subtotal | E Gateway 48,669 10,390 52,007 14,478 55,327 20,294 55,327 19,353 55,352 20,340
3111 East Mountain 1,313 273 1,558 421 2,277 827 1,765 600 2,103 639
3121 East Mountain 269 72 459 113 2,318 387 1,797 282 2,140 299
3122 East Mountain 1,642 63 1,888 90 4,425 357 3,431 260 4,086 276
3131 East Mountain 1,624 84 1,877 168 3,114 554 2,414 403 2,876 428
3132 East Mountain 1,733 12 2,099 23 4,590 231 3,558 168 4,238 179
3142 East Mountain 851 37 848 89 1,074 93 833 68 992 72
3211 East Mountain 2,761 156 3,778 209 7,993 774 6,381 583 7,471 589
3221 East Mountain 1,249 287 1,596 413 2,588 812 2,066 612 2,419 617
3222 East Mountain 225 8 320 2 646 36 516 27 604 27
3301 East Mountain 813 16 968 25 1,173 68 937 51 1,096 52
Subtotal | East Mountain 12,480 1,008 15,391 1,553 30,198 4,139 23,698 3,054 28,025 3,178
1001 Far NW 1,102 84 1,208 62 1,812 86 1,090 67 996 62
1111 Far NW - - - - 4,216 2,702 - - - -

1121 Far NW - 10 - 24 - 2,822 - 2,154 - 24
1131 Far NW 97 - 94 - 688 1,266 414 966 94 -

1311 Far NW - - - - 10 - 6 - - -

1321 Far NW - - 9 - 58 50 35 38 9 -

Subtotal [ NW Outside 1,199 94 1,311 86 6,784 6,926 1,545 3,225 1,099 86
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1211 Far SW - 35 11 65 26 168 25 68 9 65
1411 Far SW - - - 25 2 26 2 26 - 25
Subtotal [ SW Outside - 35 11 90 28 194 27 94 9 90
7133 Foothills 2,198 93 2,102 112 2,102 112 2,102 107 2,117 99
7141 Foothills 1,185 40 1,523 139 1,562 142 1,562 135 1,573 125
7161 Foothills 573 88 1,375 104 1,606 104 1,606 99 1,617 92
7166 Foothills 92 - 421 2 866 2 866 2 872 2
7171 Foothills 876 175 846 277 811 284 811 271 817 250
7172 Foothills 2,596 309 2,946 680 2,905 897 2,905 855 2,925 790
7173 Foothills 3,470 621 4,331 616 4,328 667 4,328 636 4,358 587
7174 Foothills 601 16 1,707 27 1,707 27 1,707 26 1,719 24
7175 Foothills 1,007 37 1,267 57 1,267 92 1,267 88 1,276 81
7176 Foothills 939 135 838 211 886 391 886 373 892 344
7302 Foothills 1,045 13 1,804 130 6,478 291 6,268 270 6,483 275
7303 Foothills 1,648 360 1,594 341 2,156 377 2,156 360 2,171 332
7433 Foothills 1,194 128 1,238 249 1,289 807 1,289 770 1,298 710
7436 Foothills 358 1,171 326 1,287 605 1,927 605 1,838 609 1,696
7441 Foothills 2,825 538 2,848 883 2,815 1,211 2,815 1,155 2,835 1,066
7442 Foothills 2,990 227 3,157 378 3,203 1,062 3,203 1,012 3,225 935
7443 Foothills 1,702 182 1,816 181 1,890 415 1,890 396 1,903 365
7444 Foothills 1,086 11 1,149 29 1,143 40 1,143 38 1,151 35
7445 Foothills 2,396 327 2,393 330 2,871 478 2,871 456 2,891 421
7451 Foothills 1,747 370 1,743 533 1,719 721 1,719 688 1,731 635
7452 Foothills 1,580 513 1,598 551 1,576 839 1,576 800 1,587 739
7453 Foothills 1,795 121 1,818 209 1,799 342 1,799 326 1,812 301
7454 Foothills 1,633 110 1,632 152 1,630 209 1,630 199 1,641 184
7455 Foothills 1,313 19 1,354 52 1,343 51 1,343 49 1,352 45
7456 Foothills 883 9 927 7 956 8 956 8 963 7
7533 Foothills 1,359 666 1,364 819 1,387 819 1,387 781 1,397 721
7536 Foothills 1,031 131 1,314 209 1,424 223 1,424 212 1,434 196
Subtotal | Foothills 40,122 6,410 45,431 8,565 52,324 12,538 52,114 11,950 52,649 11,057
4101 Isleta Reservat - - - - - - - - - -

