
   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

September 8, 2006 
 
 
Ms. Shelley Cobau 
Development Review Specialist II CERTIFIED MAIL 
Santa Fe County RETURN RECEIPT 
P.O. Box 276         REQUESTED
Santa Fe, NM   87504-5102 
  
Re: Clifs At Padre Springs Subdivision  
 
Dear Ms. Cobau:  
 
The Water Use & Conservation/Subdivision Review Bureau of the Office of the State 
Engineer has reviewed the referenced subdivision proposal pursuant to the Santa Fe County 
Land Development Code and the New Mexico Subdivision Act. 
 
Based on the information provided, this office cannot determine that the subdivider can 
furnish water sufficient in quantity to fulfill the maximum annual water requirements of the 
subdivision, including water for indoor and outdoor domestic uses, and that the subdivider can 
fulfill the proposals in his disclosure statement concerning water, excepting water quality. 
Accordingly, a negative opinion is issued. 
  
A staff memorandum providing specific comments is attached for your information. If you 
have any questions, please call Jerry Keller at 505-827-3845. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
John W. Longworth, P.E. 
Water Use & Conservation/Subdivision Review Bureau Chief 
 
Encl. 
 
cc:      OSE Water Rights Division, Santa Fe Office 
 
JK:jk 



MEMORANDUM 
New Mexico Office of the State Engineer 

Water Use and Conservation Bureau 
 

 
 
            DATE: September 8, 2006                                    
                 TO: John Longworth, P.E., Water Use and Conservation Bureau Chief 
                   cc:  Mara Smith, Water Resource Master 
           FROM: Jerry Keller, Senior Water Resource Specialist 
     SUBJECT: Clifs At Padre Springs Subdivision, Santa Fe County  
 
 
SUMMARY 
On August 14, 2006, the Office of the State Engineer (OSE) received additional/revised 
information for the request to review the proposal for the Clifs At Padre Springs, a Type Three 
subdivision. The proposal is a request to subdivide 417-acres into 24 residential lots, with sizes 
ranging between 4.99-acres and 37.36- acres. The proposed water supply for the subdivision is 
shared, 72-12-1, domestic wells. The property is located south of I-25 via CR 63, approximately 
5 miles southwest of the Village of Pecos, within the SE ¼ of Section 1, and the NE ¼ of Section 
12, Township 15 North, Range 11 East, NMPM.  
 
The water supply documents submitted to this office on June 7, 2006 consisted of a Development 
Report, Development Plans, and Geohydrology Report. A Draft Disclosure Statement was 
received on June 27, 2006. A revised Draft Disclosure Statement, Water Restrictive Covenants, 
and a revised Geohydrology Report was received on August 14, 2006. 
 
The initial proposal was received on June 7, 2006. The proposal did not include a Disclosure 
Statement and a negative opinion was issued on July 5, 2006. A Draft Disclosure Statement was 
received on June 27, 2006.  However, on July 21st the County of Santa Fe informed this office 
that the County had tabled the subdivision as an incomplete submittal until additional 
information as required by the Santa Fe County Hydrologist was provided by the applicant. The 
required additional information and a request to review the subdivision proposal were received 
on August 14, 2006. 
  
This proposal was reviewed pursuant to the Santa Fe County Land Development Code (Code) 
and the New Mexico Subdivision Act (Act). Based on the information provided, the water supply 
proposal is not in compliance with the requirements Sections 6.4.1.d and 6.6.2 of the Code and 
Section 47-6-11-F (1) of the Act.  Accordingly, a negative opinion should be issued. 
  
WATER DEMAND ANALYSIS AND WATER CONSERVATION 
The initial proposal contained a detailed water demand analysis, included in the Geohydrology 
Report, which estimated the annual water use as 0.6 acre-feet per lot. The analysis has been 
deleted and the annual demand is simply stated as 0.28 acre feet based on 0.25 acre-feet of 
indoor and outdoor domestic use and 0.03 acre-feet for incidental use and line losses at 10%.  
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The Landscape Plan, Sheet L-1 of the Development Plans, states that drip irrigation will be 
provided for plants within the road right-of-way and will be maintained by the Home Owner’s 
Association. The source and quantity of water required is not included in the water budget.  
 
