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his chapter of the Planned Growth
Strategy, Part 2 – Preferred Alternative

report addresses the infrastructure require-
ments associated with the Preferred Alterna-
tive, the current levels of spending, and
changes needed related to infrastructure
financing and planning.  Recommendations
also are made to simplify the connection of
funding sources to infrastructure needs in
order to increase funding predictability and
accountability.  The figures reported here gen-
erally are the same as given above.143 Because
of the different purpose of this chapter, the
need and spending level figures have been
modified in some situations.  When this
occurs, the text provides the rationale.  The
purpose of this chapter is to provide direction
for the City of Albuquerque’s and the County of
Bernalillo’s capital programs regarding annual
funding requirements for the next 10 years
especially. While this chapter was authored by
the Management Committee, in part it is based
upon consultants’ recommendations.

9.1  Discussion of City and County
Infrastructure Spending

9.1.1  Annual Infrastructure Public
Spending Needs

The annual City and County infrastructure
public spending needs are contained in Table
55 below.  Infrastructure elements covered are
water, wastewater, streets, hydrology, and
transit.  Funding needs are identified separate-

ly for rehabilitation, correction of deficiencies,
and growth.  This table combines the expendi-
ture requirements for City and County govern-
ments and for the Albuquerque Metropolitan
Arroyo Flood Control Authority (AMAFCA).
Omitted are the requirements of the State of
New Mexico Highway Department related to
roadways and of New Mexico Utilities, Inc.  All
figures in chapter tables are in millions of dol-
lars.

This table indicates a total annual infrastruc-
ture spending requirement of $110.2 million
for the City, County, and AMAFCA combined.
The infrastructure category with the highest
level of need is streets ($46.84 million), fol-
lowed by water ($24.11 million).  The percent-
age distribution of annual need by category is:
rehabilitation – 61%; deficiency – 17%; and
growth – 23%.  What can be considered an
infrastructure backlog in the rehabilitation
and deficiency categories accounts for 78% of
the annual spending need.

Several assumptions have been made in this
table that bear attention.  These figures result
from the Downtown Scenario in the Planned
Growth Strategy, Part 1 – Findings Report.
This scenario was found to be the least expen-
sive to serve with infrastructure.  If the current
trend (Trend Scenario) continues, however, the
average required spending levels to support
growth would increase.  In addition, the New
Mexico State Highway Department  builds a
number of street projects in the county.  The

9.0 City and County Financial and
Planning Requirements

T
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table assumes that the New Mexico State
Highway Department plans are consistent with
the Preferred Alternative. However, New Mexico
State Highway Department projects are often
incompatible with City and County priorities.
These projects could seriously distort the
Planned Growth Strategy Preferred Alternative
and require additional City and County funds
to be spent on growth-related projects.

The San Juan-Chama water sustainability
project costs have been taken out of this table.
This was done because, while rate revenues
are being collected for this project, major
expenditures have not been made in past
years.  Therefore, inclusion of this project
would distort the picture related to water
needs and spending.  In addition, water rights
acquisition costs were removed from the table.
The utility has sufficient water rights, on the
assumption that the State Engineer recognizes
all claimed rights, to support growth to about
2030–2040, beyond the forecast period of this
study.  This situation is discussed in the final
section of this chapter and is based on the cur-
rent water utility master plan.

The cost of the next major expansion of the
wastewater treatment facility also has been
removed.  The current treatment plant has suf-
ficient capacity to support growth until at least
2010.  Additional water conservation will
extend this period further.  Therefore, inclu-
sion of this project would distort the
need/spending picture in this area.
Wastewater deficiencies were zeroed out.
These deficiencies are identified as the “paral-
lel line” costs in the Planned Growth Strategy,
Part 1 – Findings Report.144 Since wastewater
lines require significant rehabilitation and the
additional cost of adding capacity while lines
are being rehabilitated is very small, the waste-
water deficiency costs were eliminated as a
needed additional expense.  Water and waste-
water Utility Expansion Charges  have been
added back into the calculation of expenditure
needs.  This approach was taken to balance
the spending levels discussed in the next sec-
tion that include spending based on Utility
Expansion Charge revenues.

