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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 
Selected Capital Projects  

(in millions) 
 

Agency Name Cost 

NMED 
Corrective 
Action Fund* $18.8 

DFA 
Santa Fe 
Bikeways $3.5 

HED 
MCC Wind 
Center $9.1 

Total   $31.4 
*CAF is an annual cost. 

Source:  State Agencies 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 Corrective Action Fund 
Revenue by the Truckload 

 

Estimated Gallons 
of Gas Consumed 
in NM 2009 1,400,000,000 
Estimated Tribal 
Gallons Exempt 
From Load Fee 57,000,000 
Net Gallons Subject 
to Load Fee 1,343,000,000 

Divided by Gallons 
of Gas per Tanker 
Truck Delivery 8,000 

Number of 
Deliveries per Year 167,875 
Loading Fee per 
Delivery  $110 
Approximate 2009 
Annual Revenue $18,466,250 

source: FHWA 
 
 
 
In FY11, the most common 
source of UST contamination 
in NM was caused by 
overfilling during delivery. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This LFC evaluation focuses on capital outlay and represents the seventh 
report since 2003.  Projects and programs evaluated include the corrective 
action fund, Santa Fe Bikeways, and the Wind Center at Mesalands 
Community College.  
 
Projects were selected based on the following criteria: 

• Large appropriation amounts 
• Completed or near-completed projects 
• Legislative interest, request or known risk 
• Representative combination of agencies and sponsorships 

 
The evaluation assessed: 

• Agency compliance with applicable laws, rules, and regulations; 
• The cost effectiveness of project planning, design, construction and 

administration; and  
• Achievement of the intended purpose of the project. 

 
KEY FINDINGS 
 
Corrective Action Fund. 
 
Most, if not all, of New Mexico’s 3,880 underground petroleum storage 
tanks have released or will release petroleum into the environment 
through spills, overfills, or failures in the tank or piping system.  New 
Mexicans use an estimated 1.4 billion gallons of gasoline per year.  Gas is 
transported from refineries in 8,000 gallon tanker trucks and pumped into 
underground storage tanks (USTs) at service stations for retail sale.  With an 
estimated 90 percent of the state’s 2.1 million people dependent on 
groundwater as a source of drinking water, the threat of contamination is 
serious.  
 
The Taxation and Revenue Department (TRD) imposes a loading fee of 
1.875 cents per gallon in addition to the 17 cents per gallon for the state 
gasoline tax.  Every 8,000 gallon delivery has a $110 loading fee allocated 
to the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) corrective action 
fund (CAF).  Tribal entities are exempt from the fee.  
 
The NMED Petroleum Storage Tank Bureau (PSTB) oversees the 
administration of the CAF and has a dual responsibility of preventing new 
leaks by tank inspections, and for cleaning up existing leaks by contracting 
with environmental consultants.  While both above ground and underground 
storage tanks are included in the PSTB oversight, the majority of data and 
releases are attributed to USTs.  This evaluation focuses primarily on 
preventing spills from the USTs, and on cleaning up the UST inventory of 
739 spill sites. 
 
The PSTB Inspection Section performs a critical function in preventing new 
spills by inspecting tanks and training operators to prevent and respond to 
releases when they occur.    
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Increasing UST registration 
fees above $100 per year 
would allow the inspection 
function to be self-sustaining.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In 2003, the EPA reported 
more than 14 states had 
implemented pay-for-
performance contracting 
resulting in faster and more 
effective cleanups. 
 
 
 
 
 
The PSTB reports in the FY12 - 
FY13 NMED Strategic Plan, the 
performance measure goal of 
30 site closures for FY12 and 
FY13.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In FY11, the PSTB Inspection Section reported 66 percent of USTs were 
in compliance with regulations, trailing the national average of 71 
percent.  The UST inspections indicate that compliance declined from FY05 
through FY09, suggesting a decreased regard for safety by the owners.  As a 
result of increase inspection criteria and operator training, this trend 
reversed in FY11 when the PSTB measured a 9 percent improvement, 
increasing compliance to 66 percent.  This improvement still trails behind 
the national average of 71 percent for FY11.   
 

The state will spend an estimated $263 million over the next 20 years to 
eliminate 739 contaminated UST sites.  With an average of 56 closures and 
19 new spills per year, the department would need 20 years and $263 
million to eliminate the current UST inventory.  This rate of closure is 
supported by the average revenue stream of $18.8 million, of which the 
PSTB uses approximately 70 percent to support payments to environmental 
contractors and oversight of the program.  This $13.2 million results in the 
average remediation cost of $235 thousand per site.   
 

The PSTB remediation process does not follow the U. S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) recommendations for expedited site assessments 
and pay-for-performance contracts.  The PSTB postpones the full site 
assessments and hires vendors using a request for proposal with limited 
scope.  Once the vendor is selected, mobilized on site and begins work, the 
opportunity to extend the scope of work exists for the contractor.  Using 
time and materials contracts, the incentive for an expeditious remediation is 
removed with minimal business risk to the vendor.  The EPA recommends 
using pay-for-performance contracts which many states in the country 
successfully use.  
 

The Government Accountability Office (GAO) reported in 2005 that New 
Mexico transfers more CAF monies than any other state for purposes 
other than those related to the Underground Storage Tank (UST) 
Program.  The 2005 amount of $5.4 million represented 30 percent of the 
total CAF annual revenues.  Only seven states in the nation reported such 
transfers with New Mexico reporting the highest amount.  Mississippi 
transferred the second most at $3.1 million.  The NMED continues to 
transfer 30 percent of the annual revenues, as provided for in statute, to 
address water needs and to provide required state match for federal grants.  
The FY11 amount was $5.6 million. 
 