4111 Isleta Reservat 26 - 25 25 29 60 29 60 29 45
4112 Isleta Reservat 477 2 510 78 583 100 583 100 583 75
4113 Isleta Reservat 148 - 159 25 182 35 182 35 182 26
4121 Isleta Reservat 388 38 411 25 887 39 887 39 887 29
4122 Isleta Reservat 1,084 177 1,170 57 1,323 132 1,323 132 1,323 98
4211 Isleta Reservat 48 149 57 678 65 2,418 65 2,418 65 1,804
Subtotal [ Isleta Reservat 2,171 366 2,332 888 3,069 2,784 3,069 2,784 3,069 2,077
8411 KAFB 1,563 5,461 1,621 3,906 1,566 3,539 1,566 3,375 1,583 3,539
8431 KAFB 5,761 15,362 5,884 16,396 5,762 14,839 5,762 14,150 5,831 14,839
8552 KAFB 1,265 84 1,209 25 1,170 24 1,170 23 1,185 24
8601 Mesa del Sol - - - 6 469 134 469 134 469 134
8611 Mesa del Sol 5 72 3 17 11,591 7,702 20,791 12,866 9,591 1,084
Subtotal | SE Outside 8,594 20,979 8,717 20,350 20,558 26,238 29,758 30,548 18,659 19,620
7001 Mid-Heights 4 1,157 4 1,177 4 1,223 4 1,166 4 1,231
7002 Mid-Heights 2 2,119 6 3,309 6 3,811 6 3,634 6 3,836
7003 Mid-Heights 92 1,301 92 2,288 89 3,185 89 3,036 89 3,206
7004 Mid-Heights 2 243 2 489 2 741 2 708 2 746
7011 Mid-Heights 15 3,445 15 3,587 15 3,961 15 3,777 14 4,181
7012 Mid-Heights 412 921 511 1,065 873 2,752 873 2,624 840 2,905
7013 Mid-Heights 1,177 165 1,194 356 1,146 370 1,146 353 1,151 372
7014 Mid-Heights 1,924 927 1,908 818 1,839 976 1,839 931 1,847 982
7021 Mid-Heights 1,357 92 1,350 170 1,339 227 1,339 216 1,345 228
7022 Mid-Heights 1,873 573 1,878 472 1,811 496 1,811 473 1,819 499
7031 Mid-Heights 1,921 356 1,948 409 1,861 415 1,861 396 1,869 418
7032 Mid-Heights 1,627 1,146 1,618 1,856 1,560 1,886 1,560 1,798 1,567 1,898
7041 Mid-Heights 207 659 206 992 197 1,426 197 1,360 198 1,435
7042 Mid-Heights 1,257 707 1,090 612 1,051 722 1,051 689 1,055 727
7043 Mid-Heights 1,550 373 1,542 388 1,481 407 1,481 388 1,487 410
7044 Mid-Heights 17 1,087 17 1,392 17 2,097 17 2,001 17 2,111
7051 Mid-Heights 3,545 370 3,617 1,456 3,588 1,792 3,588 1,709 3,453 1,891
7052 Mid-Heights 1 2,990 1 3,827 1 4,070 1 3,881 1 4,296
7053 Mid-Heights 70 1,618 3 1,940 3 2,088 3 1,990 3 2,101
7101 Mid-Heights 2,480 684 2,500 766 2,491 788 2,491 751 2,501 793
7104 Mid-Heights 1,403 89 1,401 146 1,402 171 1,402 163 1,408 172
7105 Mid-Heights 2,010 185 2,036 348 2,027 351 2,027 335 2,035 353
7106 Mid-Heights 2,157 175 2,156 165 2,148 169 2,148 162 2,157 170
7107 Mid-Heights 2,514 618 2,561 904 2,530 913 2,530 871 2,541 919
7131 Mid-Heights 927 26 897 11 860 33 860 31 864 33
7401 Mid-Heights 737 131 749 187 736 207 736 197 739 208
7402 Mid-Heights 1,062 1,607 943 1,999 920 2,175 920 2,074 924 2,189
7403 Mid-Heights 1,202 550 1,201 554 1,187 781 1,187 745 1,192 786
7411 Mid-Heights 1,477 7 1,473 35 1,453 35 1,453 33 1,459 35
7412 Mid-Heights 1,474 656 1,499 597 1,471 638 1,471 608 1,477 642
7421 Mid-Heights 1,341 281 1,379 290 1,352 324 1,352 309 1,358 326
7422 Mid-Heights 2,454 1,156 2,472 1,560 2,447 2,178 2,447 2,077 2,457 2,192
7423 Mid-Heights 2,518 638 2,922 886 2,925 1,383 2,925 1,319 2,937 1,392
7424 Mid-Heights 1,381 165 1,378 260 1,358 276 1,358 263 1,364 278
7431 Mid-Heights 1,652 191 1,648 200 1,625 222 1,625 211 1,632 223
7432 Mid-Heights 1,496 664 1,506 752 1,490 924 1,490 881 1,496 930
7434 Mid-Heights 1,245 243 1,242 356 1,229 568 1,229 542 1,234 572
7435 Mid-Heights 1,928 416 1,960 423 1,927 464 1,927 441 1,935 467
7461 Mid-Heights 1,974 337 1,991 388 1,959 409 1,959 390 1,967 412
7462 Mid-Heights 1,729 244 1,717 188 1,686 201 1,686 192 1,693 202
7463 Mid-Heights 1,826 400 1,819 651 1,787 714 1,787 681 1,794 719
7464 Mid-Heights 1,440 789 1,437 587 1,409 776 1,409 740 1,415 781
7501 Mid-Heights 1,362 174 1,372 334 1,388 368 1,388 351 1,394 370
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7503 Mid-Heights 1,211 143 1,225 229 1,201 299 1,201 285 1,206 301
7511 Mid-Heights 1,339 340 1,336 415 1,324 585 1,324 558 1,330 589
7512 Mid-Heights 1,497 297 1,493 537 1,473 575 1,473 548 1,479 579
7601 Mid-Heights 965 1,015 963 1,178 924 1,198 924 1,142 928 1,206
7602 Mid-Heights 1,200 755 1,193 1,121 1,157 1,136 1,157 1,083 1,162 1,143
7603 Mid-Heights 1,388 625 1,381 767 1,337 903 1,337 861 1,343 909
7611 Mid-Heights 2,017 207 2,000 211 1,929 212 1,929 202 1,937 213
7612 Mid-Heights 924 687 937 1,261 904 1,283 904 1,223 908 1,291
7621 Mid-Heights 1,329 192 1,320 220 1,273 225 1,273 215 1,278 226
7622 Mid-Heights 1,068 452 1,060 735 1,009 647 1,009 617 1,013 651
7631 Mid-Heights 1,202 35 1,197 55 1,154 56 1,154 53 1,159 56
7632 Mid-Heights 980 686 993 1,003 957 1,019 957 972 961 1,026
7633 Mid-Heights 1,710 843 1,718 452 1,656 474 1,656 452 1,663 477
7634 Mid-Heights 716 289 713 282 688 289 688 276 691 291
7641 Mid-Heights 1,315 596 1,308 867 1,257 904 1,257 862 1,262 910
7642 Mid-Heights 976 819 969 1,003 934 1,023 934 976 938 1,030
7651 Mid-Heights 558 271 554 308 532 323 532 308 534 325
7652 Mid-Heights 1,078 564 1,070 688 1,019 678 1,019 647 1,023 682
7661 Mid-Heights 214 803 103 851 94 941 94 898 94 947
7662 Mid-Heights 1,835 196 1,827 274 1,762 281 1,762 267 1,769 283
7671 Mid-Heights 600 2,451 611 2,332 587 3,756 1,695 3,683 957 5,501
7672 Mid-Heights 116 4,901 115 6,986 110 7,224 318 7,085 179 10,581
7673 Mid-Heights 81 1,530 82 1,340 79 4,093 228 4,014 129 5,995
7674 Mid-Heights 837 1,442 847 2,179 813 3,412 2,348 3,346 1,326 4,997
8252 Mid-Heights - 321 - 328 - 328 - 313 - 330
Subtotal [ Mid-Heights 81,998 51,135 82,276 64,812 80,863 79,577 83,863 76,383 82,009 89,176
3141 N Albuquerque - - - - - - - - - -
7102 N Albuquerque 514 876 519 1,009 502 894 486 831 502 845
7103 N Albuquerque 1,300 581 1,318 772 1,320 785 1,277 729 1,321 742
7111 N Albuquerque 1,366 427 1,366 592 1,347 644 1,347 614 2,244 658
7112 N Albuquerque 6 1,254 15 2,540 18 2,876 18 2,743 30 2,940
7113 N Albuquerque 909 163 1,002 258 1,016 287 983 267 1,017 271
7114 N Albuquerque 953 635 1,504 91 1,496 177 1,447 163 1,497 167
7115 N Albuquerque 1,640 86 1,655 293 1,657 299 1,603 278 1,658 283
7116 N Albuquerque 1,426 125 1,437 143 1,657 155 1,603 144 1,658 147
7121 N Albuquerque 946 21 985 104 996 142 964 132 997 134
7122 N Albuquerque 1,356 191 1,341 1,566 1,346 1,702 1,302 1,581 1,347 1,609
7123 N Albuquerque 1,210 125 1,194 140 1,502 304 1,453 282 1,503 287
7124 N Albuquerque 1,542 96 1,457 99 1,634 201 1,581 187 1,635 190
7125 N Albuquerque 1,590 38 1,520 47 1,525 47 1,475 44 1,526 44
7126 N Albuquerque 2 215 2 299 827 401 800 373 828 379
7132 N Albuquerque 1,667 154 2,643 1,227 2,663 1,592 2,576 1,479 2,665 1,505
7134 N Albuquerque 2,018 60 1,914 58 1,917 58 1,855 55 1,919 55
7142 N Albuquerque 1,199 7 1,468 42 1,471 43 1,423 40 1,472 41
7143 N Albuquerque 1,283 16 1,974 31 2,002 34 1,937 32 2,004 32
7144 N Albuquerque 10 - 29 - 913 56 883 52 914 53
7145 N Albuquerque 20 - 32 - 954 - 923 - 955 -
7151 N Albuquerque 1,193 984 1,090 1,366 1,073 1,391 1,038 1,292 1,074 1,315
7152 N Albuquerque 1,512 77 1,524 103 1,517 104 1,468 97 1,518 98
7153 N Albuquerque 1,509 70 1,504 151 1,515 184 1,466 171 1,516 174
7154 N Albuquerque 1,365 90 1,426 475 1,429 477 1,382 443 1,430 451
7155 N Albuquerque 1,013 322 1,035 405 1,038 426 1,004 395 1,039 403
7156 N Albuquerque 1,576 13 1,772 17 1,819 17 1,760 17 1,821 16
7157 N Albuquerque 668 446 667 477 662 711 640 661 663 672
7162 N Albuquerque 99 6 264 5 731 5 707 5 732 5
7163 N Albuquerque 4 - 44 1 388 51 375 46 388 48
7164 N Albuquerque 270 1 573 4 1,505 64 1,456 60 1,506 61
7165 N Albuquerque 81 24 335 50 708 51 685 47 709 48
7201 N Albuquerque 656 503 682 745 943 1,601 943 1,527 1,571 1,636
7202 N Albuquerque - 267 5 469 167 936 167 892 278 957
7203 N Albuquerque 33 21 43 42 692 139 669 129 693 131
7204 N Albuquerque 17 45 10 77 556 277 538 257 556 262
7211 N Albuquerque 46 168 1,382 217 2,590 1,318 2,506 1,224 2,592 1,246
7212 N Albuquerque 620 13 917 8 3,313 75 3,206 70 3,316 71
7213 N Albuquerque 11 - 237 - 1,070 - 1,035 - 1,071 -
7214 N Albuquerque 4 - 179 20 1,552 95 1,501 88 1,553 90
7221 N Albuquerque 5 - 113 - 434 25 420 23 434 24
7222 N Albuquerque 77 - 212 4 441 21 427 20 441 20
7223 N Albuquerque 180 21 281 20 666 60 644 56 667 57
7224 N Albuquerque 227 38 368 71 880 77 851 72 881 73
7225 N Albuquerque 116 1 313 3 1,121 3 1,084 3 1,122 3
7226 N Albuquerque 56 - 138 20 418 21 404 20 418 20
7301 N Albuquerque 2,241 149 2,398 170 2,764 193 2,674 179 2,766 182
Subtotal [ N Albuquerque 34,536 8,329 40,887 14,231 56,755 19,019 54,986 17,820 58,447 18,445
5151 N Valley 596 121 590 79 950 81 1,636 118 1,247 87
5152 N Valley 1,230 346 1,244 219 1,958 254 1,958 247 2,086 287
5161 N Valley 459 215 459 243 434 265 748 386 570 284
5201 N Valley 436 1,383 437 1,687 424 2,636 424 2,565 452 2,983
5211 N Valley 880 56 871 66 851 66 851 64 907 75
5212 N Valley 669 64 663 78 657 79 657 77 700 89
5213 N Valley 322 732 323 877 310 873 310 850 330 988
5221 N Valley 14 801 14 1,062 13 1,053 16 1,085 13 1,070
5251 N Valley 236 955 130 1,602 121 1,664 150 1,715 123 1,690
5262 N Valley 108 616 109 831 105 1,345 1,081 1,352 251 2,356
6001 N Valley 564 354 565 350 543 1,335 673 1,376 551 1,356
6002 N Valley 1,095 226 1,121 146 1,148 167 1,423 172 1,166 170
6003 N Valley 693 482 719 507 702 583 870 600 713 592
6004 N Valley 52 501 22 479 8 504 10 519 8 512
6011 N Valley 573 208 571 264 560 292 694 301 569 297
6012 N Valley 944 192 985 177 935 161 1,159 166 949 164
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6021 N Valley 2,256 271 2,244 181 2,234 221 2,771 228 2,268 224
6022 N Valley 1,124 438 1,130 528 1,116 618 1,384 637 1,133 628
6031 N Valley 297 452 269 367 250 526 250 512 266 595
6032 N Valley 632 268 642 363 605 375 605 365 644 424
6033 N Valley 657 251 648 360 634 438 786 450 644 445
6034 N Valley 593 301 587 417 573 531 710 547 582 539
6041 N Valley 1,066 165 1,089 218 1,184 274 1,468 282 1,202 278
6042 N Valley 330 312 329 325 458 514 421 486 466 465
6043 N Valley 327 76 347 128 477 175 438 165 485 158
6044 N Valley 181 - 232 42 298 111 274 105 303 100
6045 N Valley 727 247 720 299 794 427 729 404 807 386
6046 N Valley 654 307 653 642 645 705 592 667 656 637
6051 N Valley 270 454 246 731 451 1,325 414 1,253 458 1,198
6052 N Valley 852 403 928 771 1,773 1,418 1,628 1,341 1,802 1,282
6053 N Valley - 1,517 - 1,375 - 2,641 - 2,236 - 2,453
6054 N Valley - 291 - 885 - 2,922 - 2,473 - 2,714
6055 N Valley - 1,267 3 1,779 3 4,438 3 3,757 4 4,122
6056 N Valley - 1,157 - 2,085 - 2,431 - 2,058 - 2,258
6057 N Valley - 2,000 3 1,896 3 2,834 3 2,398 4 2,632
6058 N Valley - 122 3 243 3 783 3 663 4 727
6061 N Valley 396 502 409 828 396 1,201 364 1,136 403 1,086
6062 N Valley 1,121 604 1,229 801 2,120 1,245 1,946 1,177 2,155 1,126
6063 N Valley - 150 - 756 - 2,736 - 2,316 - 2,541
6064 N Valley - 2,637 3 5,505 3 7,596 3 6,429 4 7,056
6065 N Valley - 1,522 - 306 - 601 - 509 - 558
6066 N Valley - 24 - 437 32 741 32 627 43 688
6071 N Valley 461 399 453 293 444 464 444 452 473 525
6072 N Valley 216 1,210 224 1,875 207 3,178 207 3,093 221 3,596
6073 N Valley 63 902 76 1,172 73 1,468 73 1,427 78 1,661
6074 N Valley 64 172 64 101 311 192 311 187 331 217
6075 N Valley 104 1,706 109 2,307 122 3,040 122 2,573 165 2,824
6076 N Valley - 824 - 1,448 - 2,584 - 2,187 - 2,400
6077 N Valley 88 2,106 30 2,423 27 2,685 27 2,273 36 2,494
6101 N Valley 1,910 145 1,959 167 2,293 260 2,293 253 2,443 294
6102 N Valley 1,070 59 1,240 80 1,412 80 1,412 78 1,504 91
6111 N Valley 978 66 1,019 118 1,245 129 1,245 126 1,326 146
6112 N Valley 970 50 1,033 79 1,085 79 1,085 77 1,156 89
6113 N Valley 571 309 608 328 659 331 659 322 702 375
6114 N Valley 819 5 818 8 807 8 807 8 860 9
6115 N Valley 1,195 113 1,195 92 1,229 121 1,229 118 1,309 137
6116 N Valley 689 88 714 113 783 114 783 111 834 129
6121 N Valley 401 48 588 50 676 53 621 50 687 48
6122 N Valley 861 102 869 119 952 181 874 171 968 164
6123 N Valley 562 122 695 185 937 186 937 181 998 210
6124 N Valley 728 300 728 325 846 308 777 291 860 278
6125 N Valley 25 6 25 22 40 22 37 21 41 20
6131 N Valley 1,302 540 1,381 703 1,504 718 1,381 679 1,529 649
6141 N Valley 2,086 393 2,059 384 2,131 424 2,642 437 2,164 431
6142 N Valley 634 62 626 413 610 458 756 472 619 465
6151 N Valley 1,263 406 919 425 1,027 342 943 323 1,044 309
6152 N Valley 765 52 801 85 852 115 782 109 866 104
6153 N Valley 1,615 100 1,601 159 1,606 323 1,475 305 1,633 292
6501 N Valley 669 41 702 90 917 347 842 328 932 314
6502 N Valley 47 - 40 19 67 19 62 18 68 17
6503 N Valley 1,001 50 1,050 184 1,110 265 1,019 251 1,128 240
6504 N Valley 310 96 320 163 310 346 285 327 315 313
6505 N Valley 1,003 63 992 108 1,265 198 1,162 187 1,286 179
6506 N Valley 332 20 350 21 347 127 319 120 353 115
6507 N Valley 87 64 85 106 69 117 63 111 70 106
6511 N Valley 43 77 28 628 28 2,171 28 2,171 22 1,447
6512 N Valley - 3,464 - 3,098 - 8,116 - 6,871 - 7,539
6513 N Valley 261 16 273 19 443 32 443 32 348 21
6514 N Valley 115 - 119 36 140 1,031 140 873 189 958
6521 N Valley 184 21 186 17 265 73 243 69 269 66
6522 N Valley 1 1,837 13 4,442 13 6,599 13 5,586 18 6,129
6523 N Valley 14 13 14 206 53 467 53 395 72 434
6524 N Valley 288 - 283 1 283 1 260 1 288 1
6525 N Valley 430 99 426 79 405 717 405 607 547 666
6526 N Valley 1,054 883 1,065 1,341 1,050 2,300 1,050 1,946 1,418 2,136
6531 N Valley 124 2 130 3 253 185 232 175 257 167
6532 N Valley 374 19 385 29 407 79 374 75 414 71
6533 N Valley 1,212 211 1,234 150 1,720 241 1,579 228 1,748 218
6534 N Valley 397 253 414 297 449 253 412 239 456 229
6535 N Valley 339 125 342 115 406 280 373 265 413 253
6541 N Valley 139 3 147 26 181 26 166 25 184 24
6542 N Valley 567 189 593 201 996 207 915 195 1,012 187
6543 N Valley 408 97 437 99 516 116 474 110 525 105
Subtotal [ N Valley 49,193 40,918 49,999 55,887 57,342 91,361 60,318 82,343 60,147 88,212
8001 Near Heights - 460 - 748 - 1,198 - 1,158 - 1,367
8002 Near Heights 360 527 289 742 280 1,539 356 1,488 333 1,757
8011 Near Heights 1,924 4,738 2,434 4,620 2,434 5,638 2,489 5,450 2,472 6,435
8012 Near Heights 332 6,027 308 7,209 432 8,324 549 8,048 514 9,501
8021 Near Heights 851 282 764 365 764 421 971 407 910 481
8022 Near Heights 1,174 1,081 976 1,399 980 1,520 1,246 1,468 1,167 1,735
8031 Near Heights 1,729 3,245 1,814 4,089 1,809 5,057 2,300 4,889 2,154 5,772
8032 Near Heights 13 541 16 561 6 592 8 572 7 676
8041 Near Heights 2,794 760 2,905 1,045 2,898 1,079 3,684 1,044 3,451 1,232
8051 Near Heights 9 1,886 2 2,103 2 3,000 2 2,594 3 2,914
8052 Near Heights 581 584 605 592 603 835 603 722 964 811
8061 Near Heights 1,113 597 1,176 372 1,158 1,813 1,158 1,729 1,169 1,780
8062 Near Heights 2,927 556 3,039 203 2,972 197 2,972 188 2,999 193
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8071 Near Heights - 141 2 191 195 394 195 341 312 383
8072 Near Heights 721 315 791 104 841 132 841 114 1,344 128
8081 Near Heights 73 2,132 74 2,144 71 3,057 71 2,643 113 2,969
8082 Near Heights 1,082 2,345 1,125 2,195 1,077 3,486 1,077 3,014 1,721 3,386
8101 Near Heights 2,461 486 2,495 545 2,480 570 2,480 544 2,503 560
8102 Near Heights 1,521 262 1,575 226 1,576 238 1,576 227 1,591 234
8111 Near Heights 1,810 206 1,834 243 1,810 249 1,810 238 1,827 244
8121 Near Heights 1,257 171 1,276 232 1,253 239 1,253 228 1,265 235
8122 Near Heights 1,176 315 1,272 338 1,333 356 1,333 338 1,345 350
8123 Near Heights 248 317 255 334 500 372 500 355 505 365
8131 Near Heights 1,339 499 1,358 591 1,324 600 1,324 572 1,336 589
8132 Near Heights 1,218 365 1,247 445 1,247 472 1,247 450 1,259 463
8133 Near Heights - 950 - 692 40 735 40 701 40 722
8141 Near Heights 1,063 1,113 1,088 1,883 1,073 1,891 1,073 1,802 1,083 1,857
8142 Near Heights 1,525 104 1,559 85 1,556 88 1,556 83 1,570 86
8151 Near Heights 1,801 1,476 1,859 2,389 1,798 2,512 2,418 2,556 1,878 2,637
8161 Near Heights 2,044 1,548 2,006 2,064 1,960 2,102 2,636 2,139 2,047 2,207
8171 Near Heights 1,061 807 1,077 930 1,075 943 1,446 960 1,123 990
8172 Near Heights 1,619 349 1,643 430 1,595 433 2,145 440 1,666 455
8201 Near Heights 1,198 692 1,226 690 1,214 695 1,633 708 1,268 730
8202 Near Heights 874 224 875 109 873 120 1,174 121 912 126
8211 Near Heights 1,475 1,223 1,510 1,640 1,512 1,797 2,033 1,828 1,579 1,887
8212 Near Heights 361 1,119 366 1,418 346 1,541 346 1,470 349 1,513
8221 Near Heights 5 585 5 391 5 397 3,005 5,000 5 403
8231 Near Heights 1,474 414 1,556 495 1,499 502 2,016 512 1,565 527
8232 Near Heights 1,610 824 1,341 831 1,292 856 1,738 871 1,349 899
8233 Near Heights 2,604 605 2,733 467 2,684 470 2,684 448 2,709 461
8234 Near Heights 1,614 480 1,730 598 1,695 603 1,695 574 1,711 592
8241 Near Heights 658 286 687 299 705 301 705 287 712 296
8242 Near Heights 3,585 89 3,851 123 3,839 110 3,839 105 3,874 108
8243 Near Heights 960 653 1,011 785 968 813 1,302 827 1,011 854
8244 Near Heights 2,381 244 2,504 289 2,503 290 2,503 277 2,526 285
8401 Near Heights - - - 302 - 1,900 - 1,812 - 1,857
8402 Near Heights - 705 - 654 - 1,108 - 1,056 - 1,083
8412 Near Heights - 1,845 - 2,615 - 3,642 - 3,149 - 3,537
8413 Near Heights - - - 930 - 2,042 - 1,766 - 1,983
8421 Near Heights 68 1,740 - 1,896 - 2,248 - 2,144 - 2,207
8422 Near Heights 434 2,396 455 2,226 437 2,644 437 2,521 441 2,596
8423 Near Heights 365 120 379 152 400 156 400 149 404 153
8501 Near Heights 1,812 36 1,927 41 1,843 66 1,843 63 1,860 65
8502 Near Heights 1,360 80 1,378 115 1,353 116 1,353 111 1,366 114
8511 Near Heights 1,132 649 1,147 747 1,127 775 1,516 789 1,177 814
8512 Near Heights 387 87 403 149 387 154 520 157 404 162
8521 Near Heights 951 1,292 976 1,419 936 1,882 1,259 1,915 977 1,976
8531 Near Heights 1,950 186 2,036 222 1,984 211 1,984 200 2,002 207
8532 Near Heights 361 1,338 523 1,483 501 1,550 674 1,576 523 1,627
8533 Near Heights 651 363 687 478 659 488 886 497 688 512
8534 Near Heights 1,942 265 2,039 292 1,995 300 1,995 286 2,013 295
8541 Near Heights 2,730 897 2,876 1,052 2,885 1,060 2,885 1,011 2,912 1,041
8542 Near Heights 1,760 185 1,836 224 1,807 231 1,807 220 1,824 227
8551 Near Heights 2,039 349 2,079 105 2,054 106 2,054 101 2,073 104
8561 Near Heights 2,950 290 2,991 354 2,961 360 2,961 343 2,988 353
Subtotal | Near Heights 75,517 55,446 77,991 63,700 77,606 79,616 88,606 80,396 81,893 83,108
5321 S Valley 4 1,131 - 1,340 - 3,947 - 3,289 - 3,810
5322 S Valley - 85 3 77 3 675 3 562 3 652
5331 S Valley 155 214 155 257 317 772 317 751 303 674
5401 S Valley 780 46 770 79 780 79 780 77 747 69
5402 S Valley 880 510 837 290 1,117 229 1,117 223 1,069 200
5411 S Valley 1,113 361 1,119 482 1,165 791 1,165 659 1,165 764
5412 S Valley 13 232 25 343 25 511 25 426 25 492
5421 S Valley 49 542 45 735 62 1,012 62 842 62 977
5422 S Valley 32 314 73 85 69 209 69 174 69 202
5431 S Valley 312 50 391 56 545 56 545 54 522 49
5511 S Valley 2,493 276 2,449 528 2,465 580 2,311 564 2,346 501
5512 S Valley 764 217 768 219 774 225 726 218 737 195
5513 S Valley 396 53 428 80 646 453 606 440 615 392
5521 S Valley 284 1 366 71 531 77 498 75 505 67
5522 S Valley 2,471 79 2,411 33 2,453 57 2,299 54 2,334 49
5523 S Valley 479 17 592 28 694 62 651 60 660 54
5524 S Valley 1,022 108 1,024 74 1,191 89 1,116 86 1,133 77
5525 S Valley 263 85 273 85 285 437 267 424 271 378
5526 S Valley 453 16 474 16 501 16 470 16 477 14
5531 S Valley 370 - 413 2 449 2 421 2 427 2
5532 S Valley 973 92 1,031 106 1,189 108 1,028 86 1,183 94
5533 S Valley 841 22 857 16 935 17 808 14 931 15
5534 S Valley 380 3 363 4 370 17 320 15 368 15
5535 S Valley 498 81 523 120 563 122 528 118 536 105
5536 S Valley 693 114 705 95 822 112 710 89 818 98
5537 S Valley 156 14 152 14 151 77 142 75 144 67
5601 S Valley 1,195 68 1,263 51 1,431 58 2,549 101 2,102 76
5602 S Valley 2,106 389 2,235 398 2,274 615 4,051 1,072 3,339 807
5603 S Valley 787 44 802 8 857 9 803 9 816 8
5611 S Valley 702 29 736 14 760 30 712 29 723 26
5612 S Valley 863 105 929 171 1,013 172 950 167 964 149
5613 S Valley 1,129 70 1,189 143 1,194 264 1,734 368 1,188 230
5614 S Valley 654 66 682 73 749 250 1,088 349 745 218
5621 S Valley 899 136 958 91 1,025 102 961 99 975 88
5622 S Valley 2,849 317 2,971 374 3,027 547 4,395 763 3,012 477
5623 S Valley 1,002 396 1,009 456 1,081 584 1,570 815 1,076 509
5631 S Valley 1,971 284 2,164 490 2,505 515 2,347 500 2,384 445
5632 S Valley 693 21 735 19 768 20 720 19 731 17
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Table A.1 Alternative Scenarios, Population, and Employment Projections