The street spending levels are for the first 10
years of the Planned Growth Strategy projec-
tion period.  Street rehabilitation needs are on
a higher level for the first 10 years due to the
large backlog of these projects.  This issue is
discussed in “Infrastructure Needs and Levels
of Spending” in Section 1.3.5.

Importantly, the Planned Growth Strategy
approach assumes that all deficiency needs
will be assumed by the public sector.145 As a
result, assumed public street deficiency needs
increase from $5.9 million to $10.4 million per
year.  Hydrology deficiency needs, also based
on the considerations discussed below,
increase from $5.8 million to $7.7 million per
year.

Hydrology deficiency needs were adjusted by
taking into account the special nature of this
situation.  Some storm drainage infrastructure
deficiencies have immediate consequences in
terms of public and private flooding.  Other
deficiencies are of a statistical nature related to
the computer modeling of storm flows.  The
purpose of this chapter is to identify the on-
going spending requirements for hydrology.
Public Works Department staff have given each
hydrology project a rating in terms of potential
flood damages—ranking them into A, B, C, and
D categories.  It has been assumed that a reg-
ular correction program should be put in place
for the highest two deficiency categories—A
and B.  Of total hydrology projects, projects in
these categories represent 46.3% of the total
requirement.146 This percentage was applied
against the total deficiency need to generate an
annual figure of $6.7 million.  An additional $1
million per year was assumed to be needed to
correct hydrology deficiency projects on a case-
by-case basis.  This is consistent with the
“Infill/Community Vitality” set-aside policy
that the City Council adopted in Bill No. F/S R-
37 (Enactment No. 118-2000) for the 2001
Capital Improvements Program.  Transit reha-
bilitation and deficiency needs were not identi-
fied in the Part 1 – Findings Report.
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9.1.2  Annual Infrastructure 
Public Spending Levels

Table 56 contains the annual average spend-
ing levels for the City, County, and AMAFCA
for the different types of infrastructure and
categories of spending (rehabilitation, deficien-
cy, and growth).  These figures were based on
information provided by City and County staff
responsible for these projects.

Related assumptions were made for this table
as for Table 55, i.e., no current expenditures
for the San Juan-Chama water project or the
wastewater treatment plant expansion, water
and sewer Utility Expansion Charge revenues
are included in the expenditures, and so on.

Of course, these figures take on importance by
comparing them to the levels of needs.  This is
addressed in the next section.

9.1.3  Estimated Annual Infrastructure
Overspending and Underspending,
City, County and AMAFCA

By comparing the annual public infrastructure
spending needs with the average expenditure
levels, it is possible to draw some conclusions
about overspending and underspending.  As
above, these totals are for the City, County,
and AMAFCA combined.  In order to make a
recommendation regarding future City and
County spending, it is necessary to break down
these figures further.  In addition, these totals
are summary in nature and should be consid-
ered in terms of the discussion below.

In Table 57, positive figures represent suggest-
ed additional spending and negative figures are
possible overexpenditures in terms of the
Planned Growth Strategy assumptions made to
this point.  Additional discussion is needed
before drawing the conclusion that spending
levels can be reduced in some areas.

The following points summarize this table.

• The total annual net underfunding is esti-
mated as $24.37 million dollars, or about
22% of the total requirement.  This figure
rises to $30.9 million per year if one
assumes that deficiency projects are not
overfunded.
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• Transit growth-related projects are
underfunded by over $9 million per year.
This represents the static nature of the
bus system in relation to the Planned
Growth Strategy goal of enhancing the
system.  As indicated in Table 56, there
has been no expansion of the bus fleet in
the recent past.  It bears noting that
expanding transit will have significant
impacts on the City and County General
Fund operating expenditures in contrast
to the other infrastructure types.

• Underfunding is greatest in the rehabili-
tation category, $20.4 million annually,
and especially for water and sewer facili-
ties.