Santa Fe Bikeways. 
 

The City of Santa Fe (city) received $3.5 million in state funding for 
local bicycle and horse trails.  The city when it received the initial funding 
in 2006 stated in a letter to the Department of Finance and Administration, it 
understood that the governor’s office envisioned at least one major use for 
the funding, to fund construction of a trail crossing at St. Francis Drive near 
Cerrillos Road and the city’s railyard.  By July 2007, the city’s plan for use 
of state funding included other trails as well.  Much of recent trail 
construction by the city of Santa Fe has been the result of a $30 million 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) bond for parks and trails that passed in 
2008.  Seven bike and shared-use trail projects approved by the Bicycle and 
Trail Advisory Committee (BTAC) are funded by the city’s 2008 parks and 
trails bond fund.   
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State funding was part of a 
larger $18.8 million city project 
for seven bicycle and trail 
projects. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DFA reimbursed almost $67 
thousand of questionable 
expenditures that were not in 
accordance with the 
legislation.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Since 2000, the city has added 10 miles of paved, off-road hike and bike 
trails and another 12 miles of designated bike routes.  In addition, another 
five miles of roadway along Rodeo Road and Airport Road have been 
striped to easily accommodate bicyclists.  Equestrian trails consist of nine 
miles of multi-use wilderness trails and three miles of arroyo trails within 
the La Tierra Trails system.  Santa Fe’s four major multi-use trails are the 
River Trail, the Acequia Trail, the Rail Trail, and the Arroyo de los 
Chamisos Trail. 
 
The $3.5 million state appropriation was allocated to various bike trail 
projects at different stages, including the seven projects mentioned above, 
and not one specific trail.  As a result, the city’s computation of the state’s 
cost allocation per trail was difficult to determine but overall state funding 
paid for 19 percent of the city’s total estimated cost of $18.8 million for the 
trails approved by the BTAC.  The city captured expenditures by business 
unit in a “trail” account and in specific trail accounts.  Although the trail 
projects have their own identification number, the accuracy of total cost by 
trail might be difficult to determine without subsidiary tracking by project 
identification number.  This was evident when the LFC requested the city 
provide the cost per mile.  While the city provided the information, it was 
not easily accessible and in some instances unavailable. 
 
The state’s role in local government capital projects should be clearer 
to ensure taxpayer dollars are spent efficiently and effectively and 
enhance oversight to avoid mismanagement of funds and 
misinterpretation of the legislation.  The project description in the grant 
agreements for the state appropriation was limited to the legislative 
language.  The agreements did not include a project estimate or specify 
which trail or how many trails were going to be planned, designed and 
constructed with the $3.5 million.  Although the agreements state the local 
government is strictly accountable for receipt and disbursement of the 
funds, details of what type of expenditures are allowed is not defined.  The 
lack of detail makes it difficult for DFA to detect duplicate spending.   
 
The DFA Local Government Division project oversight and monitoring 
needs improvement.  Although oversight was limited to ensuring 
reimbursement requests were in accordance with the legislation by 
reviewing the detail descriptions of the invoices submitted, the LFC 
identified $67 thousand of questionable expenditures.  These included right-
of-way and easement purchases, equipment (a heavy duty car hauler), maps, 
tools for maintenance and paint for graffiti removal on trails.   
 
The legislative authorizing language states the funding is “to plan, design 
and construct bikeways and horse trails in Santa Fe county.”  The DFA used 
the “special meaning in road or street context” of the bond project 
disbursement rule (NMAC 2.61.6) as the closest definition to a trail which 
at the agency’s discretion could allow for acquisition of right-of-way when 
improving a road.  However, when constructing a road it does not include 
planning, designing, right-of-way activities and acquisition and other pre-
construction project development tasks.  It appears the DFA may have taken 
a broader interpretation of the rule to allow reimbursement of right-of-way 
and easement purchases.  
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The city spent $769 thousand 
for six-tenths of a mile for the 
Arroyo Chamiso West Rodeo 
Road Crossing or $1.1 million 
per mile. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Santa Fe trail use data is 
limited. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Wind Center received an 
award of excellence from the 
commercial real estate 
development association 
(NAIOP) in 2011. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

The cost of new trail construction varies because of an assortment of 
factors.  Trail surface, width, location, needed structures, signage, and 
amenities all affect total construction cost.  Comparison to other states 
shows the cost per mile ranges from $250 thousand to $1.8 million, 
depending on the type of trail and local conditions.  The city’s new trail 
construction includes asphalt surface for some trails and concrete in others.   
Surfacing trail with asphalt cost $381 thousand per mile that should last for 
seven to 15 years and $635 thousand per mile for concrete lasting for 20 or 
more years. 
 
The city of Santa Fe does not have a formal trail maintenance plan or 
dedicated budget even though it has a large investment in the bicycle 
and multi-use trail infrastructure.  Maintenance of bikeways is important 
for user safety and for protection of public funds invested in these facilities.  
Well-maintained facilities minimize hazards and increase usage of bicycle 
facilities.  Currently the city’s multi-use trails are maintained with three to 
six parks maintenance workers depending on the time of year, special 
requests and events.  There is not a separate trail maintenance budget for 
operational supplies, any operating expenses beyond the trial maintenance 
workers come from the parks maintenance (business unit #3754) general 
operations funds, currently $120 thousand a year. 
 