Community 1990 1995 Trend Scenario Balanced Scenario Downtown Scenario
DASZ Planning Area Population Employment Population Employment Population Employment Population Employment Population Employment

5633 S Valley 2,408 497 2,460 410 2,565 846 3,102 894 2,441 731
5634 S Valley 2,310 42 2,434 60 2,507 119 3,033 126 2,386 103
5635 S Valley 913 138 949 93 963 107 1,165 113 916 93
5636 S Valley 323 220 334 443 322 506 390 535 306 437
5637 S Valley 780 172 840 163 903 178 846 173 859 154
5638 S Valley 692 105 747 151 798 183 965 194 759 158
5641 S Valley 1,524 229 1,597 192 1,681 332 1,576 322 1,600 287
5642 S Valley 1,461 204 1,595 232 1,699 266 1,593 257 1,617 230
5643 S Valley 123 - 133 11 126 23 118 22 120 20
Subtotal | S Valley 41,258 8,195 43,009 9,278 46,350 16,458 51,652 16,320 46,509 15,275
7231 Sandia Reservat 3 - 3 18 3 452 3 452 2 301
7701 Sandia Reservat 302 297 380 381 656 398 635 370 657 376
Subtotal | Sandia Reservat 305 297 383 399 659 850 638 822 659 677
5501 SW Mesa 16 - 52 16 3,226 1,143 1,290 302 52 16
5502 SW Mesa 770 79 777 77 1,529 125 611 32 1,520 105
5503 SW Mesa 1,377 36 1,444 23 2,205 25 881 6 2,205 25
5504 SW Mesa 15 - 55 11 3,763 11 1,504 3 55 11
5505 SW Mesa 713 6 926 34 1,515 54 605 14 1,515 54
5701 SW Mesa 490 108 1,277 47 2,636 250 2,082 210 2,633 177
5702 SW Mesa 307 42 442 44 2,139 441 1,689 371 2,136 311
5711 SW Mesa 1,383 96 1,363 101 1,539 186 1,215 157 1,537 131
5712 SW Mesa 1,252 65 1,398 125 2,318 766 1,830 645 2,315 541
5713 SW Mesa 7 - 11 - 1,018 601 804 506 1,017 424
5714 SW Mesa 1,091 84 1,001 99 1,602 189 1,265 158 1,600 133
5721 SW Mesa - - - - 1,446 15 1,142 13 - -

5722 SW Mesa 3,922 73 4,008 125 4,338 294 3,426 248 4,333 208
5723 SW Mesa 546 23 801 35 1,530 177 1,208 149 1,528 125
5731 SW Mesa 241 91 280 35 971 88 767 74 970 62
5732 SW Mesa 73 3 96 52 981 128 775 108 980 90
5733 SW Mesa 104 228 117 326 302 404 238 340 302 285
5741 SW Mesa - - - - 1,728 864 1,365 727 - -

5742 SW Mesa - 17 - - 1,094 138 864 116 1,093 97
5743 SW Mesa 1,349 77 2,274 262 2,689 347 2,123 292 2,686 245
5744 SW Mesa 1,632 3 1,588 132 2,053 145 1,621 122 2,050 102
5801 SW Mesa 47 7 21 6 693 467 547 393 692 330
5802 SW Mesa 149 233 173 466 920 1,825 894 7,406 1,981 1,825
5803 SW Mesa - - - - 238 673 231 2,730 512 673
5804 SW Mesa 1,108 1,089 1,289 1,047 1,669 1,786 1,622 7,245 3,594 1,786
5805 SW Mesa 2 966 2 1,149 2 1,897 2 7,697 4 1,897
5806 SW Mesa 150 29 134 125 129 1,214 125 4,925 278 1,214
5811 SW Mesa 3,977 386 3,819 498 3,641 638 3,538 638 4,140 755
5812 SW Mesa 2,478 343 2,321 316 2,187 354 1,727 298 2,184 250
5821 SW Mesa 1,713 493 1,717 534 1,645 589 1,598 589 1,870 697
5822 SW Mesa 921 16 960 55 1,144 55 903 46 1,143 39
5831 SW Mesa 600 - 618 24 695 99 675 99 790 117
5832 SW Mesa 1,141 21 1,148 27 1,385 388 1,094 327 1,383 274
5833 SW Mesa 3,498 355 3,632 274 3,498 330 3,399 330 3,977 390
5841 SW Mesa 147 47 143 36 1,927 557 1,522 469 1,925 393
Subtotal [ SW Mesa 31,219 5,016 33,887 6,101 60,395 17,263 45,182 37,785 55,000 13,782
6201 West Side - - 511 6 3,010 6 2,925 6 2,655 5
6202 West Side 125 11 134 1 1,317 231 1,280 231 1,162 202
6203 West Side 748 6 860 12 1,148 12 1,115 12 1,013 10
6204 West Side 413 5 433 35 1,372 35 1,333 35 1,210 31
6205 West Side - - 574 8 1,863 48 1,810 48 1,643 42
6206 West Side - - - - 948 - 921 - 836 -

6211 West Side 1,025 21 1,159 12 2,077 165 1,836 160 2,729 258
6212 West Side 1,436 123 1,495 142 2,274 199 2,209 199 2,006 174
6213 West Side - - - - 779 2,700 689 2,610 1,023 4,225
6214 West Side 20 77 675 114 2,249 303 1,988 293 2,955 474
6215 West Side 1,033 273 943 250 1,216 617 1,075 597 1,598 966
6216 West Side 384 463 435 446 425 1,389 376 1,343 558 2,174
6217 West Side 894 48 2,120 110 2,932 110 2,849 110 2,586 96
6218 West Side 1,631 108 1,591 1,670 1,662 1,710 1,615 1,710 1,466 1,492
6221 West Side 66 - 1,595 51 4,154 139 3,673 135 5,457 218
6222 West Side 1,376 20 2,908 31 2,951 31 2,867 31 2,603 27
6223 West Side 139 - 428 4 1,004 109 976 109 886 95
6224 West Side 2,646 59 3,307 133 3,714 359 3,284 347 4,879 562
6225 West Side 1,928 41 2,265 874 2,238 954 2,175 954 1,974 832
6226 West Side 2,560 149 3,496 289 3,588 352 3,486 352 3,165 307
6227 West Side 41 - 474 11 1,253 11 1,217 11 1,105 10
6231 West Side 43 242 24 381 145 856 128 828 190 1,340
6232 West Side 606 171 1,239 211 2,130 735 1,938 711 2,650 1,150
6241 West Side 1,352 19 2,557 24 2,588 24 2,515 24 2,283 21
6242 West Side 752 21 834 27 852 61 828 61 752 53
6243 West Side 2,343 18 2,602 120 2,612 139 2,538 139 2,304 121
6244 West Side 403 13 581 25 1,071 93 947 90 1,407 146
6251 West Side 1,366 272 1,770 578 2,108 932 1,864 901 2,769 1,458
6252 West Side 214 181 274 246 1,684 1,244 1,489 1,203 2,212 1,947
6253 West Side 199 13 224 16 1,744 502 1,542 486 2,291 786
6301 West Side 3 - 215 - 7,557 5,966 7,359 966 3,105 257
6302 West Side - - - 15 - 15 - 15 - 13
6311 West Side 2 - - - 2,853 258 2,772 258 2,517 225
6312 West Side - - - - 810 - 787 - 715 -

6313 West Side - - - - 829 11 805 11 731 10
6401 West Side - - 141 186 1,234 512 947 483 1,348 446
6402 West Side 1,221 249 2,034 208 4,027 404 3,089 381 4,400 352
6403 West Side 2,326 64 2,697 99 3,709 103 2,846 97 4,053 90
6404 West Side - 614 353 1,054 610 1,115 468 1,051 667 972
6405 West Side - - - 10 976 75 749 71 1,066 65
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Table A.1 Alternative Scenarios, Population, and Employment Projections

Community 1990 1995 Trend Scenario Balanced Scenario Downtown Scenario

DASZ Planning Area Population Employment Population Employment Population Employment Population Employment Population Employment

6406 West Side 318 - 406 4 1,701 1,388 1,305 1,310 1,859 1,209
6411 West Side 327 116 201 298 1,639 1,203 1,258 1,134 1,791 1,048
6412 West Side 1,326 475 1,676 362 2,587 2,135 1,985 2,013 2,327 1,860
6413 West Side 598 21 755 - 3,644 180 2,796 170 3,982 157
6414 West Side 118 519 255 438 1,691 1,537 1,297 1,449 1,848 1,339
6415 West Side 232 55 221 184 530 296 407 280 579 258
6416 West Side 138 36 177 71 324 1,007 249 949 354 877
6417 West Side 2 905 5 922 5 7,213 4 6,800 5 6,285
6418 West Side - 182 183 292 2,091 923 1,604 370 2,285 304
6421 West Side - - - - 2,185 756 1,676 713 2,387 659
6422 West Side - - - - 1,532 - 921 - - -

6431 West Side - 28 3 - 1,113 589 854 554 1,216 513
6432 West Side 2,616 115 2,492 164 3,078 392 2,361 371 3,363 342
6433 West Side - - - - 976 42 749 41 1,066 37
6434 West Side - - - - 1,302 3 783 2 - -

6435 West Side - - - - 2,133 528 1,637 497 2,331 460
Subtotal | West Side 32,970 5,783 47,322 10,634 106,244 40,717 93,196 34,222 104,862 37,500
Total 480,577 244,307 520,201 302,702 673,734 455,182 673,735 455,183 673,731 455,184
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Table A.2. Infrastructure Cost Analysis-Trend Scenario

City of Albuquerque - Planned Growth Strategy Report Date
Infrastructure Cost Analysis Trend Alternative $438 $2,500 $347.00 $590.00 Transmission $1,480.00 15-Aug-01
Capital Costs - 1998 Dollars $110 $375 $43.00 $100.00 $0.50/gal Pump Pipelines Master Plan Total Total Capital Costs By Coverage
% of Vacant
Parcels with