• Roadway expenditures appear to indicate
that deficiency correction projects are
overfunded by $5 million per year.  This
interesting situation is discussed further
below.

• While street rehabilitation needs and
spending appear to be generally in line, it
should be borne in mind that this is based
primarily on City staff assumptions
regarding the extent of need.  There are
some indications that these assumptions

should be verified further.  The figures
take on additional meaning when they are
viewed in terms of the City and County
governments separately.  These topics are
discussed further below.

9.1.4  Estimated Annual Infrastructure
Overspending and Underspending,
City and County Separately

A somewhat different perspective appears
when the City and County are considered sep-
arately with regard to the annual levels of
spending in relation to the norms established
in the Planned Growth Strategy.  Tables 58
and 59 below identify these tentatively accept-
ed spending adjustments called for in the City
and the County budgets.

Tables 58 and 59 are summarized in the points
below.

• The City appears to be spending $8.5 mil-
lion more per year to correct deficiencies
in the street system than the norm sug-
gests.  The City also appears to be spend-
ing $2 million less per year for growth-
related projects than is needed.  This rein-
forces the proposition suggested above



269MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE     PLANNED GROWTH STRATEGY

that the City is in a catch-up mode with
roadway infrastructure.  Insufficient
funding appears to be provided for
growth, resulting in the more than $460
million dollar backlog in deficiency proj-
ects.  In turn, this leads to higher levels of
spending to address the problem of result-
ing street congestion.  It can not be auto-
matically concluded that the level of
spending for deficiency projects is inap-
propriately high.  It is suggested that
roadway spending for growth be increased
from $1.8 million per year to $3.8 million.
This is consistent with the need to provide
sufficient infrastructure in a timely way to
implement the Planned Growth Strategy
Preferred Alternative.

• In contrast to the City’s situation, the
County of Bernalillo appears to be spend-
ing $4.4 million more per year to support
growth than may be needed.  The Planned
Growth Strategy Downtown Scenario only
requires an average County growth expen-
diture of $580,000.  Average recent
spending has been estimated as $5 mil-
lion per year.  This suggests that the
County has been more assertive in using
growth-related street infrastructure to
direct the location of urban growth.  (As
discussed above, when the City and
County needs and spending are com-
bined, it appears that $2.4 million more is
being spent on growth-related projects
than the norm suggests.)  This situation is
an indication of the need for joint street
(and other) infrastructure planning and
project development based on a common
Preferred Alternative for urban growth.

• City street rehabilitation needs appear to
be fully funded according to the assump-
tions made, while Planned Growth
Strategy figures suggest that the County
needs to increase street rehabilitation
funding by $3.8 million per year.  There is
a question regarding the level of City
street rehabilitation spending needed.  In
the “Infrastructure Needs and Levels of
Spending” in Section 1.3.5, it was pointed
out that from 1995–1999, the City Public
Works Department lowered the percent of
streets in poor and very poor condition
from 60% to 25%.  The Planned Growth
Strategy suggests that the street condition
inventory be independently evaluated
before drawing the conclusion that suffi-
cient funds are being provided to cover
this important need.

• These figures suggest that County spend-
ing to correct roadway deficiencies should
be increased by $3.5 million per year.

• The figures for City water, sewer, and
transit expenditures have not changed
from the combined City and County totals
because the City is responsible for these
infrastructure elements.

• It was not possible to separate out the
hydrology funding requirements for the
City, County, and AMAFCA.  However,
storm water infrastructure spending was
broken down by City, County, and AMAF-
CA.

Table 60 contains the annual average spend-
ing for hydrology projects by the City, County,
and AMAFCA, subdivided by category of
expenditure.
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The following conclusions can be drawn from
these data.

• In total, the City of Albuquerque spends
more than 2.2 times as much on hydrolo-
gy infrastructure as AMAFCA ($8.35 mil-
lion compared to $3.77 million).

• However, AMAFCA spends more for
growth-related infrastructure than does
the City ($1.53 million versus $1.44 mil-
lion).  As in the situation with streets, the
City finds itself in a catch-up situation—
with nearly 69% of its total hydrology
spending going for deficiency projects.
This appears to result in the City being
reactive to growth projects that are sup-
ported, in part, by AMAFCA constructed
projects.