Without accurate and consistent usage and demand data it is difficult to 
measure the positive benefits of the taxpayer’s investment.  While bicycle 
traffic may be included in specific intersection studies, bicyclists have never 
been systematically counted in order to shed light on broader traffic patterns 
and trends.  In June and July 2009, the city’s traffic engineers conducted 
trail usage data counts at the Rail Trail Crossings but those counts did not 
distinguish between pedestrians and bikes, combining them instead. 
 
Mesalands Community College North American Wind Research and 
Training Center, also known as the Wind Center. 
 
The state appropriated more than $9.1 million for the plan, design and 
construction of the Wind Center located in Tucumcari.  In 2010, the 
Mesalands Community College (MCC) completed the new 26 thousand 
square foot Wind Center to provide facilities for training students in wind 
energy technology and to host visiting students and research staff.   
 
A General Electric 1.5 megawatt wind turbine was constructed for the Wind 
Center which provides training and research opportunities, powers the Wind 
Center and earns $100 thousand in revenue annually for Mesalands.  A large 
blade maintenance shop, comprising almost half of the facility, includes 
high bay doors at each side for pull through capabilities of trucks carrying 
120 foot turbine blades.  The Wind Center also contains electronic 
laboratories, an 84-seat inclined lecture hall, portable industrial classrooms, 
a conference room, a student lounge and offices.   
 
The Wind Center Building was constructed at twice the average 
Tucumcari construction cost of similar projects.  Reed Construction Data, 
a nationally recognized provider of construction cost data, estimated the 
Tucumcari average cost per square foot (psf) for college laboratories at 
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$117.  A comparable college classroom would cost $119 psf.  At $234 psf, 
the Wind Center’s cost was nearly double.  With the blade maintenance 
shop accounting for 47 percent of the entire floor plan, a comparison to 
vocational schools could be made, which cost an estimated $107 psf.   
 
Although only one bid was received for the purchase of the 1.5 megawatt 
wind turbine, it was purchased and installed at a fair cost to the state.  The 
2009 Wind Technologies Market Report stated that projects below five 
megawatts, such as the 1.5 megawatt MCC turbine, cost substantially more 
to procure and install, relative to larger scale projects.  The study projected 
the cost per kilowatt for installed projects below five megawatts at $2,700 
per kilowatt.  Using this projection, the MCC turbine was procured and 
installed at a cost savings of approximately $838 thousand.  An additional 
confirmation included a statement from a competing manufacturer which 
verified both the RFP process and the price received by the MCC were fair 
for 2007.   
 
KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Environment Department should 

• Report the number of cleanup sites in inventory, by priority one, 
two, or three, as an effective remediation measure for the 
Accountability in Government Act. This should be compared with 
the previous years’ inventory levels. 

• Conduct complete site assessments prior to executing work plans 
for remediation as suggested by the EPA.  

• Execute pay-for-performance contracts and work plans that provide 
incentives for achieving expeditious contamination reduction levels 
as suggested by the EPA.   

 
The Department of Finance and Administration should 

• Consider grant agreements that specify what types of expenditures 
are allowed under the legislation to prevent mismanagement of 
funds and misinterpretation of the legislation. 

• Evaluate its reimbursement process to ensure funds are spent in 
accordance with the legislation. 

 
The city of Santa Fe should 

• Return funds to the state for expenditures outside of the legislative 
language. 

• Establish a formal bike trail maintenance plan and budget to ensure 
the infrastructure is safe and accessible. 

• Coordinate with the Santa Fe Metropolitan Planning Organization 
to develop and implement systematic bicyclist count and survey 
program. 
 

The Legislature should  
• Consider funding capital outlay projects as a two-step process.  The 

first step is funding the planning and design phase which provides 
an accurate estimate of the cost.  The second step involves approval 
for the funding of construction. 



 

Report #12-06 
Evaluation of Selected Capital Outlay Projects 
July 12, 2012 

10 
 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THE STATE WILL SPEND AN ESTIMATED $263 MILLION OVER THE NEXT 20 YEARS TO 
ELIMINATE 739 CONTAMINATED GASOLINE SITES. 
 
Most, if not all, of New Mexico’s 3,880 underground storage tanks have released or will release petroleum 
into the environment through spills, overfills, or failures in the tank or piping system.  New Mexicans use an 
estimated 1.4 billion gallons of gasoline per year.  Gas is transported from refineries in 8,000 gallon tanker trucks 
and pumped into underground storage tanks (USTs) at service stations for retail sale.  With an estimated 90 percent 
of the state’s 2.1 million people dependent on groundwater as a source of drinking water, the threat of 
contamination is serious.  
 
The New Mexico corrective action fund (CAF) was created in 1990 to provide the financial mechanism required by 
the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Subtitle I.  The majority of states have a similar 
state fund to ensure financial responsibility of service station owners to comply with the federal laws.  The fund 
resides with the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) to remediate spills.  The department can allocate 
up to 30 percent of the annual distribution to match federal funds and to address water needs.  While the CAF 
works very similar to an insurance policy when spills occur, it is not defined as one and not subject to the Insurance 
Commission or its regulations. 
 