Percent of Total by Area Total Population Percent of Population by Coverage Service Lines  Service Line Cost|  Domestic Municipal Water Reservoir Stations @ $3;00/in dia and Infill 1960 In Serv, In Serv. Out
TRUNK ZONE in 1960 [ In serv. [Out serv.| COGPOP95] COGEMP95] COGPOP2020]COGEMP2020]  Year 2020 in 1960 In serv. [ Outserv. comment Well Cost Well Cost Rights Pipelines
AIRPORT ARPT 0% 100% 0% 0 16 2,783 1,783 2,783 0 2,783 0 0.0 $1,414,193 $0 1,042,400 1,820,300 $0 $4,118,800 $8,395,693 $0 $8,395,700 $0
AIRPORT Total 0 16 2,783 1,783 2,783 0 2,783 0 $1,414,193 $0 1,042,400 1,820,300 $0 $0 $0 $4,118,800 $8,395,693 $0 $8,395,700 $0
ALAMEDA 1E 0% 100% 0% 12,103 6,086 3,370 4,011 15,473 0 15,473 0 13.3 $1,660,715 $0 $1,342,000 $2,389,700 $0 $0 $0 $4,988,200 $10,380,615 $0 $10,380,600 $0
ALAMEDA 2E 0% 100% 0% 1,676 15,294 106 15,495 1,781 0 1,781 0 3.0 $1,690,771 $0 $703,000 $1,611,900 $0 $0 $0 $156,600 $4,162,271 $0 $4,162,300 $0
ALAMEDA 3E 0% 100% 0% 9,219 5,536 1,393 2,270 10,612 0 10,612 0 19.8 $688,770 $0 $581,100 $1,049,000 $0 $0 $0 $2,062,100 $4,380,970 $0 $4,381,000 $0
ALAMEDA 4ER 0% 100% 0% 6,901 2,248 2,786 1,138 9,688 0 9,688 0 6.9 $1,252,215 $0 $1,015,800 $1,757,800 $0 $0 $0 $4,123,900 $8,149,715 $0 $8,149,700 $0
ALAMEDA 4ERR 0% 100% 0% 376 23 -2 22 374 0 374 0 0.0 $1,533 $0 $300 $1,000 $0 $0 $0 -$3,000 -$167 $0 -$200 $0
ALAMEDA 5E 0% 100% 0% 5,986 413 2,672 676 8,658 0 8,658 0 1.2 $1,229,604 $0 $956,400 $1,644,300 $0 $0 $0 $3,955,100 $7,785,404 $0 $7,785,400 $0
ALAMEDA 6E 0% 25% 75% 3,305 165 2,782 91 6,088 0 1,622 4,566 0.0 $1,228,721 $0 $969,400 $1,650,800 $1,000,000 $660,000 $240,000 $4,118,000 $9,866,921 $0 $2,466,700 $7,400,200
ALAMEDA 7E 0% 25% 75% 2,120 185 2,407 148 4,527 0 1,132 3,395 0.0 $1,070,352 $0 $841,500 $1,434,800 $1,000,000 $660,000 $240,000 $3,561,800 $8,808,452 $0 $2,202,100 $6,606,300
ALAMEDA 8E 0% 40% 60% 2,886 252 1,778 101 4,664 0 1,865 2,798 0.0 $789,837 $0 $621,300 $1,059,100 $1,000,000 $660,000 $240,000 $2,631,500 $7,001,737 $0 $2,800,700 $4,201,000
ALAMEDA Total 44,571 30,202 17,293 23,953 61,865 0 51,106 10,759 $9,612,517 $0 $7,030,800 $12,598,400 $3,000,000 $1,980,000 $720,000 $25,594,200 $60,535,917 $0 $42,328,300 $18,207,500
ATR/PAJ 5W 0% 0% 100% 443 45 3,121 876 3,564 0 0 3,564 0.0 $1,462,948 $0 $1,120,700 $1,929,000 $500,000 $750,000 $720,000 $4,619,100 $11,101,748 $0 $0 $11,101,700
ATR/PAJ 6W 0% 0% 100% 345 43 903 173 1,248 0 0 1,248 0.0 $414,271 $0 $320,600 $549,800 $500,000 $750,000 $720,000 $1,335,800 $4,590,471 $0 $0 $4,590,500
ATR/PAJ Total 789 89 4,024 1,049 4,812 0 0 4,812 $1,877,220 $0 $1,441,300 $2,478,800 $1,000,000 $1,500,000 $1,440,000 $5,954,900 $15,692,220 $0 $0 $15,692,200
ATRISCO ow 50% 50% 0% 25,297 4,083 2,110 1,666 27,408 13,704 13,704 0 14.0 $951,841 $0 $803,900 $1,411,700 $0 $0 $0 $3,123,300 $6,290,741 $3,145,400 $3,145,400 $0
ATRISCO 1w 50% 50% 0% 9,559 1,459 1,365 553 10,924 5,462 5,462 0 17.2 $545,052 $0 $497,300 $860,500 $0 $0 $0 $2,019,800 $3,922,652 $1,961,300 $1,961,300 $0
ATRISCO 2w 50% 40% 10% 4,062 431 3,420 2,178 7,482 3,741 2,993 748 247 $1,307,502 $0 $1,280,400 $2,235,500 $0 $0 $0 $5,061,500 $9,884,902 $4,942,500 $3,954,000 $988,500
ATRISCO 2WR 50% 40% 10% 9,239 2,826 4,247 4,700 13,486 6,743 5,395 1,349 19.3 $1,916,624 $0 $1,675,900 $2,975,900 $0 $0 $0 $6,286,100 $12,854,524 $6,427,300 $5,141,800 $1,285,500
ATRISCO 3WR 0% 0% 100% 1,829 87 2,440 691 4,269 0 0 4,269 0.0 $1,144,532 $0 $876,500 $1,508,900 $1,500,000 $750,000 $432,000 $3,611,900 $9,823,832 $0 $0 $9,823,800
ATRISCO 4w 0% 0% 100% 584 30 2,066 405 2,650 0 0 2,650 0.0 $949,392 $0 $734,400 $1,259,600 $1,500,000 $750,000 $432,000 $3,058,300 $8,683,692 $0 $0 $8,683,700
ATRISCO Total 50,570 8,915 15,649 10,192 66,220 29,650 27,553 9,016 $6,814,945 $0 $5,868,400 $10,252,100 $3,000,000 $1,500,000 $864,000 $23,160,900 $51,460,345 $16,476,500 $14,202,500 $20,781,500
COL/ATR W 0% 0% 100% 123 28 2,880 2,572 3,003 0 0 3,003 0.0 $1,543,097 $0 $1,332,000 $1,956,400 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $4,262,500 $14,093,997 $0 $0 $14,094,000
COL/ATR 5WR 0% 0% 100% 43 0 1,468 1,193 1,511 0 0 1,511 0.0 $773,815 $0 $673,000 $985,700 $0 $0 $0 $2,173,200 $4,605,715 $0 $0 $4,605,700
COL/ATR 6WR 0% 0% 100% 54 0 1,836 1,492 1,889 0 0 1,889 0.0 $967,268 $0 $841,300 $1,232,100 $0 $0 $0 $2,716,500 $5,757,168 $0 $0 $5,757,200
COL/ATR Total 220 28 6,184 5,257 6,404 0 0 6,404 $3,284,180 $0 $2,846,300 $4,174,200 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $9,152,200 $24,456,880 $0 $0 $24,456,900
COLLEGE 2w 0% 100% 0% 2,715 182 5,488 848 8,203 0 8,203 0 32.2 $1,692,756 $0 $2,329,100 $3,322,900 $0 $0 $0 $8,122,700 $15,467,456 $0 $15,467,500 $0
COLLEGE 2WR 0% 100% 0% 12,223 4,084 6,033 5,629 18,256 0 18,256 0 29.2 $2,307,182 $0 $2,802,500 $4,122,200 $0 $0 $0 $8,928,400 $18,160,282 $0 $18,160,300 $0
COLLEGE 3WR 0% 0% 100% 373 5 3,511 936 3,884 0 0 3,884 0.0 $1,640,119 $0 $1,510,100 $2,164,900 $1,500,000 $750,000 $270,000 $5,195,800 $13,030,919 $0 $0 $13,030,900
COLLEGE 4w 0% 0% 100% 43 0 1,468 1,193 1,511 0 0 1,511 0.0 $773,815 $0 $673,000 $985,700 $1,500,000 $750,000 $270,000 $2,173,200 $7,125,715 $0 $0 $7,125,700
COLLEGE 8W 0% 0% 100% 39 7 323 627 362 0 0 362 0.0 $210,131 $0 $166,900 $253,300 $3,000,000 $1,500,000 $7,408,800 $478,000 $13,017,131 $0 $0 $13,017,100
COLLEGE Total 15,393 4,278 16,823 9,233 32,216 0 26,459 5,757 $6,624,002 $0 $7,481,600 | $10,849,000 | $6,000,000  $3,000,000 $7,948,800 $24,898,100 $66,801,502 $0 $33,627,800 $33,173,700
CORRALES 1w 0% 100% 0% 2,306 2,609 2,712 7,785 5,018 0 5,018 0 0.0 $2,040,253 $0 $1,275,800 $2,378,500 $0 $0 $0 $4,013,600 $9,708,153 $0 $9,708,200 $0
CORRALES 2w 0% 100% 0% 3,492 843 6,375 2,398 9,867 0 9,867 0 0.0 $3,054,880 $0 $2,315,300 $4,001,100 $0 $0 $0 $9,435,100 $18,806,380 $0 $18,806,400 $0
CORRALES 2WR 0% 100% 0% 1,828 701 4,636 1,332 6,464 0 6,464 0 0.0 $2,176,584 $0 $1,666,100 $2,868,600 $0 $0 $0 $6,861,700 $13,572,984 $0 $13,573,000 $0
CORRALES 3WR 0% 100% 0% 2,957 384 4,426 2,322 7,383 0 7,383 0 0.0 $2,192,929 $0 $1,635,800 $2,843,700 $0 $0 $0 $6,550,900 $13,223,329 $0 $13,223,300 $0
CORRALES 4w 0% 100% 0% 1,247 82 6,258 1,246 7,505 0 7,505 0 0.0 $2,877,583 $0 $2,225,200 $3,817,000 $0 $0 $0 $9,262,300 $18,182,083 $0 $18,182,100 $0
CORRALES 5W 0% 0% 100% 0 0 2,358 432 2,358 0 0 2,358 0.0 $1,080,009 $0 $836,700 $1,434,300 $1,500,000 $750,000 $360,000 $3,489,400 $9,450,409 $0 $0 $9,450,400
CORRALES 6W 0% 0% 100% 0 0 918 431 918 0 0 918 0.0 $449,279 $0 $337,100 $584,700 $1,500,000 $750,000 $360,000 $1,358,600 $5,339,679 $0 $0 $5,339,700
CORRALES W 0% 0% 100% 0 0 929 548 929 0 0 929 0.0 $466,908 $0 $345,900 $602,900 $3,000,000 $1,500,000 $1,008,000 $1,374,900 $8,298,608 $0 $0 $8,298,600
CORRALES 8W 0% 0% 100% 0 0 1,054 676 1,054 0 0 1,054 0.0 $535,674 $0 $394,800 $689,500 $3,000,000 $1,500,000 $288,000 $1,559,900 $7,967,874 $0 $0 $7,967,900
CORRALES Y 0% 0% 100% 0 0 1,054 676 1,054 0 0 1,054 0.0 $535,674 $0 $394,800 $689,500 $0 $0 $0 $1,559,900 $3,179,874 $0 $0 $3,179,900
CORRALES Total 11,829 4,619 30,721 17,846 42,549 0 36,237 6,313 $15,409,774 $0 $11,427,500 $19,909,800 $9,000,000 $4,500,000 $2,016,000 $45,466,300 $107,729,374 $0 $73,493,000 $34,236,500
FREEWAY 1E 100% 0% 0% 30,923 41,070 1,241 9,955 32,164 32,164 0 0 18.5 $1,331,446 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,331,446 $1,331,400 $0 $0
FREEWAY 2E 100% 0% 0% 21,434 33,273 205 7,302 21,639 21,639 0 0 253 $664,314 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $664,314 $664,300 $0 $0
FREEWAY 3E 100% 0% 0% 28,473 29,994 -672 6,433 27,801 27,801 0 0 19.7 $329,363 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $329,363 $329,400 $0 $0
FREEWAY 4ER 100% 0% 0% 7,613 2,742 -65 346 7,548 7,548 0 0 10.6 $8,468 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,468 $8,500 $0 $0
FREEWAY 5E 100% 0% 0% 12,505 5,729 -51 1,442 12,454 12,454 0 0 8.7 $123,617 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $123,617 $123,600 $0 $0
FREEWAY 6E 100% 0% 0% 14,844 2,834 -24 1,079 14,820 14,820 0 0 2.0 $105,480 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $105,480 $105,500 $0 $0
FREEWAY 7E 100% 0% 0% 8,762 1,501 73 378 8,835 8,835 0 0 5.8 $69,136| $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $69,136 $69,100 $0 $0
FREEWAY 8E 0% 100% 0% 4,093 222 83 97 4,175 0 4,175 0 20.0 $37,510| $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $37,510 $0 $37,500 $0
FREEWAY 9ER 0% 100% 0% 2,721 131 65 62 2,785 0 2,785 0 231 $26,992 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $26,992 $0 $27,000 $0
FREEWAY 10E 0% 100% 0% 1,248 87 48 44 1,296 0 1,296 0 1.1 $23,066| $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $23,066 $0 $23,100 $0
FREEWAY Total 132,615 117,583 903 27,137 133,517 125,260 8,257 0 $2,719,393 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,719,393 $2,631,800 $87,600 $0
HUBBELL 1E 0% 100% 0% 2,658 2,601 1,699 3,116 4,357 0 4,357 0 17.7 $893,250 $0 $723,500 $1,314,000 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $648,000 $2,514,400 $11,093,150 $0 $11,093,200 $0
HUBBELL Total 2,658 2,601 1,699 3,116 4,357 0 4,357 0 $893,250 $0 $723,500 $1,314,000 $3,000,000  $2,000,000 $648,000 $2,514,400 $11,093,150 $0 $11,093,200 $0
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Table A.2. Infrastructure Cost Analysis-Trend Scenario

City of Albuquerque - Planned Growth Strategy Report Date
Infrastructure Cost Analysis Trend Alternative $438 $2,500 $347.00 $590.00 Transmission $1,480.00 15-Aug-01
Capital Costs - 1998 Dollars $110 $375 $43.00 $100.00 $0.50/gal Pump Pipelines Master Plan Total Total Capital Costs By Coverage