• As suggested above, the City, County, and
AMAFCA should have a common program
for supporting urban growth based on the
Preferred Alternative.  In this context, it
appears than an additional $2 million 
per year is needed to support all growth-
related hydrology needs.

9.2  Capital Program
Recommendations
The following recommendations are made for
the City, County, AMAFCA, and New Mexico
State Highway Department capital programs.

9.2.1  Related to Expenditure Levels

• Water and sewer rehabilitation expendi-
tures should be increased by $17.1 mil-
lion per year—an additional $10.4 million
for water rehabilitation and an $6.7 mil-
lion for wastewater rehabilitation.  Total
utility rehabilitation expenditures should
be $33.4 million per year.  The adopted
financial policy for the utility currently
calls for $22 million per year to be spent
for this purpose and sufficient rate rev-
enues have been allocated toward this
end.  Therefore, it is necessary to raise
revenues to support an additional $11.4
million per year for rehabilitation.

• Water growth-related expenditures
should increase by approximately $1.4
million per year.

• The City’s street rehabilitation needs
should be independently evaluated to con-
firm whether an average expenditure level
of $21.4 million is adequate or whether
additional funds are needed.  If additional
funds are needed they should be obtained
by prioritizing this need in the City’s regu-
lar General Obligation bond program
without a tax increase.

• Total City street deficiency projects
appear to be funded at $8.5 million more
per year than the norm established by
Planned Growth Strategy, or 220% higher.
The City should evaluate these projects to
determine whether their classification as
deficiency projects is accurate.  Deficien-
cies in these systems should be addressed
in a timely way and if funds are available,
correcting these deficiencies is a desirable
public purpose.

• The City should increase its growth-relat-
ed spending for streets by a minimum of
$2 million per year.  The spending norm
for the county was established based on
the financially constrained Middle Rio
Grande Conservancy District (MRGCD)
Metropolitan Transportation Plan.  As
noted above, based on Metropolitan
Transportation Plan spending levels, the
lane miles of congested streets would
increase from 317 miles in 1995 to over
1,100 miles in 2020.  An adjustment
upwards in roadway and linked transit
spending seems likely.  This situation also
should be evaluated further. 

• Subsequent to further analysis and the
integration of City and County transporta-
tion planning and project development,
the County might decrease its growth-
related spending for streets by $4.4 mil-
lion per year.  The Planned Growth
Strategy analysis also indicates that the
County should increase annual spending
for rehabilitation by $3.8 million and for
deficiency correction by $3.5 million.
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• Very substantial increases in transit sys-
tem capital (on the order of $9 million per
year) appear to be needed based on
expanding the system.  New funding
sources will be needed to address this
concern.  Expansion of the bus fleet will
have significant operating cost impacts
that are funded by General Fund sources.

• The City, County, and AMAFCA should
increase their growth-related spending for
hydrology by $2.1 million per year based
on integrating City, County, and AMAFCA
programs guided by the Planned Growth
Strategy Preferred Alternative.

9.2.2  Related to Capital Programs

These recommendations are of a policy nature
and will need to be refined in the actual imple-
mentation of the Planned Growth Strategy.

• Funding sources should be directly linked
to expenditure categories through the
adoption of legal requirements.  This
action will assure adequate funding for
infrastructure needs, funding reliability,
and accountability.

• The City’s General Obligation Bond pro-
gram should be devoted entirely to infra-
structure, capital facility, and vehicle and
equipment rehabilitation and replace-
ment.

• Growth-related expenditures should be
funded exclusively from Impact Fees; fed-
eral, state, and private grants; exactions;
and reimbursed waivers based on adopted
plans.  The public funding needs identi-
fied in this study assume continuation of
the current practices of the private sector
paying a set portion of infrastructure
costs to support growth, such as water
and sewer service lines, local streets and
hydrology within subdivisions, portions of
arterials and collectors.  If private pay-
ments are reduced, the cost basis of
Impact Fees would increase.