The Taxation and Revenue Department (TRD) imposes a $150 loading fee at the refinery loading rack for each 
8,000 gallon truckload.  Tribal entities are exempt from the fee.  The fee equates to 1.875 cents per gallon in 
addition to the 17 cents per gallon for the state gasoline tax.  Forty dollars of the fee is allocated to the New Mexico 
Department of Transportation and the remainder goes to the CAF.  The $150 load fee is adjusted annually, based on 
the unobligated fund balance of the CAF.  As required by statute, the secretary of the NMED verifies the 
unobligated balance to the TRD by the end of the fiscal year.  The amount has consistently remained at $150 and 
the fee generates an average of $18.8 million per year.  
 
The NMED Petroleum Storage Tank Bureau (PSTB) is responsible for the registration of all above ground and 
underground storage tanks and enforcing compliance with regulations.  This compliance includes the cleanup of 
contaminated sites and is achieved through the use of the CAF.  The PSTB has approximately 45 staff divided into 
the inspection, remediation, and financial sections.  The inspection staff performs the work directly; the remediation 
staff provides oversight and approves eligible costs for remediation, and the financial staff processes payments to 
contractors, tracking all revenues and expenditures. 
 

The PSTB has a dual responsibility of preventing new leaks and for 
finding and cleaning up existing leaks.   

 
Table 1. 1986 UST Federal Regulations Required as of 
December 1998 
 

Leak Detection 

Monthly monitoring or inventory control 

Automatic shutoff device or flow restrictor or 
continuous alarm system  

Spill and Overfill Protection 
Catchment basins and automatic shutoff devices or 
overfill alarms or ball float valves 

Corrosion Protection 

Coated and cathodically protected steel or 
fiberglass reinforced plastic, or steel tank clad with 
FRP (fiberglass reinforced plastic) 

 
Source: U.S. EPA 

 
 
 

What is a UST? 

An underground storage tank (UST) 
system includes a tank and any 
underground piping connected to it 
that has at least 10 percent of its 
combined volume underground.  The 
federal UST regulations apply only to 
underground tanks and piping storing 
either petroleum or certain 
hazardous substances.  The RCRA 
required all tanks installed after 
December 22, 1998, to include leak 
detection, spill and overfill protection, 
and corrosion protection.  

http://www.epa.gov/oust/fedlaws/cfr.htm�
http://www.epa.gov/oust/faqs/hazusts.htm�
http://www.epa.gov/oust/faqs/hazusts.htm�
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The PSTB Inspection Section reported 66 percent of USTs were in compliance with regulations, trailing the 
national average of 71 percent for FY11.  The PSTB Inspection Section is charged with inspecting all USTs, 
above ground storage tanks (AST’s) and ensuring compliance.  The Inspection Section is funded from the storage 
tank fund which receives revenue from the $100 registration fee, paid by storage tank owners each year.  Of the 11 
positions available to regulate more than 5,000 storage tanks, nine positions are staffed.  Inspectors meet three to 
four times a year to discuss compliance issues, improve statewide inspection consistency, and training for service 
station operators.  The PSTB issues a notice of violation to non-compliant facilities.   
 
Compliance with UST regulations is an important measurement for the PSTB.  An increase in compliance would 
suggest that UST owners are doing a better job in preventing and detecting petroleum spills.  The PSTB reports this 
measure to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for benchmarking against other states and also 
publishes the compliance percentage on the NMED website.  The measurement is reported as a performance 
measure required by the Accountability in Government Act, and stakeholders benefit from strong performance.  
This measurement was absent from the second and third quarterly performance reports for FY12. 
 
Between FY05 through FY09, the compliance measure has shown a worsening trend, suggesting a decreased regard 
for safety.  Fiscal year 2009 marked the lowest measure of compliance with a steep drop of 12 percent, which the 
PSTB explained as the result of elevated inspection and compliance criteria to increase the quality of inspections 
and reporting.  The trend reversed in FY11 when the PSTB measured a 9 percent improvement, increasing 
compliance to 66 percent.  This improvement still trails behind the national average of 71 percent for FY11. 
 

Table 2. New Mexico UST 
Compliance Measured Against 

National Average 
 

FYE New Mexico* National Average* 

2005 87% 66% 
2006 86% 62% 
2007 81% 63% 
2008 69% 66% 
2009 57% 66% 
2010 57% 69% 
2011 66% 71% 
* reflects both release prevention and detection 

Source: EPA 
 
The Prohibition of Delivery amendment to regulations is a success for New Mexico.  Effective March 17, 2012, 
regulations were amended to allow the “prohibition of delivery” which would prevent noncompliant operators to 
continue to receive gasoline deliveries.  While this new regulation adds significant strength to force compliance, it 
is considered a last resort because the prohibition of delivery would likely cause the business to close. 
 
As owners of USTs increase compliance with spill, overfill and corrosive protection, the U.S. EPA and the PSTB 
expect the number and severity of releases to decline.  The Inspection Section reinforced this expectation with 
increased operator training in FY10 and FY11 to prevent and react to spills when they occur. The most common 
source of contamination in New Mexico in FY11 was caused by overfilling during delivery.   
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Table 3.  Summary of UST Releases and Causes October 2010 - September 2011 

 

Source 
Cause 

Spill Overfill 
Phys/Mech 

Damage Corrosion Unknown 
  # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Tank 2 20% 1 10%         1 10%     

Piping 2 20%         1 10% 1 10%     

Submersible Turbine Pump 
(STP) 1 10%         1 10%         

Delivery Problem 3 30%     3 30%             

Other 2 20%                 2 20% 

Total 10 100% 1 10% 3 30% 2 20% 2 20% 2 20% 
Source: NMED 

 
Between FY06 and FY11, the PSTB has reduced the UST inventory of cleanup sites by 14 percent but trails the 
23 percent progress made nationally.  The PSTB Remediation Section is charged with administering the cleanups 
of reported UST and AST spills.  As the majority of spills are USTs, the majority of data from the EPA addresses 
the underground tanks.  This evaluation focuses primarily on USTs.  
 