% of Vacant

Parcels with

Percent of Total by Area Total Population Percent of Population by Coverage Service Lines  Service Line Cost|  Domestic Municipal Water Reservoir Stations @ $3;00/in dia and Infill 1960 In Serv, In Serv. Out
TRUNK ZONE in 1960 [ In serv. [Out serv.| COGPOP95] COGEMP95] COGPOP2020]COGEMP2020]  Year 2020 in 1960 [ In serv. [ Outserv. comment Well Cost Well Cost Rights Pipelines
MONTGOMERY 10E 0% 100% 0% 1,201 159 1,578 83 2,779 0 2,779 0 15.5 $591,741 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $591,741 $0 $591,700 $0
MONTGOMERY 11ER 0% 100% 0% 0 0 0 0 14.2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
MONTGOMERY 12E 0% 100% 0% 0 0 0 0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
MONTGOMERY 1E 50% 50% 0% 9,557 9,411 1,731 3,815 11,287 5,644 5,644 0 15.7 $991,211 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $991,211 $495,600 $495,600 $0
MONTGOMERY 2E 50% 50% 0% 13,692 20,632 26 6,750 13,719 6,859 6,859 0 15.2 $636,523 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $636,523 $318,300 $318,300 $0
MONTGOMERY 3E 50% 50% 0% 17,510 7,972 -243 -46 17,267 8,633 8,633 0 0.0 -$111,389 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$111,389 -$55,700 -$55,700 $0
MONTGOMERY 4ER 30% 60% 10% 21,045 7,673 159 1,373 21,204 6,361 12,723 2,120 22.2 $171,144 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $171,144 $51,300 $102,700 $17,100
MONTGOMERY 5E 30% 60% 10% 17,895 4,995 90 1,493 17,985 5,395 10,791 1,798 33.3 $135,333 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $135,333 $40,600 $81,200 $13,500
MONTGOMERY 6E 30% 60% 10% 16,059 4,932 327 2,133 16,386 4,916 9,832 1,639 22.0 $293,789 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $293,789 $88,100 $176,300 $29,400
MONTGOMERY 7E 30% 60% 10% 10,390 2,066 332 1,014 10,722 3,217 6,433 1,072 9.9 $231,061 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $231,061 $69,300 $138,600 $23,100
MONTGOMERY 8E 30% 60% 10% 6,123 688 65 601 6,188 1,856 3,713 619 22.0 $73,359 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $73,359 $22,000 $44,000 $7,300
MONTGOMERY 9ER 30% 60% 10% 3,025 250 1,945 130 4,970 1,491 2,982 497 19.0 $701,581 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $701,581 $210,500 $420,900 $70,200
MONTGOMERY 9ERR 30% 60% 10% 938 14 89 0 1,027 308 616 103 0.0 $38,982 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $38,982 $11,700 $23,400 $3,900
MONTGOMERY 9ER 0% 0% 100% 1,031 61 1,858 40 2,889 0 0 2,889 0.0 $818,181 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $818,181 $0 $0 $818,200
MONTGOMERY Total 118,466 58,853 7,957 17,384 126,422 44,681 71,005 10,737 $4,571,515 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,571,515 $1,251,700 $2,337,000 $982,700
OPENSPACE | OPSP 0% 0% 100% 0 12 2,710 385 2,710 0 0 2,710 0.0 $1,229,291 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,229,291 $0 $0 $1,229,300
OPENSPACE Total 0 12 2,710 385 2,710 0 0 2,710 $1,229,291 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,229,291 $0 $0 $1,229,300
PAJARITO ow 0% 20% 80% 12,556 1,124 2,560 702 15,117 0 3,023 12,093 0.0 $1,198,352 $0 $918,700 $1,580,900 $3,000,000 $0 $576,000 $3,789,400 $11,063,352 $0 $2,212,700 $8,850,700
PAJARITO 1TWR 0% 0% 100% 1,940 117 2,259 172 4,198 0 0 4,198 0.0 $1,008,123 $0 $791,200 $1,349,800 $1,000,000 $666,667 $540,000 $3,342,900 $8,698,689 $0 $0 $8,698,700
PAJARITO 2w 0% 0% 100% 21 5 1,604 319 1,625 0 0 1,625 0.0 $737,406 $0 $570,300 $978,200 $1,000,000 $666,667 $540,000 $2,373,800 $6,866,373 $0 $0 $6,866,400
PAJARITO 2WR 0% 0% 100% 21 5 1,486 239 1,507 0 0 1,507 0.0 $676,973 $0 $525,900 $900,500 $1,000,000 $666,667 $540,000 $2,199,000 $6,509,039 $0 $0 $6,509,000
PAJARITO 3WR 0% 0% 100% 32 8 2,204 268 2,236 0 0 2,236 0.0 $994,698 $0 $776,300 $1,327,200 $1,500,000 $750,000 $990,000 $3,261,900 $9,600,098 $0 $0 $9,600,100
PAJARITO 4w 0% 0% 100% 37 22 2,286 515 2,323 0 0 2,323 0.0 $1,057,661 $0 $815,400 $1,400,200 $1,500,000 $750,000 $990,000 $3,383,300 $9,896,561 $0 $0 $9,896,600
PAJARITO Total 14,608 1,281 12,399 2,215 27,006 0 3,023 23,983 $5,673,211 $0 $4,397,800 $7,536,800 $9,000,000 $3,500,000 $4,176,000 $18,350,300 $52,634,111 $0 $2,212,700 $50,421,500
RIDGECREST 1E 50% 50% 0% 11,028 8,451 231 3,683 11,259 5,629 5,629 0 17.5 $416,191 $0 $238,500 $504,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,159,291 $579,600 $579,600 $0
RIDGECREST 2E 50% 50% 0% 6,021 7,140 24 4,042 6,045 3,023 3,023 0 10.1 $407,389 $0 $182,200 $418,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,007,989 $504,000 $504,000 $0
RIDGECREST 3E (NORTH)| 100% 0% 0% 32,035 23,507 -445 5,713 31,591 31,591 0 0 16.7 $358,787 $0 $91,300 $308,800 $0 $0 $0 $0 $758,887 $758,900 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 3E (SOUTH) 0% 100% 0% 2 16 9,458 6,199 9,460 0 9,460 0 0.0 $4,821,416 $0 $3,548,500 $6,200,100 $0 $0 $0 $0 $14,570,016 $0 $14,570,000 $0
RIDGECREST 3ER 0% 0% 100% 15 152 2,505 1,815 2,520 0 0 2,520 28.6 $925,218 $0 $947,200 $1,659,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,531,718 $0 $0 $3,531,700
RIDGECREST 3ER 100% 0% 0% 1,811 402 -35 367 1,777 1,777 0 0 28.6 $17,861 $0 $3,700 $16,200 $0 $0 $0 $0 $37,761 $37,800 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 4ER 100% 0% 0% 6,474 3,609 -50 244 6,424 6,424 0 0 11.9 $4,085 $0 -$7,000 -$5,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$8,315 -$8,300 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 5E 100% 0% 0% 6,726 1,699 1,628 2,006 8,254 8,254 0 0 444 $494,307 $0 $616,600 $1,102,300 $0 $0 $0 $2,262,000 $4,475,207 $4,475,200 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 6ER 100% 0% 0% 913 53 115 80 1,029 1,029 0 0 0.0 $59,267| $0 $43,400 $76,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $178,667 $178,700 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 7ER 100% 0% 0% 913 53 115 80 1,029 1,029 0 0 0.0 $59,267| $0 $43,400 $76,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $178,667 $178,700 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 8E 100% 0% 0% 731 42 92 64 823 823 0 0 12,5 $41,487| $0 $34,800 $60,800 $0 $0 $0 $0 $137,087 $137,100 $0 $0
RIDGECREST Total 66,670 45,123 13,539 24,294 80,209 59,577 18,112 2,520 $7,605,276 $0 $5,742,600 $10,417,100 $0 $0 $0 $2,262,000 $26,026,976 $6,841,700 $15,653,600 $3,531,700
SOILAMEND SAF 0% 0% 100% 0 8 1,054 1,655 1,054 0 0 1,054 0.0 $642,875 $0 $436,900 $787,400 $0 $0 $1,559,900 $3,427,075 $0 $0 $3,427,100
SOILAMEND Total 0 8 1,054 1,655 1,054 0 0 1,054 $642,875 $0 $436,900 $787,400 $0 $0 $0 $1,559,900 $3,427,075 $0 $0 $3,427,100
VOLCANO 1w 0% 100% 0% 3,443 434 3,764 1,308 7,207 0 7,207 0 18.1 $1,467,500 $0 $1,634,800 $2,351,500 $0 $0 $0 $5,570,500 $11,024,300 $0 $11,024,300 $0
VOLCANO 2w 0% 100% 0% 6,584 265 1,101 132 7,685 0 7,685 0 7.3 $460,382 $0 $465,200 $662,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,588,282 $0 $1,588,300 $0
VOLCANO 2WR 0% 100% 0% 13,581 1,255 3,120 553 16,701 0 16,701 0 18.4 $1,164,458 $0 $1,327,600 $1,896,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,388,058 $0 $4,388,100 $0
VOLCANO 3WR 0% 0% 100% 269 15 1,656 46 1,924 0 0 1,924 0.0 $730,160 $0 $691,700 $981,400 $1,500,000 $216,000 $2,450,200 $6,569,460 $0 $0 $6,569,500
VOLCANO 4w 0% 0% 100% 0 0 677 42 677 0 0 677 0.0 $300,972 $0 $283,900 $403,400 $1,500,000 $750,000 $216,000 $1,001,400 $4,455,672 $0 $0 $4,455,700
VOLCANO 5W 0% 0% 100% 0 0 285 26 285 0 0 285 0.0 $127,677 $0 $120,000 $170,800 $0 $2,000,000 $180,000 $421,800 $3,020,277 $0 $0 $3,020,300
VOLCANO Total 23,877 1,969 10,602 2,107 34,479 0 31,593 2,886 $4,251,149 $0 $4,523,200 $6,465,800 $3,000,000 $2,750,000 $612,000 $9,443,900 $31,046,049 $0 $17,000,700 $14,045,500
East Mountain Water Wells 15,391 1,553 30,198 4,139 $37,987,250 $37,987,250 $37,987,250
SURFACE WATER
TREATEMENT PLANT 41% 45% 14% TOTAL POPULATION $180,000,000 $73,800,000 $81,000,000 $25,200,000
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
1% 45% 14%

Grand Total [ 482,264 | 275,578 144,339 | 147,606 626,603 259,168 | 280,485 | 86,950 $72,622,789 | $37,987,250 | $52,962,300 | $88,603,700 | $40,000,000 | $22,730,000 | $18,424,800 | $172,475,900 $685,807,000 $101,002,000 $301,432,000 $283,373,000

Public Costs | $0 $26,481,150 | $88,603,700 | $20,000,000 | $11,365,000 | $9,212,400 | $34,495,180 | $370,157,430 $685,807,000

Private Costs | _$72,622,789 | $37,987,250 | $26,481,150 | | "$20,000,000 | $11,365,000 | $9,212,400 | $137,980,720 | $315,649,309
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Table A.3. Infrastructure Cost Analysis - Balanced Scenario

City of Albuquerque - Planned Growth Strategy Report Date
Infrastructure Cost Analysis Balanced Alternative $438 $2,500 $347.00 $590.00 Transmission $1,110.00 15-Aug-01
Capital Costs - 1998 Dollars $110 $375 $43.00 $100.00 $0.50/gal Pump Pipelines Master Plan Total Total Capital Costs By Coverage
% of Vacant
Parcels with

Percent of Total by Area Total Population Percent of Population by Coverage Service Lines  Service Line Cost|  Domestic Municipal Water Reservoir Stations @ $3.00/in dia and Infill 1960 In Serv, In Serv. Out
TRUNK ZONE In 1960 [ In serv. [Out serv.| COGPOP95 [ COGEMP95 [CNTYPOP2020 [CNTYEMP2020 Year 2020 in 1960 [ In serv. [ Outserv. Comment Well Cost Well Cost Rights Pipelines
AIRPORT ARPT 0% 100% 0% 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 Onsite 0.0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
AIRPORT Total 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
ALAMEDA 1E 0% 100% 0% 12,103 6,086 2,320 3,219 14,423 0 14,423 0 13.3 $1,186,554 $0 $943,400 $1,690,600 $0 $0 $0 $2,575,100 $6,395,654 $0 $6,395,700 $0
ALAMEDA 2E 0% 100% 0% 1,676 15,294 91 10,805 1,767 0 1,767 0 3.0 $1,186,471 $0 $496,300 $1,134,400 $0 $0 $0 $101,300 $2,918,471 $0 $2,918,500 $0
ALAMEDA 3E 0% 100% 0% 9,219 5,536 1,128 1,843 10,347 0 10,347 0 19.8 $558,066 $0 $470,700 $849,800 $0 $0 $0 $1,252,100 $3,130,666 $0 $3,130,700 $0
ALAMEDA 4ER 0% 100% 0% 6,901 2,248 2,471 897 9,372 0 9,372 0 6.9 $1,099,064 $0 $896,000 $1,547,600 $0 $0 $0 $2,742,800 $6,285,464 $0 $6,285,500 $0
ALAMEDA 4ERR 0% 100% 0% 376 23 -14 18 362 0 362 0 0.0 -$4,243 $0 -$4,200 -$6,600 $0 $0 $0 -$15,800 -$30,843 $0 -$30,800 $0
ALAMEDA 5E 0% 100% 0% 5,986 413 2,401 601 8,387 0 8,387 0 1.2 $1,103,860 $0 $858,900 $1,476,500 $0 $0 $0 $2,664,700 $6,103,960 $0 $6,104,000 $0
ALAMEDA 6E 0% 25% 75% 3,305 165 2,627 76 5,932 0 1,483 4,449 0.0 $1,158,953 $0 $914,800 $1,557,500 $1,000,000 $660,000 $240,000 $2,916,000 $8,447,253 $0 $2,111,800 $6,335,400
ALAMEDA 7E 0% 25% 75% 2,120 185 2,313 129 4,433 0 1,108 3,325 0.0 $1,027,334 $0 $808,200 $1,377,700 $1,000,000 $660,000 $240,000 $2,567,700 $7,680,934 $0 $1,920,200 $5,760,700
ALAMEDA 8E 0% 40% 60% 2,886 252 1,698 82 4,584 0 1,834 2,750 0.0 $752,746 $0 $592,800 $1,010,100 $1,000,000 $660,000 $240,000 $1,884,900 $6,140,546 $0 $2,456,200 $3,684,300
ALAMEDA Total 44,571 30,202 15,035 17,669 59,606 0 49,082 10,524 $8,068,806 $0 $5,976,900 $10,637,600 $3,000,000 $1,980,000 $720,000 $16,688,800 $47,072,106 $0 $31,291,800 $15,780,400
ATR/PAJ 5W 0% 0% 100% 443 45 2,014 547 2,457 0 0 2,457 0.0 $941,980 $0 $722,400 $1,242,900 $500,000 $750,000 $720,000 $2,235,500 $7,112,780 $0 $0 $7,112,780
ATR/PAJ W 0% 0% 100% 345 43 642 110 987 0 0 987 0.0 $293,186 $0 $227,500 $389,700 $500,000 $750,000 $720,000 $712,600 $3,592,986 $0 $0 $3,592,986
ATR/PAJ Total 789 89 2,656 656 3,445 0 0 3,445 $1,235,167 $0 $949,900 $1,632,600 $1,000,000 $1,500,000 $1,440,000 $2,948,100 $10,705,767 $0 $0 $10,705,767
ATRISCO ow 50% 50% 0% 25,297 4,083 4,853 2,339 30,150 15,075 15,075 0 14.0 $2,048,176 $0 $1,784,400 $3,097,000 $0 $0 $0 $5,386,400 $12,315,976 $6,158,000 $6,158,000 $0
ATRISCO 1w 50% 50% 0% 9,559 1,459 2,420 694 11,980 5,990 5,990 0 17.2 $940,606 $0 $869,600 $1,497,300 $0 $0 $0 $2,686,300 $5,993,806 $2,996,900 $2,996,900 $0
ATRISCO 2w 50% 40% 10% 4,062 431 1,943 5,348 6,005 3,002 2,402 600 247 $1,081,683 $0 $904,100 $1,681,000 $0 $0 $0 $2,156,300 $5,823,083 $2,911,500 $2,329,200 $582,300
ATRISCO 2WR 50% 40% 10% 9,239 2,826 2,432 19,630 11,671 5,836 4,668 1,167 19.3 $2,594,242 $0 $1,688,000 $3,397,800 $0 $0 $0 $2,699,500 $10,379,542 $5,189,800 $4,151,800 $1,038,000
ATRISCO 3WR 0% 0% 100% 1,829 87 1,543 568 3,372 0 0 3,372 0.0 $737,838 $0 $559,700 $966,900 $1,500,000 $750,000 $432,000 $1,712,300 $6,658,738 $0 $0 $6,658,700
ATRISCO 4w 0% 0% 100% 584 30 1,509 336 2,093 0 0 2,093 0.0 $697,882 $0 $538,200 $924,100 $1,500,000 $750,000 $432,000 $1,675,400 $6,517,582 $0 $0 $6,517,600
ATRISCO Total 50,570 8,915 14,699 28,915 65,270 29,903 28,135 7,232 $8,100,428 $0 $6,344,000 $11,564,100 $3,000,000 $1,500,000 $864,000 $16,316,200 $47,688,728 $17,256,200 $15,635,900 $14,796,600
COL/ATR ™w 0% 0% 100% 123 28 2,650 864 2,774 0 0 2,774 0.0 $1,255,511 $0 $1,148,200 $1,650,200 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $3,240,000 $2,942,000 $15,235,911 $0 $0 $15,235,900
COL/ATR 5WR 0% 0% 100% 43 0 1,426 193 1,469 0 0 1,469 0.0 $645,656 $0 $603,700 $860,500 $0 $0 $0 $1,582,600 $3,692,456 $0 $0 $3,692,500
COL/ATR B6WR 0% 0% 100% 54 0 1,782 242 1,836 0 0 1,836 0.0 $807,070 $0 $754,600 $1,075,700 $0 $0 $0 $1,978,300 $4,615,670 $0 $0 $4,615,700
COL/ATR Total 220 28 5,859 1,299 6,078 0 0 6,078 $2,708,236 $0 $2,506,500 $3,586,400 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $3,240,000 $6,502,900 $23,544,036 $0 $0 $23,544,100
COLLEGE 2w 0% 100% 0% 2,715 182 5,243 1,633 7,958 0 7,958 0 322 $1,678,204 $0 $2,267,400 $3,256,700 $0 $0 $0 $5,819,800 $13,022,104 $0 $13,022,100 $0
COLLEGE 2WR 0% 100% 0% 12,223 4,084 4,361 8,196 16,584 0 16,584 0 29.2 $1,987,657 $0 $2,238,700 $3,392,400 $0 $0 $0 $4,840,400 $12,459,157 $0 $12,459,200 $0
COLLEGE 3WR 0% 0% 100% 373 5 3,384 179 3,757 0 0 3,757 0.0 $1,501,828 $0 $1,418,400 $2,014,500 $1,500,000 $750,000 $405,000 $3,756,300 $11,346,028 $0 $0 $11,346,000
COLLEGE 4w 0% 0% 100% 43 0 1,426 193 1,469 0 0 1,469 0.0 $645,656 $0 $603,700 $860,500 $1,500,000 $750,000 $405,000 $1,582,600 $6,347,456 $0 $0 $6,347,500
COLLEGE sW 0% 0% 100% 39 7 129 429 168 0 0 168 0.0 $103,478 $0 $75,900 $119,000 $3,000,000 $1,500,000 $7,408,800 $143,200 $12,350,378 $0 $0 $12,350,400
COLLEGE Total 15,393 4,278 14,543 10,630 29,935 0 24,542 5,393 $5,916,821 $0 $6,604,100 $9,643,100 $6,000,000 $3,000,000 $8,218,800 $16,142,300 $55,525,121 $0 $25,481,300 $30,043,900
CORRALES 1w 0% 100% 0% 2,306 2,609 1,593 7,188 3,899 0 3,899 0 0.0 $1,484,995 $0 $862,000 $1,658,900 $0 $0 $0 $1,768,600 $5,774,495 $0 $5,774,500 $0
CORRALES 2w 0% 100% 0% 3,492 843 4,079 2,213 7,571 0 7,571 0 0.0 $2,028,849 $0 $1,510,500 $2,627,800 $0 $0 $0 $4,527,500 $10,694,649 $0 $10,694,600 $0
CORRALES 2WR 0% 100% 0% 1,828 701 3,132 1,216 4,959 0 4,959 0 0.0 $1,504,947 $0 $1,139,100 $1,969,400 $0 $0 $0 $3,476,400 $8,089,847 $0 $8,089,800 $0
CORRALES 3WR 0% 100% 0% 2,957 384 2,708 2,167 5,665 0 5,665 0 0.0 $1,423,429 $0 $1,032,900 $1,814,500 $0 $0 $0 $3,006,000 $7,276,829 $0 $7,276,800 $0
CORRALES 4w 0% 100% 0% 1,247 82 4,298 1,171 5,545 0 5,545 0 0.0 $2,010,834 $0 $1,541,800 $2,653,000 $0 $0 $0 $4,771,000 $10,976,634 $0 $10,976,600 $0
CORRALES 5W 0% 0% 100% 0 0 1,143 27 1,143 0 0 1,143 0.0 $503,547 $0 $397,800 $677,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 $360,000 $1,268,700 $5,457,047 $0 $0 $5,457,000
CORRALES W 0% 0% 100% 0 0 277 25 277 0 0 277 0.0 $124,064 $0 $97,200 $165,900 $1,500,000 $750,000 $360,000 $307,500 $3,304,664 $0 $0 $3,304,700
CORRALES ™w 0% 0% 100% 0 0 84 8 84 0 0 84 0.0 $37,668 $0 $29,500 $50,400 $0 $2,000,000 $180,000 $93,200 $2,390,768 $0 $0 $2,390,800
CORRALES sW 0% 0% 100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
CORRALES oW 0% 0% 100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
CORRALES Total 11,829 4,619 17,314 14,015 29,143 0 27,639 1,504 $9,118,332 $0 $6,610,800 $11,616,900 $3,000,000 $3,500,000 $900,000 $19,218,900 $53,964,932 $0 $42,812,300 $11,152,500
FREEWAY 1E 100% 0% 0% 30,923 41,070 9,906 10,181 40,829 40,829 0 0 18.5 $4,444814 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,444 814 $4,444,800 $0 $0
FREEWAY 2E 100% 0% 0% 21,434 33,273 2,553 5,794 23,987 23,987 0 0 253 $1,309,128 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,309,128 $1,309,100 $0 $0
FREEWAY 3E 100% 0% 0% 28,473 29,994 4,822 5,818 33,295 33,295 0 0 19.7 $2,207,674 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,207,674 $2,207,700 $0 $0
FREEWAY 4ER 100% 0% 0% 7,613 2,742 -65 203 7,548 7,548 0 0 10.6 -$5,516 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$5,516 -$5,500 $0 $0
FREEWAY 5E 100% 0% 0% 12,505 5,729 -51 1,110 12,454 12,454 0 0 8.7 $90,471 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $90,471 $90,500 $0 $0
FREEWAY 6E 100% 0% 0% 14,844 2,834 -24 898 14,821 14,821 0 0 2.0 $86,283 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $86,283 $86,300 $0 $0
FREEWAY 7E 100% 0% 0% 8,762 1,501 73 291 8,835 8,835 0 0 5.8 $60,172 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $60,172 $60,200 $0 $0
FREEWAY 8E 0% 100% 0% 4,093 222 83 83 4,175 0 4,175 0 20.0 $36,223 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $36,223 $0 $36,200 $0
FREEWAY 9ER 0% 100% 0% 2,721 131 65 54 2,785 0 2,785 0 231 $26,262 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $26,262 $0 $26,300 $0
FREEWAY 10E 0% 100% 0% 1,248 87 48 38 1,296 0 1,296 0 1.1 $22,482 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $22,482 $0 $22,500 $0
FREEWAY Total 132,615 117,583 17,411 24,469 150,025 141,768 8,257 0 $8,277,992 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,277,992 $8,193,100 $85,000 $0
HUBBELL 1E 0% 100% 0% 2,658 2,601 2,619 2,912 5,277 0 5,277 0 17.7 $1,206,601 $0 $1,034,100 $1,836,500 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $648,000 $2,907,300 $12,632,501 $0 $12,632,500 $0
HUBBELL Total 2,658 2,601 2,619 2,912 5,277 0 5,277 0 $1,206,601 $0 $1,034,100 $1,836,500 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $648,000 $2,907,300 $12,632,501 $0 $12,632,500 $0
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Table A.3. Infrastructure Cost Analysis - Balanced Scenario