• Development Impact Fees should be set
initially at just under 100% of the margin-

al cost of growth as defined in this report
after adjusting for realistic levels of grant
funding.  As discussed below, waivers of
Impact Fees should be provided when
development supports the objectives of
the Planned Growth Strategy Preferred
Alternative as contained in adopted Area,
Corridor, Sector, and Redevelopment
Plans.  Establishment of Impact Fees at
the actual marginal cost of growth will
increase the effectiveness of fee waivers
based on adopted plans.

• Phased over time, the City should transfer
$10 million per year from the General
Fund to achieve the objectives of the
Planned Growth Strategy Preferred
Alternative as expressed within adopted
Area Plans, Sector Plans, Redevelopment
Plans, and Corridors Plans.  These monies
may be used to pay for development
Impact Fees (including water and waste-
water Impact Fees) of projects that meet
the objectives of these adopted plans.
This level of funding will represent a sig-
nificant portion of all Impact Fees owed if
projects are compatible with public-
approved plans.  Tax Increment Financing
districts should be established in redevel-
opment areas to increase the funds avail-
able to implement Planned Growth
Strategy objectives in these neighbor-
hoods.

• The public sector should assume the cur-
rent burden of deficiency corrections proj-
ects.  The private sector would be
assessed for these projects only if desired
development precedes the City’s and
County’s capital programs.  Adequately
funding growth-related-projects will
reduce (but not eliminate) deficiency proj-
ects over time.  Deficiency correction proj-
ects should be financed by the
Transportation Infrastructure Tax (Gross
Receipts), federal and state grants, and
exactions.  (It is possible that some
adjustment to the Transportation Infra-
structure Tax may be needed to shift addi-
tional funding from rehabilitation to defi-
ciency projects based on implementing
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the recommendation that the General
Obligation Bond program be devoted
entirely to rehabilitation and replace-
ment.)

• Growth projects for Community Centers,
Senior Centers, and Multi-Service
Centers; transit; and schools should be
funded by Impact Fees; federal, state and
private grants; exactions; and reimbursed
waivers based on adopted policies.  The
Development Impact Fee Statute should
be amended to include these facilities.

• Special “Quality of Life” projects, such as
the baseball stadium and sports arena,
should be funded by grants and dedicated
new taxes subject to voter approval.  This
approach was taken initially with the
Explora Science Center, Balloon Museum,
and Aquarium.

• The City, County, and AMAFCA should
integrate their infrastructure construction
programs based on the Planned Growth
Strategy Preferred Alternative.

• The State Highway Department’s capital
plan should be consistent with the
Planned Growth Strategy Preferred Alter-
native.

9.2.3  Financing Capital Needs

Two significant funding challenges identified
here are related to additional water and sewer
rehabilitation needs totaling $11.4 million
annually and transit expansion totaling more
than $9 million annually in capital costs and a
minimum of an additional $10 million per year
in operating costs (which may be as high as
twice this amount if one includes paratransit
service and assumes lower fare box revenues).
The following suggestions are made for
addressing these and other less significant
funding requirements.

• The cash requirements for water and
wastewater system rehabilitation, based
on spending $11.4 million more per year,
will ramp up over time under the utility’s
financial policy of 50% cash and 50% debt

financing.  For the first 10 years, this cash
requirement has been estimated by the
utility to average $9 million dollars annu-
ally.  The Impact Fee approaches suggest-
ed in the Planned Growth Strategy may
net a 50% increase in water and waste-
water development fee revenues, or about
$4 million per year.  It should be noted
that these revenues include water and
sewer Impact Fees paid by the General
Fund for development that meets policy
objectives.  In addition, the cash require-
ments of the utility’s ammonia treatment
facility will decline by approximately $3.5
million per year as bonds are retired in
about two years.  These additional funds
should be specified as a funding source
for the utility’s existing Water and Sewer
Rehabilitation Fund.  (Rates sufficient to
cover a total annual rehabilitation need of
$33.2 million should be dedicated to the
Water and Sewer Rehabilitation Fund.)
These two methods would yield about
$7.5 million per year.  The additional $1.5
million (less than 1.5% of utility revenues)
probably can be obtained through normal
financial management.   No rate increase
is proposed at this time until these other
methods are put in place and evaluated.
A small rate increase might be needed
afterward to address any rehabilitation
funding shortfall found. 

