
   
 

     February 26, 2003  Bataan Memorial Building 
         P.O. Box 25102 
         Santa Fe, NM  87504-5102 
 Phone: (505) 827-6175 
 Fax:   (505) 827-6188 
 
Vicki Lucero CERTIFIED MAIL 
Santa Fe County RETURN RECEIPT 
P.O. Box 276 REQUESTED 
Santa Fe, NM  87504-0276 
 
RE: CDRC CASE # Z 03-5010 Luna Rose LLC Master Plan   
 Sargent Equestrian Facility, 47 Ranch Road, Eldorado at Santa Fe Subdivision 
 
Dear Ms. Lucero: 
 
The Office of the State Engineer has reviewed the master plan for the Sargent Equestrian 
Facility, 47 Ranch Road, Eldorado at Santa Fe Subdivision pursuant to the Santa Fe County 
Land Development Code.  It is my opinion that the developer’s Water Availability Assessment 
has not demonstrated that sufficient water is available for 100 years as is required by Article VII, 
Section 6.4.1d; therefore, this office issues a negative opinion for this development.  Reasons 
supporting this negative opinion are described below. 
 
To prove water availability, the developer’s hydrologist provided a Reconnaissance Water 
Availability Assessment pursuant to Article VII, Section 6.4.6 of the Santa Fe County Land 
Development Code.  Although the summary of findings in the Geohydrology Report concludes 
that the aquifer is “more than capable of providing the needed water,” this conclusion is not 
substantiated by the facts presented in that report.  Several inconsistencies were found in the 
Geohydrology Report found in Appendix E of this master plan. 
 
First, the value for saturated thickness used by the consultant to calculate the available water in 
the aquifer beneath the property was more than double the amount indicated in the 
reconnaissance well log.  The reconnaissance well log (well RG-72830) indicates that the 
principle water-bearing strata found during drilling of this well was a maximum of 260 feet when 
the major units of sand encountered during drilling are added together.  The consultant indicates 
that the saturated thickness (ST) is 555 feet, which is the difference between the static water 
level (145 feet) and total depth (TD) of the well (700 feet).  This value is more than double the 
260 feet indicated on the well log.  If the water availability (A) and USE are recalculated using 
260 feet for ST, A is reduced from 0.06 to 0.0296 acre-feet per acre per year and USE is reduced 
from 3.11 to 1.456 acre-feet per year.  With these values, USE at 1.456 acre-feet per year fails to 
meet the total water demand of 1.68 acre-feet per year for the fully developed equestrian facility.
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Second, the consultant has used a reliability factor (RL) in calculating water availability that is 
higher than permitted by Lee Wilson in “Procedures for Determination of Water Availability (A) 
Pursuant to Section 6.4.1d.”  On page 7 of this report, Mr. Wilson writes, “where a 
reconnaissance geohydrologic report is submitted in support of the estimates for specific yield 
and saturated thickness, a reliability factor of 0.7 shall be used.”  If an SY based upon the pump 
test was not submitted, Mr. Wilson writes “In all other cases, RL of 0.2 for the Homestead Zone 
[shall be used].”  The consultant used the standard value for the Homestead Zone for SY, not one 
based upon the pump test results, meaning that an RL of 0.2 should be used in the water 
availability analysis, not 0.7.  In this case, recalculating A and USE using an ST of 260 feet and 
an RL of 0.2, the values are reduced from 0.06 to 0.00832 acre-feet for A and 3.11 to 0.416 acre-
feet per year for USE.  This is substantially less than the consultant’s figures.  USE at 0.416 acre-
feet per year fails to meet the total estimated water demand of 1.68 acre-feet per year.  It is 
interesting to note, that Article III Section 10.2.1 of the Development Code provides a standard 
value for A in the Homestead Zone of 0.00625.  The consultant has calculated a value for A that 
is ten times greater (0.06) than the standard value provided in Section 10.2.1. 
 
Third, the consultant inconsistently applies the less stringent standards for minimum lot size of 
the Basin Fringe hydrologic zone to the property, although they conclude the property belongs in 
the Homestead Zone.  The Development Code permits a minimum lot size (MLS) of 40 acres per 
dwelling unit (ac/DU) in the Homestead Zone and 12.5 ac/DU for the Basin Fringe Zone.  Since 
the consultant concluded the property is located in the Homestead Zone, the MLS standard for 
the Homestead Zone should be applied to this property instead of the standard for the Basin 
Fringe Zone.  As is currently proposed, three dwelling units housing five people will be on the 
50-acre property in addition to the equestrian facility building and horse stalls.  The Homestead 
Zone MLS standard would permit only one dwelling unit on this property. 
 
Fourth, the consultant provided copies of several well logs from the area; however, one well 
located directly south of the property was not indicated on the map in Figure 3, nor discussed in 
the report.  Well RG-18563 is located immediately south of the property’s on-site well, RG-
65935, is closer than the reconnaissance well, and is a poor producer.  This well was drilled, 
screened, and tested by the Eldorado Utility at 2 to 3 gpm, but has never been hooked up.  This 
well is not discussed in the Geohydrology Report.  Additionally, wells indicated on the map 
shown in Figure 3 that are adjacent and east of the property (RG-29458, RG-74337, and RG-
71646), the on-site well RG-65935, and well due south of the property RG-18563 are more 
similar to each other based upon well logs and yield than they are to the reconnaissance well, 
RG-72830.  These differences bring cause to question the geologic similarity of the property and 
the use of the well RG-72830 as a reconnaissance well to indicate what might be encountered on 
the property itself.   
 
Additionally, no drawdown analysis for a 100-year period was provided in the Geohydrology 
Report, nor was a geological cross-section of the surrounding area submitted. 
 
Incidentally, in the main body of the master plan on page 11, under the section addressing sewer 
needs, the report states a shared system for “two dwelling units” will be used.  This appears to be 
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an error in typing, as all other instances throughout the report and on the plans submitted indicate 
there will be three dwelling units housing a total of five people.   
 
In summary, this office issues a negative opinion for this development because the developer has 
not demonstrated that sufficient water is available for 100 years as is required by Article VII, 
Section 6.4.1d of the Santa Fe County Land Development Code.  If you have questions regarding 
this review, please contact Ms. Sara Rhoton at 827-4273. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Sara L. Rhoton, P.E. 
Water Resource Specialist, Sr. 
 
cc:  Brian C. Wilson, P.E., Water Use and Conservation Bureau Chief 
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