The Remediation Section has 19 positions and one vacancy.  The 739 active UST sites in New Mexico are 
classified by priority one, two and three.  Unlike some other states in the nation, the PSTB will remediate not only 
the soil directly contaminated but also contaminated ground water.  According to the PSTB and the EPA, this 
requirement, along with higher ground water protection regulations, contributes to higher costs and longer 
remediation times to clean up contaminated sites.  

Statute requires the PSTB to take corrective action in the order of priority, unless an emergency threat to public 
health exists.  A priority one site is identified as an actual or imminent hazard to public health and requires 
corrective action to protect the water supply, prevent explosion, or remediate toxic vapors.   

Table 4.  UST Priority Ranking and Cleanup Stages 
Selected Categories 

 
 

Priority 
Ranking 

Aggressive 
Cleanup 

Completed, 
Responsible 

Party 

Aggressive 
Cleanup 

Completed, 
State Lead 

Cleanup, 
Responsible 

Party 
Cleanup, 

State Lead 

No Further 
Action, 

Confirmed 
Release 

Grand 
Total All 

Categories 
 1 3   11 6   22 

73
9 

2 29 1 123 11   213 
3 109 33 183 15   504 

Not 
Ranked 4   17 2 1,678 1,955 

 Total 145 34 334 34 1,678 2,694 
 Source: NMED CAF Database 
  

Although the PSTB has closed 116 contaminated UST sites during the period from 2006 to 2011, more than 700 
contaminated sites remain. The number of contaminated sites is referred to as inventory by the PSTB but referred 
to as backlog by the EPA.  The EPA recognizes the term backlog can be misleading if it is interpreted to mean that 
nothing has been done.  This interpretation is not supported by the EPA.  The EPA defines cleanup backlog as new 
releases plus those releases that have not reached “cleanup completed” status.  With an average of 19 new spills per 
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year and an average of 56 cleanups per year, the New Mexico UST inventory has decreased from 838 sites in 2006 
to 722 sites in 2011 (see Table 5 below).  In FY09 a data error was corrected, caused by double counting the 
number of site closures.  The correction caused an inventory increase of 85 sites in 2009.  Since this spike in FY09, 
the PSTB achieved marginal inventory reductions of 3 percent in FY10 and 2 percent in FY11.  The national UST 
inventory decrease was 7 percent in 2010 and 6 percent in 2011. 
 

Table 5. New Mexico UST Cleanup Inventory  

       
as of 

9/30/XX 
Beginning 
Inventory 

New 
Spills 

per Year 

Cleanups 
Completed 

per Year 
Ending 

Inventory 
Net 

Reduction 

Percentage 
Net 

Reduction 

 06  838 
            

19  
                    

73  784 54 6% 

 07  784 
            

18  
                    

81  721 63 8% 

 08  721 
            

16  
                    

65  672 49 7% 

 09  672 
            

18  
                    

41  757 -85 -13% 

 10  757 
            

23  
                    

43  737 20 3% 

 11  737 
            

19  
                    

34  722 15 2% 

6 Year 
Average   19 56       

6 Year 
Reduction           14% 

   
Source: EPA  

 
 
 
 

Table 6. Inventory 
Reduction by 
Percentage 

   
Year National 

New 
Mexico 

2006 4% 6% 
2007 5% 8% 
2008 5% 7% 
2009 3% -13% 
2010 7% 3% 
2011 6% 2% 

Source: EPA 
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The PSTB regularly reports progress made in cleaning up UST spills to the EPA but could also report progress 
through the Accountability in Government Act.  While the EPA requires progress reports biannually, New Mexico 
taxpayers, decision-makers and oversight committees would also benefit from seeing the inventory levels over 
time.  Of most concern is how fast the priority one sites are cleaned up because those have the greatest risk to 
human health and the environment.  Also useful for stakeholders would be an estimate of the year in which the 
inventory is expected to be eliminated and identify annual goals to achieve that success.  
 
The PSTB reports 22 priority one UST sites.  Of these sites, two are still in the investigative status after being 
reported in 2003 and 2005.  The remaining 20 are in cleanup or aggressive cleanup completed status.  The PSTB 
classifies cleanup as either aggressive, normal or no further action.  Aggressive cleanup completed means that 
aggressive activities, such as soil or non-aqueous phase liquid removal has been completed, with groundwater 
monitoring used to track the natural degradation of any remaining contamination.  Cleanup means the project is at 
some stage in the cleanup process.  In addition to ranking the spills according to priority, the PSTB gives a total 
score to each site. 
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Table 7. Top Priority UST Sites for New Mexico Site Remediations 
 