City of Albuquerque - Planned Growth Strategy Report Date
Infrastructure Cost Analysis Balanced Alternative $438 $2,500 $347.00 $590.00 Transmission $1,110.00 15-Aug-01
Capital Costs - 1998 Dollars $110 $375 $43.00 $100.00 $0.50/gal Pump Pipelines Master Plan Total Total Capital Costs By Coverage

% of Vacant

Parcels with

Percent of Total by Area Total Population Percent of Population by Coverage Service Lines  Service Line Cost| Domestic Municipal Water Reservoir Stations @ $3.00/in dia and Infill 1960 In Serv, In Serv. Out
TRUNK ZONE In 1960 [ In serv. [Out serv.| COGPOP95 [ COGEMP95 [CNTYPOP2020 [CNTYEMP2020 Year 2020 in 1960 [ In serv. [ Outserv. Comment Well Cost Well Cost Rights Pipelines
MONTGOMERY 10E 0% 100% 0% 1,201 159 1,515 69 2,716 0 2,716 0 15.5 $567,194 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $567,194 $0 $567,200 $0
MONTGOMERY 11ER 0% 100% 0% 0 0 0 0 14.2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
MONTGOMERY 12E 0% 100% 0% 0 0 0 0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
MONTGOMERY 1E 50% 50% 0% 9,557 9,411 2,040 2,590 11,597 5,798 5,798 0 15.7 $992,349 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $992,349 $496,200 $496,200 $0
MONTGOMERY 2E 50% 50% 0% 13,692 20,632 26 4,329 13,719 6,859 6,859 0 15.2 $411,793 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $411,793 $205,900 $205,900 $0
MONTGOMERY 3E 50% 50% 0% 17,510 7,972 -409 -494 17,101 8,550 8,550 0 0.0 -$233,235 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$233,235 -$116,600 -$116,600 $0
MONTGOMERY 4ER 30% 60% 10% 21,045 7,673 46 909 21,091 6,327 12,655 2,109 222 $93,003 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $93,003 $27,900 $55,800 $9,300
MONTGOMERY 5E 30% 60% 10% 17,895 4,995 -8 1,169 17,887 5,366 10,732 1,789 33.3 $82,988 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $82,988 $24,900 $49,800 $8,300
MONTGOMERY 6E 30% 60% 10% 16,059 4,932 311 1,806 16,371 4,911 9,822 1,637 22.0 $260,556 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $260,556 $78,200 $156,300 $26,100
MONTGOMERY 7E 30% 60% 10% 10,390 2,066 332 871 10,722 3,217 6,433 1,072 9.9 $216,982 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $216,982 $65,100 $130,200 $21,700
MONTGOMERY 8E 30% 60% 10% 6,123 688 65 541 6,188 1,856 3,713 619 220 $68,302 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $68,302 $20,500 $41,000 $6,800
MONTGOMERY 9ER 30% 60% 10% 3,025 250 1,881 110 4,906 1,472 2,944 491 19.0 $677,258 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $677,258 $203,200 $406,400 $67,700
MONTGOMERY 9ERR 30% 60% 10% 938 14 89 -1 1,027 308 616 103 0.0 $38,927 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $38,927 $11,700 $23,400 $3,900
MONTGOMERY 9ER 0% 0% 100% 1,031 61 1,763 33 2,794 0 0 2,794 0.0 $775,958 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $775,958 $0 $0 $776,000
MONTGOMERY Total 118,466 58,853 7,652 11,933 126,117 44,665 70,839 10,613 $3,952,074 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,952,074 $1,017,000 $2,015,600 $919,800
OPENSPACE OPSP 0% 0% 100% 0 12 2,633 352 2,633 0 0 2,633 0.0 $1,191,929 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,191,929 $0 $0 $1,191,900
OPENSPACE Total 0 12 2,633 352 2,633 0 0 2,633 $1,191,929 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,191,929 $0 $0 $1,191,900
PAJARITO ow 0% 20% 80% 12,556 1,124 -244 533 12,312 0 2,462 9,850 0.0 -$48,366 $0 -$61,600 -$90,500 $3,000,000 $0 $576,000 -$270,600 $3,104,934 $0 $621,000 $2,483,900
PAJARITO 1WR 0% 0% 100% 1,940 117 224 17 2,163 0 0 2,163 0.0 $99,809 $0 $78,300 $133,600 $1,000,000 $666,667 $540,000 $248,200 $2,766,576 $0 $0 $2,766,600
PAJARITO 2w 0% 0% 100% 21 5 77 134 738 0 0 738 0.0 $328,664 $0 $254,500 $436,400 $1,000,000 $666,667 $540,000 $795,800 $4,022,031 $0 $0 $4,022,000
PAJARITO 2WR 0% 0% 100% 21 5 624 67 645 0 0 645 0.0 $280,473 $0 $219,300 $374,600 $1,000,000 $666,667 $540,000 $692,200 $3,773,240 $0 $0 $3,773,200
PAJARITO 3WR 0% 0% 100% 32 8 896 20 928 0 0 928 0.0 $402,303 $0 $314,800 $537,600 $0 $2,000,000 $180,000 $994,600 $4,429,303 $0 $0 $4,429,300
PAJARITO 4w 0% 0% 100% 37 22 928 149 965 0 0 965 0.0 $422,780 $0 $328,400 $562,400 $0 $0 $0 $1,030,100 $2,343,680 $0 $0 $2,343,700
PAJARITO Total 14,608 1,281 3,144 990 17,752 0 2,462 15,289 $1,485,663 $0 $1,133,700 $1,954,100 $6,000,000 $4,000,000 $2,376,000 $3,490,300 $20,439,763 $0 $621,000 $19,818,700
RIDGECREST 1E 0% 50% 0% 11,028 8,451 4,744 3,238 15,772 7,886 7,886 0 17.5 $2,006,713 $0 $1,785,400 $3,122,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,914,813 $3,457,400 $3,457,400 $0
RIDGECREST 2E 50% 50% 0% 6,021 7,140 473 3,103 6,494 3,247 3,247 0 10.1 $491,667 $0 $297,500 $589,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,378,467 $689,200 $689,200 $0
RIDGECREST 3E (NORTH) | 100% 0% 0% 32,035 23,507 4,982 8,417 37,017 37,017 0 0 16.7 $2,585,285 $0 $2,090,500 $3,780,800 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,456,585 $8,456,600 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 3E (SOUTH) 0% 100% 0% 2 16 16,820 10,330 16,822 0 16,822 0 0.0 $8,498,164 $0 $6,280,600 $10,956,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,735,364 $0 $25,735,400 $0
RIDGECREST 3ER 0% 0% 100% 15 152 4,345 2,792 4,360 0 0 4,360 28.6 $1,577,170 $0 $1,627,800 $2,842,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,047,870 $0 $0 $6,047,900
RIDGECREST 3ER 100% 0% 0% 1,811 402 82 347 1,893 1,893 0 0 28.6 $52,750 $0 $43,400 $83,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $179,150 $179,200 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 4ER 100% 0% 0% 6,474 3,609 66 83 6,541 6,541 0 0 11.9 $33,682 $0 $26,600 $47,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $107,782 $107,800 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 5E 100% 0% 0% 6,726 1,699 1,529 1,833 8,255 8,255 0 0 444 $483,924 $0 $609,300 $1,085,300 $0 $0 $0 $1,697,100 $3,875,624 $3,875,600 $0 $0
RIDGECREST B6ER 100% 0% 0% 913 53 115 74 1,029 1,029 0 0 0.0 $58,583 $0 $43,200 $75,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $177,183 $177,200 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 7ER 100% 0% 0% 913 53 115 74 1,029 1,029 0 0 0.0 $58,583 $0 $43,200 $75,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $177,183 $177,200 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 8E 100% 0% 0% 731 42 92 59 823 823 0 0 12.5 $41,008 $0 $34,500 $60,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $135,808 $135,800 $0 $0
RIDGECREST Total| 66,670 45,123 33,363 30,351 100,033 67,718 27,955 4,360 $15,887,528 $0 $12,882,000 $22,719,200 $0 $0 $0 $1,697,100 $53,185,828 $17,256,000 $29,882,000 $6,047,900
SOILAMEND SAF 0% 0% 100% 0 8 0 746 0 0 0 0 0.0 $81,687 $0 $32,100 $74,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $188,387 $0 $0 $188,400
SOILAMEND Total 0 8 0 746 0 0 0 0 $81,687 $0 $32,100 $74,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $188,387 $0 $0 $188,400
VOLCANO 1w 0% 100% 0% 3,443 434 2,968 1,251 6,411 0 6,411 0 18.1 $1,176,804 $0 $1,300,400 $1,876,100 $0 $0 $0 $3,294,400 $7,647,704 $0 $7,647,700 $0
VOLCANO 2w 0% 100% 0% 6,584 265 880 131 7,465 0 7,465 0 73 $370,732 $0 $373,300 $532,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,276,532 $0 $1,276,500 $0
VOLCANO 2WR 0% 100% 0% 13,581 1,255 2,076 537 15,657 0 15,657 0 18.4 $790,050 $0 $892,300 $1,278,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,961,050 $0 $2,961,100 $0
VOLCANO 3WR 0% 0% 100% 269 15 1,601 46 1,869 0 0 1,869 0.0 $706,153 $0 $668,900 $949,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 $216,000 $1,776,800 $6,566,853 $0 $0 $6,566,900
VOLCANO 4w 0% 0% 100% 0 0 657 42 657 0 0 657 0.0 $292,496 $0 $275,900 $392,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 $216,000 $729,600 $4,155,996 $0 $0 $4,156,000
VOLCANO 5W 0% 0% 100% 0 0 276 26 276 0 0 276 0.0 $123,735 $0 $116,300 $165,400 $0 $2,000,000 $180,000 $306,400 $2,891,835 $0 $0 $2,891,800
VOLCANO Total 23,877 1,969 8,459 2,032 32,335 0 29,533 2,803 $3,459,971 $0 $3,627,100 $5,193,700 $3,000,000 $3,500,000 $612,000 $6,107,200 $25,499,971 $0 $11,885,300 $13,614,700
East Mountain Water Wells 15,391 1,553 23,698 3,054 $21,330,375 $21,330,375 $21,330,375
SURFACE WATER
TREATEMENT PLANT 45% 44% 1% TOTAL POPULATION $180,000,000 $81,000,000 $79,200,000 $19,800,000
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
45% 44% 1%