• Significant capital and operating increas-
es would be required to expand the tran-
sit system.  As has been discussed above,
the Planned Growth Strategy supports
linking transportation capacity sources to
include both buses and streets.147 Transit
should become eligible to receive develop-
ment Impact Fees and exactions.  Federal
Transit Authority grants, new state
grants, Impact Fees, and exactions should
be used to expand the bus fleet.  The oper-
ating cost impact has been estimated to
be in the $10 to $20 million dollar range
annually.  Shifting growth-related infra-
structure costs and special Quality of Life
projects to grants, Impact Fees, exactions,
and special voter-approved taxes should
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off-load existing funding sources especial-
ly the General Obligation program.
Planned Growth Strategy supports dedi-
cating the entire General Obligation pro-
gram to facility, vehicle and equipment
rehabilitation and replacement.  It is
believed that these recommendations may
free funding capacity, now at $65 million
per year within the General Obligation
program, by approximately $10 million
per year.  Because this program is bond
financed, reducing total expenditures will
produce cash savings that increase over
time.  An analysis conducted by the City
Treasurer’s office indicated that reducing
the General Obligation Program from $65
million to $55 million per year would gen-
erate an average cash savings of $10.5
million dollars per year—starting at $4.4
million in the first year.  If an overall
examination of Citywide rehabilitation
needs determines that the General
Obligation program can be reduced, prop-
erty tax revenue now flowing to the
General Obligation Bond debt service fund
should be shifted to increase transit oper-
ating revenues.  Furthermore, if the inde-
pendent review of street rehabilitation
needs concurs with staff estimates, it may
be possible to fund a significant portion of
this operating cost increase by the exten-
sion of the Transportation Infrastructure
Tax beyond 2010 with a much higher 
percentage of the revenue stream flowing
to transit.  Such an extension of the
Infrastructure Tax should be subject to
voter approval.  These two revenue
sources may be sufficient to cover
expanded transit operating costs from

2000–2025 without an increase in current
tax levels.

• Other small increases in spending for
growth-related streets and hydrology proj-
ects, based on currently estimated needs,
can be funded through reasonable Impact
Fees.

Special consideration should be given to
acquiring additional water rights over time.  As
noted above, the Planned Growth Strategy
assumed that over $3 million per year should
be spent to acquire water rights.  These costs
have escalated significantly in the past two
years.  Since there appear to be sufficient
rights to support urban growth until about
2030–2040 based on the current water utility
master plan, these costs were not incorporated
into the Planned Growth Strategy need figures.
Although this issue is beyond the scope of the
Planned Growth Strategy, it is reasonable for
the community to aggressively acquire water
rights to support growth beyond 2030.  The
cost of water rights is not currently included in
development Impact Fees. In the future, new
development might be asked to provide a
renewable water supply and water rights or,
otherwise, pay an Impact Fee for the utility to
acquire water rights.  In addition, the commu-
nity should consider increasing its conserva-
tion objective from 30% to 40% or about 150
gallons per person per day.  The outcome of
this effort would allow existing water rights to
support a larger population and employment
base and would lower the per capita costs of
water rights.
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1. See Chapter 2.

2. As is discussed later in this
chapter, the categories of
land use approvals subject
to the system, as well as the
consequences of not meet-
ing the level of service stan-
dard, are major policy deci-
sions for the community.
This chapter is not intended
to suggest that an outright
moratorium be imposed
where a level of service stan-
dard is not met.  However,
increases in density and the
staging of development, can
be tied to the level of service
without resorting to a mora-
torium.

3. New Mexico Statutes Anno-
tated (NMSA) § 3-7-15.

4. An Adequate Public Facili-
ties Ordinance is often refer-
red to as a “concurrency”
regulation.  Both terms are
used interchangeably in this
chapter.