Current 
Rank 

Total 
Score Site Description City Status 

Report 
Year 

1 10789 Cibola Chevron (Triple Site) Grants Cleanup, State Lead with CAF 1990 
2 10629 Grants Maverik 139 (Triple Site) Grants Cleanup, State Lead with CAF 1991 
3 8896 Arroyo Hondo Santa Fe Cleanup, Responsible Party 1975 
4 8745 Pauls Place Tome Cleanup, Responsible Party 1983 
5 8599 Love's Country Store 257 Milan Cleanup, Responsible Party 2009 
6 8439 Marvin Burrows Milan Cleanup, State Lead with CAF 1998 
7 8397 Moberg's Garage Watrous Cleanup, State Lead with CAF 1992 

8 8360 
Lea County Elect Coop, 
Lovington Lovington Cleanup, Responsible Party 2004 

9 8283 Midway Chevron Sapello Cleanup, Responsible Party 1996 

10 8157 Gasamat 889/559 Bosque Farms 
Aggr Cleanup Completed, 
Responsible Party 1992 

11 8123 Sierra Ice & Water Las Cruces Cleanup, Responsible Party 1995 
12 8112 Sunshine Service Station Ribera Cleanup, Responsible Party 1999 
13 8032 Texaco Station Watrous Cleanup, State Lead with CAF 1992 
14 7928 Pats Service Station Mosquero Cleanup, Responsible Party 1997 
15 7456 Midway Grocery Jarales Investigation, Responsible Party 2003 

16 7125 Four D Country Stores Berino 
Aggr Cleanup Completed, 
Responsible Party 1997 

17 7094 Lovington Hiway GW Hobbs Investigation, State Lead, CAF 2005 
18 7075 Price-Black Dairy Arrey Cleanup, Responsible Party 1994 
19 7016 Former Fairacres Post Office Fairacres Cleanup, Responsible Party 2001 
20 7013 Canoncito Grocery Canoncito Cleanup, Responsible Party 1994 

21 7008 Lovelace Property Fairacres 
Aggr Cleanup Completed, 
Responsible Party 1998 

22 7008 Indian Hills/Canyon Auto Tijeras Cleanup, State Lead with CAF 1991 
Source: NMED CAF Database 

 
Of the 22 priority one sites listed above, 17 were reported prior to the year 2000.  The older sites are likely to be the 
more difficult remediation projects, because the contamination plume is typically deeper, having had longer to 
move through the soil.   
 
The PSTB remediation process does not follow EPA recommendations for expedited site assessments and 
pay-for-performance contracts.  When performed correctly, site assessments provide accurate information about 
the concentration and movement of contaminants, critical for cost-effective and efficient remediation.  The EPA 
recognizes that inaccurate and incomplete site assessments can delay effective remediation and increase overall 
cost.  It is also very difficult to determine when a site assessment is complete and when the information has been 
accurately interpreted.  As a result, a tremendous amount of data is needed to determine where contaminants are 
located and how best to remediate them.  This data collection process takes time and can typically incur from 10 
percent to 50 percent of the total remediation cost.   
 
The PSTB does not conduct complete site assessments, identified by the EPA as the critical first step for 
planning the remediation and selecting the appropriate technology.  The EPA promotes expedited site 
assessments to be used as a basis for “pay-for-performance” contracting with vendors.  A pay-for-performance 
cleanup agreement sets a firm, fixed price for the cleanup at a leaking underground storage tank site.  Unlike the 
traditional time and materials approach used by the PSTB, the cleanup contractor would be paid in stages based on 
meeting predetermined contamination-reduction goals.  The specific price, interim payment milestones, 
contamination level goals, and time for reaching the goals are all agreed to before cleanup begins.  Contractors are 
rewarded for quickly and efficiently reaching cleanup goals, rather than rewarded for prolonging the work.   
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The PSTB does not disburse payments based on attainment of contamination reduction levels.  The PSTB 
remediation process postpones the site assessments and hires vendors using a limited scope request for proposal.  
Once the vendor has been selected and begins the work at the site, the PSTB states that time and up-front site 
assessment expense can be saved by quickly containing the spill and reducing the extent of the damage.  However, 
once a vendor begins cleanup, the contractor may extend the length and scope of work depending on the extent and 
conditions of the spill.  The incentive for an expeditious remediation is removed with minimal business risk to the 
vendor.   
 
Contracts are executed between the PSTB and the environmental consultants identifying a dollar amount limit.   
The PSTB payments are tied to deliverables identified in work plans and typically include time and materials.  The 
work plans are approved by the project manager or bureau chief.  As site work progresses and contamination level 
is determined, change orders are common.  Work plans and change orders are approved in writing, prior to starting 
the work.  Formal approval authorities are identified for specific dollar amounts within the PSTB.   
 

Table 8.  PSTB Approval Authority  
Work Plans and Change Orders 

 

Work Plan Amount Approval Required 
$100,000 or more Bureau Chief 
Between $30K and $100K Program Manager 
Between $10K and $30K Team Leader 

Less than $10,000 Project Manager  
Source:  NMED 

 
Most states require site assessments and approve cleanup plans, budgets, or both, prior to remediation 
implementation.  In March 2003, the EPA reported that more than 14 states had implemented pay-for-performance 
contracts resulting in faster and more effective cleanups.  A 2008 survey of all states, conducted by the Vermont 
Department of Environmental Conservation, reported that 45 states approved cleanup plans, budgets, or both, prior 
to remediation implementation.   
 
The PSTB provides acceptance letters for approved deliverables, recognized as a best practice for state 
government.  Each request for payment includes the work plan identification number, the dollar amount, and an 
acceptance letter from the PSTB that confirms acceptance of the deliverable.  This practice is also required by 
regulation.  Compliance with petroleum storage tank regulations and current registration fees are also confirmed 
prior to disbursing funds to the vendor or owner, also considered a good business practice. 
 
