
      
 
 
 
 

November 4, 2003 
 
Emilio Gonzales        CERTIFIED MAIL 
Santa Fe County         RETURN RECEIPT 
P.O. Box 276         REQUESTED 
Santa Fe, NM   87504-0276 
 
Reference:  John Paul Garcia Subdivision 
 
Dear Mr. Gonzales: 
 
The Office of the State Engineer has re-reviewed the proposal for the John Paul Garcia Subdivision, 
pursuant to the Santa Fe County Land Development Code (SFCLDC).  A positive opinion for this 
development was withheld by this office in a review dated February 26, 2003. It is the opinion of 
this office that the subdivider's water supply proposal still does not comply with the SFCLDC. In 
accordance, a negative opinion is hereby issued. 
 
The John Paul Garcia proposal is a request to develop a 12.5-acre lot into a 5 lot residential 
subdivision. It is located approximately 7 miles south of Santa Fe, east of N.M.14, in Section 25 of 
T15N, R8E, N.M.P.M. It will be accessible via C.R. 44.  
 
The developer has failed to calculate the maximum annual water requirements of his development as 
required in Article VII, Section 6.6.2.of the SFCLDC. Water requirements should be separated into 
indoor and outdoor uses, and restrictions on irrigated area should be specified in the disclosure 
statement as well as the covenants to ensure that residents will not exceed the allowed amount.  It is 
suggested that the developer refer to State Engineer Technical Report No. 48, “Water Conservation 
and Quantification of Water Demands in Subdivisions” (Wilson, 1996), to calculate indoor and 
outdoor water requirements.   
   
The SFCLDC requires the developer to supply a geohydrologic report for density adjustments. 
According to the Santa Fe County land use map, the lot is located in the basin fringe zone. Usually, 
the minimum lot size for this area is 12.5 acres, provided the maximum adjustments are made. Due 
to the pinching out of the basin fill and/or impermeable boundaries and the diverse geology 
encountered by wells in the area, it would be more appropriate to classify this development as in the 
Homestead Zone, which has a minimum lot size, with maximum adjustments, of 40 acres. Article 
VII, Section 6.4.2 of the code details the minimum requirements for this report.   
 
A revised geohydrological report was submitted. It, as well as the original report, was prepared by 
Clay Kilmer & Associates. The revised report includes the results of two 24-hour pump tests done 
on the property. SFCLDR require a 36-hour pump test (ArticleVII, Table 7.5.) The report included 
well logs, drawdown and recovery well test data, geologic cross-sections, and water level contours. 
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The author did not include enough well logs to adequately characterize the aquifer. Evaluation of the 
pump tests, used to determine the transmissivity of the aquifer being pumped, indicate existence of 
significant impermeable boundaries. Impermeable boundaries and aquifer compartmentalization 
have been observed in other wells in the area, causing low and failing well yields. The impermeable 
boundaries were not identified, pursuant to Section 6.4.2.e. These wells are not considered adequate 
for domestic production, much less for shared well use per U.S. Department of the Interior 
(Groundwater Manual, 1977, 1988) 
 
In the analysis to demonstrate water availability for a 100-year period, as required in Section 6.4.2.a 
of the SFCLDC, the author did not use any of the values found in the well drilling or in the well 
pump test, invalidating the calculation. In addition, the inclusion of boundaries were not indicated in 
the model results.    
 
In calculating the minimum lot size calculations, the author did not use the conservative values 
found in well #1; his claim of 201 feet of saturated thickness is not substantiated by the well logs. 
When well # 2 was tested, well #1 should have been used as an observation well in order to 
determine the specific yield of the aquifer on-site. Boundaries seen in the pump test may disqualify 
the use of the entire tract as underlain by the aquifer, as water on the other side of the boundary is 
not practicably recoverable. In this calculation, the author should not have included water in the 
“dense volcanics” drilled into by well #2, unless substantial evidence is provided to indicate that 
these volcanics are water bearing.  
 
If you have any questions regarding this opinion, please feel free to call me at (505) 827-6790. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Patrick J. Romero 
Water Resource Engineer 
 
Cc: Brian C. Wilson, P.E., Water Use and Conservation Bureau 
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