5. Concurrency is also identi-
fied as a follow-up issue in
the West Side Strategic Plan
(March 17,1997), pp. 230-
231.

6. See, e.g., Policies II.B.2.a.4
(phase Planned Commun-
ities in Reserve Area with
respect to Capital Improve-
ments Program), II.B.4.a.7 &
b.3 (use Capital Improve-
ments Program to implement
development objectives and
guide development through
facilities plans in Semi-
Urban Area); II.D.1.d (review
zoning requests for compli-
ance with “service level per-
formance standards”),
II.D.4.c.2 (amend land devel-
opment regulations to pro-
vide “service levels and per-
formance standards for
streets and intersections”).

7. Chapter 23, § 8 of the
Development Process Man-
ual requires Traffic Impact
Studies and establishes a
uniform level of service for
signalized and nonsignal-
ized roads.  While develop-
ers are required to provide
information relating to site
phasing, the timing and
sequencing of development
consistent with facility capa-
city is not required.  Instead,
the requirement relates to
off-site roadway require-
ments and traffic signaliza-
tion.  The Development Pro-
cess Manual Chapters relat-
ing to Drainage (22), Waste-
water (24), and Water (25)
contain good information for
determining a level of serv-
ice but do not require the
timing and sequencing of
development.

8. Florida Administrative Code
§ 9J-5.003(45).

9. The ensuing discussion is
drawn from Section 1.2.2
Urban Development Para-
digm Shift.

10. See, e.g., NMSA §§ 72-5-1
(permit from state engineer
required for appropriation of
surface waters); 72-5A-4
(permit required for govern-
mental agency to use
groundwater resources); 72-
12-1 (permit for use of
underground waters).

11. Cherokee Water & Sanitation
District v. El Paso County,
770 P.2d 1339 (Colo. App.
1988).  This case is cited
only as an example of how
standards can be measured
and does not imply that the
standard is appropriate for
Albuquerque.

12. Currently, neither City nor
County impact fees (Utility
Extension Charges) charge
for the water resource con-

sumed by the development.

13. Institute of Transportation
Engineers, Highway Capa-
city Manual, Special Report
No. 209, 1985.

14. See discussion of tier sys-
tems in Section 5.4.3.

15. City of Austin, About the
Smart Growth Criteria Ma-
trix, http://www.ci. austin.
tx.us/smartgrowth/smart-
matrix, 2000.

16. Golden v. Planning Board of
the Town of Ramapo, 30
N.Y.2d 359, 334 N.Y.S.2d
138, 285 N.E.2d 291, app.
diss'd, 409 U.S. 1003 (1972).

17. Florida Statutes 
§ 163.3180 (7).

18. Florida Department of Trans-
portation, “Making Transpor-
tation Concurrency Work,”
Community Planning vol. 9,
no. 1 (Winter 2000).

19. Florida Statutes
§ 163.3180 (5)(a).

20. The legislation also permits
development within these
areas which pose only spe-
cial part-time demands on
the transportation system to
be exempt from the Ade-
quate Public Facilities Ordi-
nance for transportation
facilities. A special part-time
demand is defined as one
that does not have more
than 200 scheduled events
during any calendar year
and does not affect the 
100 highest traffic volume
hours.

21. These concepts will be
addressed in Chapters 7 and
11 of the Planned Growth
Strategy, Part 2 – Preferred
Alternative.

22. See NMSA §§ 3-7-5 
through 3-7-10.

Notes
Section 2 
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23. See NMSA §§ 3-7-11 
through 3-7-16.

24. See NMSA §§ 3-7-17 
and 3-7-17.1.

25. See NMSA § 3-57-1 et seq.

26. NMSA § 3-57-1 et seq.

27. There has been at least one
recent annexation of territo-
ry outside a conservancy
district that was approved
by the municipal boundary
commission method of
NMSA § 3-7-11 et seq.  In re
Application by the West
Tijeras Canyon Ltd. Co., No.
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