Item No. 19 of the Disclosure Statement includes a statement that the subdivision will be in full 
compliance with water saving features in accordance with SFC Ordinance 2002-13 and outdoor 
and indoor conservation measures will be utilized in all residences. The specific conservation 
measures as required by Section 6.6.2 of the Code are not listed in the Disclosure Statement but 
are contained in the Covenants. The Covenants allow additional water use for an undefined 
“accessory structure” and equestrian use.  
 
Without a detailed water demand analysis, prospects of success that the estimated water budget 
will be achieved by the proposed conservation measures cannot be predicted. 
 
WATER AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT 
The proposed water supply for the subdivision is shared 72-12-1 domestic wells. The maximum 
number of lots to be served by a single well is five. The well locations and lots to be served by 
each well is shown on Sheet C-4 of the Development Plans. A shared well agreement is not 
included in the proposal.  
 
Under Item No. 19 Disclosure Statement the subdivider is required to state whether wells will be 
provided by the subdivider or prospective purchaser.  The subdivider drilled two test wells that 
will be used to supply a portion of the subdivision. The responsible party for completion of the 
remaining wells, average depth to groundwater, the minimum and maximum well depths to be 
reasonably expected, recommended total depth of wells, and the estimated yield in gallons per 
minute of wells completed to recommended total depth is not provided. 
 
The developer submitted a Geohydrology Report (Report) for the proposed subdivision as 
required by Sections 6.4.5, 6.4.2, and Table 7.4 of the Code. The developer drilled two on-site 
test wells (UP-3473 and UP-3474). Table 7.5, Well Test Requirements, specifies one well per 
40-acres. The Development Report states that two wells have been drilled and tested on the 
property, in accordance to the recommendations by Dr. Steven Wust. No documentation to 
support the recommendation is included in the proposal.  
 
The Report was review by the OSE Hydrology Bureau. The Hydrology Bureau’s comments are 
summarized below: 

1. The pumping test analyses performed on wells UP-3473 and UP-3474 do not seem to 
provide reliable information about aquifer parameters and aquifer response to continuous 
pumping. The slope of the drawdown versus time curve for well UP-3473 decreased after 
100 minutes of pumping but continued to increase after 1,000 minutes of pumping until 
the end of the test. There were instances of rising pumping water levels between 200 and 
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500 minutes into the test. The slope of the drawdown versus time curve for well UP-3474 
continued increasing even with the reduction in pumping rate. Although this could be 
attributed to different reasons, it is definitely a concern that continued drawdown due to 
continuous pumping could lead to well failure, especially with the relatively slow 
recovery rates of these wells. 

 
2. Measured water levels in wells UP-3474 and UP-03436 showed a decline of 

approximately 4.75 and 5.5 feet/year respectively. If these rates of decline continued, it is 
unlikely that UP-3474 would sustain production for 100 years. Considering dynamic 
drawdown due to pumping and the reduction in well efficiency due to declining water 
levels, this well would probably fail long before 100 years. 

 
3. The 100-year drawdown computed by the Theis model assumed a transmissivity value of 

265 gpd/ft and a storage coefficient of 0.02. As discussed in section 1 above, 
transmissivity computed from the pump test involves a great deal of uncertainty. 
Moreover, the storage coefficient used in the Theis model is for wells completed in the 
water table aquifer. Wells UP-3473 and UP-3474 penetrate the confined aquifer of the 
Sangre de Cristo Formation and a reasonable storage coefficient for this formation is 
orders of magnitude less than the 0.02 used. Accordingly, the Theis model probably 
under-estimated the 100-year drawdown in these well. 

 
4. Because only two out of five wells are currently drilled and because geohydrologic 

conditions in the area are extremely variable, the proposed three additional wells might 
not be able to supply the required quantity of water to the lots for 100 years. Variability 
in geohydrologic conditions in the area are apparent from the pump test results of wells 
UP-3473 and UP-3474, the measured water levels in the area which shows declines in 
some wells and rise in others (ex: in UP-3473 a water level rise of approximately 1.33 
feet in two years was reported by Glorieta Geoscience), and water quality differences 
between UP-3473 and UP-3474 (well UP-3473 contains high levels of Gross Alpha, 
Arsenic, and Uranium). 

 
Therefore, it is the opinion of this office the Report does not satisfy the requirements of Section 
6.4.1.d of the code that requires the subdivider to demonstrate groundwater sufficient to meet the 
maximum annual water requirements of the development is physically available and can be 
practically recovered to sustain the development for a continuous period of one hundred (100) 
years.  
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