Grand Total | 482,264 | 275,578 145,387 146,969 627,651 284,054 273,721 69,876 $70,691,234 $21,330,375 $47,701,200 $80,458,800 $31,000,000 | $22,980,000 $19,018,800 | $92,019,100 $565,200,000 $124,722,000 | $251,543,000 [ $188,935,000

Public Costs [ $0 $23,850,600 | $80,458,800 | $15,500,000 | $11,490,000 | $9,509,400 | $18,403,820 | $339,212,620

Private Costs |_$70,691,234 | $21,330,375 | $23,850,600 $15,500,000 | $11,490,000 | $9,509,400 | $73,615,280 | $225,986,889 | $565,200,000
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Table A.4. Infrastructure Cost Analysis - Downtown Scenario

City of Albuquerque - Planned Growth Strategy Report Date
Infrastructure Cost Analysis Downtown Alternative $438 $2,500 $347.00 $590.00 Transmission $1,110.00 15-Aug-01
Capital Costs - 1998 Dollars $110 $375 $43.00 $100.00 $0.50/gal Pump Pipelines Master Plan Total Total Capital Costs By Coverage
% of Vacant
Parcels with

Percent of Total by Area Total Population Percent of Population by Coverage Service Lines  Service Line Cost|  Domestic Municipal Water Reservoir Stations @ $3.00/in dia and Infill 1960 In Serv, In Serv. Out
TRUNK ZONE in 1960 | In serv. [Out serv.| COGPOP95 [ COGEMP95 | TESPOP2020 [ TESEMP2020 Year 2020 in 1960 [ In serv. [ Outserv. comment Well Cost Well Cost Rights Pipelines
AIRPORT ARPT 0% 100% 0% 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
AIRPORT Total 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
ALAMEDA 1E 0% 100% 0% 12,103 6,086 3,607 3,119 15,710 0 15,710 0 13.3 $1,665,822 $0 $1,385,700 $2,440,000 $0 $0 $0 $4,003,700 $9,495,222 $0 $9,495,200 $0
ALAMEDA 2E 0% 100% 0% 1,676 15,294 687 13,320 2,362 0 2,362 0 3.0 $1,706,497 $0 $811,000 $1,737,100 $0 $0 $0 $762,100 $5,016,697 $0 $5,016,700 $0
ALAMEDA 3E 0% 100% 0% 9,219 5,536 3,040 2,290 12,259 0 12,259 0 19.8 $1,268,915 $0 $1,153,300 $2,022,500 $0 $0 $0 $3,374,300 $7,819,015 $0 $7,819,000 $0
ALAMEDA 4ER 0% 100% 0% 6,901 2,248 2,794 952 9,695 0 9,695 0 6.9 $1,236,291 $0 $1,010,400 $1,743,500 $0 $0 $0 $3,101,100 $7,091,291 $0 $7,091,300 $0
ALAMEDA 4ERR 0% 100% 0% 376 23 -2 19 374 0 374 0 0.0 $1,314 $0 $200 $900 $0 $0 $0 -$1,900 $514 $0 $500 $0
ALAMEDA 5E 0% 100% 0% 5,986 413 2,681 615 8,667 0 8,667 0 1.2 $1,226,764 $0 $956,800 $1,643,400 $0 $0 $0 $2,976,100 $6,803,064 $0 $6,803,100 $0
ALAMEDA 6E 0% 25% 75% 3,305 165 2,796 70 6,101 0 1,525 4,576 0.0 $1,232,329 $0 $973,200 $1,656,700 $1,000,000 $660,000 $240,000 $3,103,600 $8,865,829 $0 $2,216,500 $6,649,400
ALAMEDA 7E 0% 25% 75% 2,120 185 2,420 119 4,540 0 1,135 3,405 0.0 $1,072,958 $0 $844,800 $1,439,700 $1,000,000 $660,000 $240,000 $2,686,200 $7,943,658 $0 $1,985,900 $5,957,700
ALAMEDA 8E 0% 40% 60% 2,886 252 1,795 68 4,681 0 1,872 2,809 0.0 $793,872 $0 $625,900 $1,066,100 $1,000,000 $660,000 $240,000 $1,992,900 $6,378,772 $0 $2,551,500 $3,827,300
ALAMEDA Total 44,571 30,202 19,818 20,571 64,389 0 53,600 10,790 $10,204,763 $0 $7,761,300 $13,749,900 $3,000,000 $1,980,000 $720,000 $21,998,100 $59,414,063 $0 $42,979,700 $16,434,400
ATR/PAJ 5W 0% 0% 100% 443 45 941 146 1,384 0 0 1,384 0.0 $428,145 $0 $332,800 $569,800 $1,500,000 $750,000 $432,000 $1,044,500 $5,057,245 $0 $0 $5,057,200
ATR/PAJ W 0% 0% 100% 345 43 605 86 950 0 0 950 0.0 $274,407 $0 $213,600 $365,600 $1,500,000 $750,000 $432,000 $671,600 $4,207,207 $0 $0 $4,207,200
ATR/PAJ Total 789 89 1,546 232 2,335 0 0 2,335 $702,552 $0 $546,400 $935,400 $3,000,000 $1,500,000 $864,000 $1,716,100 $9,264,452 $0 $0 $9,264,400
ATRISCO ow 50% 50% 0% 25,297 4,083 1,551 936 26,848 13,424 13,424 0 14.0 $672,314 $0 $578,400 $1,008,600 $0 $0 $0 $1,721,400 $3,980,714 $1,990,400 $1,990,400 $0
ATRISCO 1w 50% 50% 0% 9,559 1,459 3,169 577 12,728 6,364 6,364 0 17.2 $1,201,580 $0 $1,124,400 $1,927,400 $0 $0 $0 $3,517,600 $7,770,980 $3,885,500 $3,885,500 $0
ATRISCO 2w 50% 40% 10% 4,062 431 3,679 1,617 7,741 3,871 3,096 774 247 $1,346,631 $0 $1,346,100 $2,332,200 $0 $0 $0 $4,083,500 $9,108,431 $4,554,200 $3,643,400 $910,800
ATRISCO 2WR 50% 40% 10% 9,239 2,826 6,436 4,286 15,675 7,838 6,270 1,568 19.3 $2,653,663 $0 $2,417,600 $4,225,900 $0 $0 $0 $7,143,900 $16,441,063 $8,220,500 $6,576,400 $1,644,100
ATRISCO 3WR 0% 0% 100% 1,829 87 1,873 338 3,702 0 0 3,702 0.0 $857,582 $0 $664,600 $1,139,100 $1,500,000 $750,000 $432,000 $2,079,400 $7,422,682 $0 $0 $7,422,700
ATRISCO 4w 0% 0% 100% 584 30 1,068 150 1,652 0 0 1,652 0.0 $484,308 $0 $377,100 $645,200 $1,500,000 $750,000 $432,000 $1,185,700 $5,374,308 $0 $0 $5,374,300
ATRISCO Total 50,570 8,915 17,776 7,905 68,347 31,496 29,155 7,696 $7,216,077 $0 $6,508,200 $11,278,400 $3,000,000 $1,500,000 $864,000 $19,731,500 $50,098,177 $18,650,600 $16,095,700 $15,351,900
COL/ATR ™w 0% 0% 100% 123 28 1,208 117 1,331 0 0 1,331 0.0 $541,790 $0 $508,900 $724,200 $0 $0 $0 $1,340,400 $3,115,290 $0 $0 $3,115,300
COL/ATR 5WR 0% 0% 100% 43 0 578 51 621 0 0 621 0.0 $258,968 $0 $243,500 $346,400 $0 $0 $0 $642,000 $1,490,868 $0 $0 $1,490,900
COL/ATR B6WR 0% 0% 100% 54 0 723 64 77 0 0 77 0.0 $323,709 $0 $304,400 $433,000 $0 $0 $0 $802,500 $1,863,609 $0 $0 $1,863,600
COL/ATR Total 220 28 2,509 233 2,729 0 0 2,729 $1,124,466 $0 $1,056,800 $1,503,600 $0 $0 $0 $2,784,900 $6,469,766 $0 $0 $6,469,800
COLLEGE 2w 0% 100% 0% 2,715 182 4,557 505 7,271 0 7,271 0 322 $1,390,659 $0 $1,923,400 $2,738,900 $0 $0 $0 $5,057,900 $11,110,859 $0 $11,110,900 $0
COLLEGE 2WR 0% 100% 0% 12,223 4,084 8,711 8,876 20,934 0 20,934 0 29.2 $3,389,362 $0 $4,085,200 $6,027,000 $0 $0 $0 $9,669,100 $23,170,662 $0 $23,170,700 $0
COLLEGE 3WR 0% 0% 100% 373 5 2,529 67 2,902 0 0 2,902 0.0 $1,115,192 $0 $1,056,700 $1,499,000 $1,500,000 $1,000,000 $405,000 $2,807,700 $9,383,592 $0 $0 $9,383,600
COLLEGE 4w 0% 0% 100% 43 0 578 51 621 0 0 621 0.0 $258,968 $0 $243,500 $346,400 $1,500,000 $1,000,000 $405,000 $642,000 $4,395,868 $0 $0 $4,395,900
COLLEGE sW 0% 0% 100% 39 7 0 0 39 0 0 39 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
COLLEGE Total 15,393 4,278 16,375 9,499 31,768 0 28,205 3,562 $6,154,180 $0 $7,308,800 $10,611,300 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $810,000 $18,176,700 $48,060,980 $0 $34,281,600 $13,779,500
CORRALES 1w 0% 100% 0% 2,306 2,609 3,268 6,457 5,574 0 5,574 0 0.0 $2,138,612 $0 $1,411,800 $2,574,100 $0 $0 $0 $3,628,000 $9,752,512 $0 $9,752,500 $0
CORRALES 2w 0% 100% 0% 3,492 843 7,290 1,981 10,782 0 10,782 0 0.0 $3,409,901 $0 $2,614,800 $4,499,200 $0 $0 $0 $8,091,800 $18,615,701 $0 $18,615,700 $0
CORRALES 2WR 0% 100% 0% 1,828 701 5,236 1,070 7,063 0 7,063 0 0.0 $2,410,368 $0 $1,862,700 $3,196,000 $0 $0 $0 $5,811,400 $13,280,468 $0 $13,280,500 $0
CORRALES 3WR 0% 100% 0% 2,957 384 5,110 1,973 8,067 0 8,067 0 0.0 $2,454,464 $0 $1,858,200 $3,212,500 $0 $0 $0 $5,672,600 $13,197,764 $0 $13,197,800 $0
CORRALES 4w 0% 100% 0% 1,247 82 5,412 1,074 6,659 0 6,659 0 0.0 $2,488,140 $0 $1,924,200 $3,300,600 $0 $0 $0 $6,007,400 $13,720,340 $0 $13,720,300 $0
CORRALES 5W 0% 0% 100% 0 0 252 23 252 0 0 252 0.0 $112,895 $0 $88,400 $151,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 $360,000 $279,700 $3,241,995 $0 $0 $3,242,000
CORRALES W 0% 0% 100% 0 0 252 23 252 0 0 252 0.0 $112,895 $0 $88,400 $151,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 $360,000 $279,700 $3,241,995 $0 $0 $3,242,000
CORRALES ™w 0% 0% 100% 0 0 76 7 76 0 0 76 0.0 $34,055 $0 $26,700 $45,500 $0 $2,000,000 $180,000 $84,400 $2,370,655 $0 $0 $2,370,700
CORRALES sW 0% 0% 100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
CORRALES oW 0% 0% 100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
CORRALES Total 11,829 4,619 26,896 12,609 38,725 0 38,145 580 $13,161,328 $0 $9,875,200 $17,129,900 $3,000,000 $3,500,000 $900,000 $29,855,000 $77,421,428 $0 $68,566,800 $8,854,700
FREEWAY 1E 100% 0% 0% 30,923 41,070 5,553 24,195 36,476 36,476 0 0 18.5 $4,141,610 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,141,610 $4,141,600 $0 $0
FREEWAY 2E 100% 0% 0% 21,434 33,273 1,485 10,586 22,919 22,919 0 0 253 $1,351,720 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,351,720 $1,351,700 $0 $0
FREEWAY 3E 100% 0% 0% 28,473 29,994 754 15,231 29,228 29,228 0 0 19.7 $1,604,603 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,604,603 $1,604,600 $0 $0
FREEWAY 4ER 100% 0% 0% 7,613 2,742 -36 353 7,576 7,576 0 0 10.6 $20,332 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,332 $20,300 $0 $0
FREEWAY 5E 100% 0% 0% 12,505 5,729 -39 1,460 12,466 12,466 0 0 8.7 $130,365 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $130,365 $130,400 $0 $0
FREEWAY 6E 100% 0% 0% 14,844 2,834 -10 1,040 14,834 14,834 0 0 2.0 $107,160 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $107,160 $107,200 $0 $0
FREEWAY 7E 100% 0% 0% 8,762 1,501 92 269 8,854 8,854 0 0 5.8 $65,644 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $65,644 $65,600 $0 $0
FREEWAY 8E 0% 100% 0% 4,093 222 89 20 4,182 0 4,182 0 20.0 $39,030 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $39,030 $0 $39,000 $0
FREEWAY 9ER 0% 100% 0% 2,721 131 73 52 2,794 0 2,794 0 231 $29,069 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $29,069 $0 $29,100 $0
FREEWAY 10E 0% 100% 0% 1,248 87 52 36 1,300 0 1,300 0 1.1 $23,567 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $23,567 $0 $23,600 $0
FREEWAY Total 132,615 117,583 8,013 53,311 140,627 132,352 8,275 0 $7,513,100 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,513,100 $7,421,400 $91,700 $0
HUBBELL 1E 0% 100% 0% 2,658 2,601 1,414 2,217 4,072 0 4,072 0 17.7 $709,305 $0 $585,800 $1,055,600 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $648,000 $1,569,000 $9,567,705 $0 $9,567,700 $0
HUBBELL Total 2,658 2,601 1,414 2,217 4,072 0 4,072 0 $709,305 $0 $585,800 $1,055,600 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $648,000 $1,569,000 $9,567,705 $0 $9,567,700 $0
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Table A.4. Infrastructure Cost Analysis - Downtown Scenario