The Grants Triple Site is the number one priority for the PSTB and one of the most expensive and lengthy 
remediation sites in the state.  A review of the competitive selection of the vendor demonstrated compliance with 
the regulations.  After providing adequate public notice, a pre-proposal conference was held with vendors 
representing 11 companies on August 18, 2005.  Brown Environmental Inc. registered as a corporation on this same 
date. The limited scope request for proposal (RFP) was for the monitoring and reporting of 38 wells, removal and 
disposal of four USTs, and the cost of operation and maintenance of the proposed remediation system for one year. 
Four proposals were received and scored with the winning proposal awarded to Brown Environmental Inc., with a 
best and final offer of $1,385,371.  
 

Table 9. Triple Site Bid Evaluation Scores  
 

Bid Criteria 
Total 

Possible Weight Brown CDM Haller SMA 
Project Approach 550 55% 480 267 467 214 
Experience and References 150 15% 145 114 144 122 
Cost Effectiveness of Services 
Provided 300 30% 42 183 26 102 
Total 1,000 100% 667 564 637 438 
  
Best & Final Offer (in millions)     $1.39 $0.20 $2.18 $0.31 

Source: NMED 
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The NMED executed a four year contract with Brown Environmental Inc. on February 20, 2006, that included 
compensation not to exceed $4 million.  The contract was later amended on May 4, 2009, to remediate 
contamination that had reached the deep water aquifer, increasing the compensation by another $3.5 million, not to 
exceed $7.5 million. 
 

Table 10.  Triple Site Cleanup Contract 
(in millions) 

 

Contract 
Term 

Begins 
Term 
Ends Amount $ Increase  

% 
Increase  

Cumulative 
Increase 

Cumulative 
% Increase  

Best and Final 
Offer 11/15/05  One year One year $1.39         
06-667-3500-0009 2/20/2006 2/15/2010 $4.00 $2.61 189%     
06-667-3500-0009 
Amendment No. 1 5/4/2009 2/15/2010 $7.48 $3.48 87% $6.09 440% 

Source: NMED 

 
Change orders are allowed in the remediation process as provided by the regulations.  The PSTB vendor 
selection process was based on a limited scope RFP and selection done prior to a complete site assessment.  Once 
the vendor was selected and mobilized on site, the scope and cost of the project escalated.  For example, work plan 
#3095 for the Grants Triple Site was originally approved on June 6, 2006.  Four change orders approved during the 
next 12 months increased the original amount by 87 percent. 
 

Table 11. Change Orders 
 Work Plan 3095   

Date Amount Increase 

 
Incremental 

Increase  
Cumulative 

Increase 
Cumulative 

Increase  
6/6/2006 $420,155.70         
4/25/2007 $473,036.03 $52,880.33 13% $52,880.33   
5/23/2007 $638,068.59 $165,032.56 35% $217,912.89 52% 
5/30/2007 $669,059.67 $30,991.08 5% $248,903.97 59% 
6/6/2007 $785,698.56 $116,638.89 17% $365,542.86 87% 

Source:  NMED Invoice #21776 
 
In another example, the vendor completed work for deliverables 3096-1 and 3096-3 and invoices were submitted on 
April 21, 2007 and April 28, 2007.  On April 30, 2007, the same deliverables were increased by 54 percent. 
 

Table 12.  Change Order 
Work Plan 3096 

 

Date Amount Increase 
 Incremental 

Increase  
6/15/2006 $19,028.66   

 4/30/2007 $29,254.90 $10,226.24 54% 
Source:  NMED Invoice # 21535 

 
Although the Triple Site change orders were the largest examples reviewed, the average PSTB change order was 
$11 thousand.   
 
When a spill occurs, the PSTB requires owners to pay a deductible for the minimal site assessment.  The New 
Mexico deductible is capped at $10 thousand.  While many states have similar levels of deductibles, other states 
increase the deductible in terms of percentage of the total cost, providing incentive to prevent future spills.  Other 
approaches include South Carolina’s example of providing a bonus to the vendor for meeting aggressive 
performance deadlines.  California provides limits on how much the state will pay for labor hours, similar to New 
Mexico’s approach.  The labor rates between the California and New Mexico are comparable. 
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As inventories decline, many states are considering retiring the corrective action funds.  Twenty-four states either 
already have or will be transitioning to private insurance mechanisms.   
 

Table 13. States that Have or Will Transition to 
Private Insurance 

     State Sunset Year 
 

State Sunset Year 
Alaska 2004 

 
Missouri 2020 

Arizona 2013 
 

Nebraska 2012 
California 2016 

 
New Hampshire 2015 

Colorado 2018 
 

New Jersey 2010 
Delaware 2011 

 
New York none 

Florida none 
 

South Carolina 2026 
Illinois 2025 

 
Texas 2012 

Iowa 2016 
 

Utah 2018 
Maine 2015 

 
Vermont 2016 

Maryland 2010 
 

Washington 2013 
Michigan 1995 

 
West Virginia 2000 

Minnesota 2017 
 

Wisconsin 1998 
Source: 2011 Vermont DEC 

 
The Santa Fe County Judicial Complex (SFCJC) is the second most expensive petroleum cleanup for the 
CAF.  The cleanup at the SFCJC is a shared responsibility between the county and the state.  The county agreed to 
clean up the construction site, with the state cleaning up the perimeter outside the site.  As of mid-April 2012, the 
combined payments for the cleanup exceed $14.9 million.  This includes an estimated $8.5 million from Santa Fe 
County and $6.4 million paid from the state CAF.  Only the Triple Site spill in Grants, at $10.7 million, has 
exceeded this cost for the CAF.  With the majority of the contamination successfully removed, a “no further action” 
status is close to being achieved (see Appendix B for the contamination and cleanup technology used at the 
SFCJC). 
 