City of Albuquerque - Planned Growth Strategy Report Date
Infrastructure Cost Analysis Downtown Alternative $438 $2,500 $347.00 $590.00 Transmission $1,110.00 15-Aug-01
Capital Costs - 1998 Dollars $110 $375 $43.00 $100.00 $0.50/gal Pump Pipelines Master Plan Total Total Capital Costs By Coverage

% of Vacant

Parcels with

Percent of Total by Area Total Population Percent of Population by Coverage Service Lines  Service Line Cost| Domestic Municipal Water Reservoir Stations @ $3.00/in dia and Infill 1960 In Serv, In Serv. Out
TRUNK ZONE in 1960 [ In serv. [Out serv.| COGPOP95 [ COGEMP95 | TESPOP2020 [ TESEMP2020 Year 2020 in 1960 [ In serv. [ Outserv. comment Well Cost Well Cost Rights Pipelines
MONTGOMERY 10E 0% 100% 0% 1,201 159 1,586 59 2,787 0 2,787 0 15.5 $592,287 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $592,287 $0 $592,300 $0
MONTGOMERY 11ER 0% 100% 0% 0 0 0 0 14.2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
MONTGOMERY 12E 0% 100% 0% 0 0 0 0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
MONTGOMERY 1E 50% 50% 0% 9,557 9,411 2,119 3,261 11,675 5,838 5,838 0 15.7 $1,083,324 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,083,324 $541,700 $541,700 $0
MONTGOMERY 2E 50% 50% 0% 13,692 20,632 -90 6,604 13,602 6,801 6,801 0 15.2 $579,765 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $579,765 $289,900 $289,900 $0
MONTGOMERY 3E 50% 50% 0% 17,510 7,972 -189 -195 17,321 8,660 8,660 0 0.0 -$104,085 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$104,085 -$52,000 -$52,000 $0
MONTGOMERY 4ER 30% 60% 10% 21,045 7,673 222 1,215 21,267 6,380 12,760 2,127 222 $179,127 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $179,127 $53,700 $107,500 $17,900
MONTGOMERY 5E 30% 60% 10% 17,895 4,995 158 1,439 18,053 5,416 10,832 1,805 33.3 $151,394 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $151,394 $45,400 $90,800 $15,100
MONTGOMERY 6E 30% 60% 10% 16,059 4,932 425 1,527 16,484 4,945 9,891 1,648 22.0 $275,627 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $275,627 $82,700 $165,400 $27,600
MONTGOMERY 7E 30% 60% 10% 10,390 2,066 407 645 10,797 3,239 6,478 1,080 9.9 $224,243 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $224,243 $67,300 $134,500 $22,400
MONTGOMERY 8E 30% 60% 10% 6,123 688 108 446 6,231 1,869 3,738 623 220 $74,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $74,900 $22,500 $44,900 $7,500
MONTGOMERY 9ER 30% 60% 10% 3,025 250 1,968 20 4,993 1,498 2,996 499 19.0 $706,049 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $706,049 $211,800 $423,600 $70,600
MONTGOMERY 9ERR 30% 60% 10% 938 14 96 -2 1,034 310 620 103 0.0 $41,971 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $41,971 $12,600 $25,200 $4,200
MONTGOMERY 9ER 0% 0% 100% 1,031 61 1,861 35 2,892 0 0 2,892 0.0 $818,798 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $818,798 $0 $0 $818,800
MONTGOMERY Total 118,466 58,853 8,670 15,125 127,135 44,957 71,401 10,777 $4,623,401 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,623,401 $1,275,600 $2,363,800 $984,100
OPENSPACE OPSP 0% 0% 100% 0 12 2,391 212 2,391 0 0 2,391 0.0 $1,070,538 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,070,538 $0 $0 $1,070,500
OPENSPACE Total| 0 12 2,391 212 2,391 0 0 2,391 $1,070,538 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,070,538 $0 $0 $1,070,500
PAJARITO ow 0% 20% 80% 12,556 1,124 1,948 462 14,504 0 2,901 11,603 0.0 $903,917 $0 $695,900 $1,195,700 $3,000,000 $1,000,000 $576,000 $2,162,500 $9,534,017 $0 $1,906,800 $7,627,200
PAJARITO 1WR 0% 0% 100% 1,940 117 1,195 23 3,135 0 0 3,135 0.0 $526,104 $0 $415,800 $707,600 $3,000,000 $1,000,000 $540,000 $1,326,800 $7,516,304 $0 $0 $7,516,300
PAJARITO 2w 0% 0% 100% 21 5 55 5 76 0 0 76 0.0 $24,638 $0 $19,300 $33,000 $0 $2,000,000 $180,000 $61,100 $2,318,038 $0 $0 $2,318,000
PAJARITO 2WR 0% 0% 100% 21 5 108 10 129 0 0 129 0.0 $48,399 $0 $37,900 $64,700 $0 $0 $0 $119,900 $270,899 $0 $0 $270,900
PAJARITO 3WR 0% 0% 100% 32 8 0 0 32 0 0 32 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
PAJARITO 4w 0% 0% 100% 37 22 0 0 37 0 0 37 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
PAJARITO Total 14,608 1,281 3,307 501 17,914 0 2,901 15,013 $1,503,057 $0 $1,168,900 $2,001,000 $6,000,000 $4,000,000 $1,296,000 $3,670,300 $19,639,257 $0 $1,906,800 $17,732,400
RIDGECREST 1E 0% 50% 0% 11,028 8,451 3,387 6,623 14,415 7,207 7,207 0 17.5 $1,822,222 $0 $1,460,100 $2,660,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,943,022 $2,971,500 $2,971,500 $0
RIDGECREST 2E 50% 50% 0% 6,021 7,140 1,642 4,352 7,663 3,831 3,831 0 101 $1,074,904 $0 $756,800 $1,403,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,235,604 $1,617,800 $1,617,800 $0
RIDGECREST 3E (NORTH) | 100% 0% 0% 32,035 23,507 369 5,668 32,405 32,405 0 0 16.7 $651,708 $0 $371,800 $784,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,808,108 $1,808,100 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 3E (SOUTH) 0% 100% 0% 2 16 7,860 905 7,862 0 7,862 0 0.0 $3,541,580 $0 $2,766,200 $4,727,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,035,380 $0 $11,035,400 $0
RIDGECREST 3ER 0% 0% 100% 15 152 2,105 479 2,120 0 0 2,120 28.6 $695,813 $0 $751,100 $1,290,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,736,913 $0 $0 $2,736,900
RIDGECREST 3ER 100% 0% 0% 1,811 402 -6 369 1,805 1,805 0 0 28.6 $26,887 $0 $13,700 $33,200 $0 $0 $0 $0 $73,787 $73,800 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 4ER 100% 0% 0% 6,474 3,609 -5 256 6,469 6,469 0 0 11.9 $22,641 $0 $9,100 $22,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $54,141 $54,100 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 5E 100% 0% 0% 6,726 1,699 1,632 2,014 8,258 8,258 0 0 44.4 $495,659 $0 $618,100 $1,105,200 $0 $0 $0 $1,700,400 $3,919,359 $3,919,400 $0 $0
RIDGECREST B6ER 100% 0% 0% 913 53 116 81 1,029 1,029 0 0 0.0 $59,513 $0 $43,600 $76,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $179,413 $179,400 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 7ER 100% 0% 0% 913 53 116 81 1,029 1,029 0 0 0.0 $59,513 $0 $43,600 $76,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $179,413 $179,400 $0 $0
RIDGECREST 8E 100% 0% 0% 731 42 93 64 823 823 0 0 12.5 $41,659 $0 $34,900 $61,100 $0 $0 $0 $0 $137,659 $137,700 $0 $0
RIDGECREST Total 66,670 45,123 17,207 20,892 83,877 62,856 18,901 2,120 $8,492,100 $0 $6,869,000 $12,241,300 $0 $0 $0 $1,700,400 $29,302,800 $10,941,200 $15,624,700 $2,736,900
SOILAMEND SAF 0% 0% 100% 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
SOILAMEND Total 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
VOLCANO 1w 0% 100% 0% 3,443 434 5,921 2,293 9,363 0 9,363 0 18.1 $2,329,458 $0 $2,583,600 $3,722,400 $0 $0 $0 $6,571,800 $15,207,258 $0 $15,207,300 $0
VOLCANO 2w 0% 100% 0% 6,584 265 199 81 6,783 0 6,783 0 73 $88,921 $0 $86,900 $125,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $301,221 $0 $301,200 $0
VOLCANO 2WR 0% 100% 0% 13,581 1,255 3,969 671 17,550 0 17,550 0 18.4 $1,478,597 $0 $1,687,400 $2,408,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,574,897 $0 $5,574,900 $0
VOLCANO 3WR 0% 0% 100% 269 15 1,429 38 1,698 0 0 1,698 0.0 $630,142 $0 $597,000 $847,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 $216,000 $1,586,300 $6,126,442 $0 $0 $6,126,400
VOLCANO 4w 0% 0% 100% 0 0 597 37 597 0 0 597 0.0 $265,444 $0 $250,400 $355,800 $1,500,000 $750,000 $216,000 $662,500 $4,000,144 $0 $0 $4,000,100
VOLCANO 5W 0% 0% 100% 0 0 252 22 252 0 0 252 0.0 $112,785 $0 $106,100 $150,900 $0 $2,000,000 $180,000 $279,700 $2,829,485 $0 $0 $2,829,500
VOLCANO Total 23,877 1,969 12,366 3,143 36,243 0 33,696 2,547 $4,905,347 $0 $5,311,400 $7,610,400 $3,000,000 $3,500,000 $612,000 $9,100,300 $34,039,447 $0 $21,083,400 $12,956,000
East Mountain Water Wells 15,391 1,553 28,025 3,178 $32,194,375 $32,194,375 $32,194,375
SURFACE WATER
TREATEMENT PLANT 44% 46% 10% TOTAL POPULATION $180,000,000 $79,200,000 $82,800,000 $18,000,000
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
44% 46% 10%

Grand Total | 482,264 | 275,578 138,288 | 146,449 620,552 271,661 | 288,351 | 60,539 $67,380,214 $32,194,375 $46,991,800 $78,116,800 $27,000,000 | $19,980,000 $6,714,000 | $110,302,300 | $568,679,489 $117,489,000 $295,362,000 $155,829,000

Public Costs [ $0 $23,495,900 | $78,116,800 | $13,500,000 | $9,990,000 | $3,357,000 | $22,060,460 | $330,520,160 |

Private Costs |_$67,380,214 | $32,194,375 | $23,495,900 | | $13,500,000 | $9,990,000 | $3,357,000 | $88,241,840 | $238,159,329 |
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Table A.5. Major Costs Project Inventory

WEST SIDE
COST WITHOUT
REGION LONG-RANGE
TOTAL COST (LR) PROJECTS BASIN PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST (x IMil$)| LR | % PUB % PRIV
NORTHWEST
$1,000,000 $1,000,000 BLACK TOTAL 1.000
BLACK ARROYO WATERSHED TRTMT 1.000 100 0
$2,150,000 $150,000 BOCA NEGRA TOTAL 2.150
BOCA NEGRA DMF 0.150 60 40
ESCARPMENT DRAINAGE 2.000 LR 100 0
$580,000 $580,000 CABEZON TOTAL 0.580
CABEZON CHAN MOD 0.580 100 0
$7,692,000 $2,982,000 CALABACILLAS - NORTH COORS TOTAL 7.692
PH II & III DROP STRUC 4.710 LR 85 15
CORRALES MAIN CANAL IMPRV 0.500 50 50
PDN PONDING 1.456 100 0
LA ORILLA PONDS 0.246 40 60
CALAB-EAGLE RANCH BR 0.250 50 50
EAGLE RANCH ROAD SD 0.530 80 20
$4,476,000 $4,476,000 DOUBLE EAGLE II AIRPORT TOTAL 4.476
DOUBLE EAGLE II AIRPORT 4.476 50 50
$17,320,000 $1,320,000 LADERA - MIREHAVEN TOTAL 17.320
LADERA DAMS 1.320 100 0
1-40 DMP 10.000 LR 100 0
SOUTHERN ESCARPMENT 6.000 LR 50 50
$0 $0 LADERA PLAYA TOTAL 0.000
playa; no major costs 0 0
$2,500,000 $500,000 MARIPOSA TOTAL 2.500
UNSER S OF PARADISE 0.500 70 30
ESCARPMENT DRAINAGE 2.000 LR 50 50
$2,722,000 $2,722,000 NW MESA TOTAL 2.722
NW MESA DMP 2.722 70 30
$22,513,000 $15,513,000 PIEDRAS MARCADAS TOTAL 22.513
VENTANA OUTFALL & DAM 4.028 60 40
PH I W DIVERSION TO CALAB 3.000 100 0
PH I LYONS DIVERSION 2.280 100 0
PHIII PARADISE BLVD SD 5.600 100 0
PIEDRAS MARC DMP REVIS 0.105 100 0
UNSER S OF PARADISE 0.500 100 0
ESCARPMENT DRAINAGE 6.000 LR 50 50
BLACK RANCH (50% of $2 mil Dam) 1.000 LR 70 30
$6,000,000 $0 RINCONADA TOTAL 6.000
100 ESCARPMENT DRAINAGE 6.000 LR 50 50
$8,870,000 $0 UPPER AMOLE TOTAL 8.870
AMOLE DAMS 7.650 LR 70 30
AMOLE DAMS ROW ACQ 1.220 LR 50 50
$2,250,000 $0 UPPER CALABACILLAS TOTAL 2.250
GRADE CONTROL STRUC; 5 @ $.25 mil 1.250 LR 70 30
BLACK RANCH (50% of $2 mil Dam) 1.000 LR 70 30
$1,000,000 $1,000,000 WEST BLUFF TOTAL 1.000
WEST BLUFF SD CONNECTIONS 1.000 80 20
$7,885,000 $7,885,000 WEST 140 TOTAL 7.885
WEST 140 DMP 0.200 100 0
ESTANCIA TO UNSER 2.600 100 0
UNSER TO 98TH 2.405 100 0
CONNECT LADERA TO WEST 140 DIV 2.680 85 15
$9,385,000 $9,385,000 WEST MESA DIVERSION TOTAL 9.385
WEST BLUFF DMP 9.385 80 20
SOUTHWEST
$24,754,000 $22,754,000 AMOLE HUBBELL TOTAL 24.754
GUN CLUB RD DRN IMPRVMTS 1.240 100 0
SNOW VISTA CHAN 8.340 90 10
AMOLE DEL NORTE DIVERSION 9.500 100 0
SAGE/TOWER RD PONLC 0.500 70 30
BORREGA DIVERSION MOL 1.140 50 50
AMOLE HUBBELL DMF 0.334 100 50
BRIDGE ST, UNSER TO 98TH 1.700 80 20
WESTGATE DAM OUTFALL 2.000 LR 100 0
$7,000,000 $7,000,000 AMOLE WESTGATE TOTAL 7.000
WESTGATE DAM - AMOLE ARROY 7.000 100 0
$9,307,000 $5,307,000 DON FELIPE-RAYMAC-MCCOY TOTAL 9.307
DON FELIPE WATERSHED DMP 0.200 100 0
MCCOY CHANNELS 4.436 100 0
MCCOY DAM PHII 0.271 100 0
RAYMAC DMP 0.200 100 0