Tracking of fixed asset inventories could be improved.  A site visit conducted on February 16, 2012, of the SFCJC 
confirmed the entire inventory identified on the PSTB inventory list.  However, two of the more expensive pieces 
of equipment at the site, the thermal oxidizer valued at $99,895 (item #16187) and the hot air injector blower 
valued at $40,625 (item #16186), both belonging to NMED, were not identified on the inventory list.  While the 
vendor communicated the item description, purchase date, serial number and value, the equipment did not appear 
on the NMED inventory list, suggesting a lack of internal control in this area.   
 
The GAO reported in 2005, that New Mexico transfers more CAF monies than any other state for purposes 
other than those related to the Underground Storage Tank (UST) Program.  The 2005 amount of $5.4 million 
represents 30 percent of the total CAF annual revenues.  Only seven states in the nation reported such transfers with 
New Mexico reporting the highest amount.  Mississippi transferred the second most at $3.1 million.   The NMED 
continues to transfer 30 percent of the annual revenues, as provided for in statute, to address water needs and to 
provide required state match for federal grants.  The FY11 amount was $5.6 million. 
 

Table 14.  FY11 Corrective Action Fund  
30 Percent Allocation 

(in millions) 

Program FY11 Expenses Amount Percent 
Type of 
Expense 

P567 Program Support $0.1 0.5% Administrative 
P568 Water Quality $1.6 8.8% Water Related 
P569 Environmental Health $1.1 5.7% Water Related 

P774 
Water and Wastewater Infrastructure 
& Development $1.8 9.6% Water Related 

P570 
Environmental Protection (without 
PSTB, DD) $1.0 5.3% Water Related 

  Total $5.6 30%   
Source: NMED 
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An additional $2.8 million, or 15 percent, was allocated to support the PSTB which includes the Inspection, 
Remediation and Financial sections, and the division director’s operating budget.  After allocating 45 percent of the 
annual CAF revenue, approximately $10.2 million remains to contract with environmental firms for remediation. 
 
A self-sustaining Inspection Section would reduce the annual transfer from the CAF.  Owners of USTs pay a flat 
$100 per year for tank registration fees, which directly support the tank inspection function.  This rate is applied 
regardless of the capacity of the tank.  States such as Florida charge a fee commensurate to tank size.  Wyoming, 
Massachusetts, and Ohio charge annual tank registration fees of up to $200, $250, and $600, respectively to support 
the inspection function.  Increasing the New Mexico UST registration fees, or creating a graduated fee based on 
capacity, would allow the inspection function to be self-sustaining and reduce the dependence on the CAF.  
 

 
Budgeting for the CAF could be improved.  A review of budget history indicates budget adjustment requests 
(BARs) were processed in four of the past six years and large budget balances exist as unexpended or 
unencumbered budget balances at the end of the fiscal year.   
 

Table 15. Corrective Action Fund Operating Budget 
(in millions) 

 

Fund 99000 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012* 
Approved Budget $21.1 $21.2 $20.8 $24.5 $17.4 $17.8 
BAR $4.0 $2.6 $0.0 $0.0 $3.0 $4.4 
Adjusted Budget $25.1 $23.8 $20.8 $24.5 $20.4 $22.2 
Expended to Date $19.9 $21.2 $19.5 $21.7 $18.2 $10.5 
Unexpended Budget Balance $5.2 $2.6 $1.4 $2.8 $2.2 $11.7 
Outstanding Encumbrance $3.3 $0.1 $0.0 $1.8 $0.3 $2.4 
Unexpended/Unencumbered 
Budget Balance $2.0 $2.5 $1.3 $0.9 $1.8 $9.3 
*FY12 Incomplete Source:  SHARE 

 
A more predictable approach is to budget according to projected revenues and commit work plans up to this 
amount.  Annual revenue to the fund averages $18.8 million.  The cleanup inventory far exceeds the annual budget, 
so increasing the size and number of work plans should be achievable.  Budgeting up to the available revenues 
might also allow the PSTB to accelerate remediations.   
 

Table 16.  Corrective Action Fund Revenues 
(in millions) 

 
 

Fund 99000 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Average 
TRD Revenues $19.2 $19.4 $18.5 $18.5 $18.5 $18.8 

Source: SHARE 
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Graph 3.  Use of CAF Revenues 
FY11  

Source: NMED 
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After satisfying the required $1 million reserve, New Mexico law limits the state’s commitments for payments in 
excess of funds available.  Therefore, the CAF cash balance should equal the $1 million reserve plus the short-term 
work plans which average $9.4 million.  With an average work plan liability for one year of $9.4 million, the target 
cash balance could be liberally estimated at $11 million. 
 

Table 17.  Corrective Action Fund Cash and Fund Balances  
(in millions) 

 

  FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 Average 
Total Cash $17.6 $14.1 $14.5 $11.8 $13.4 $14.3 
Total Fund Balance $16.2 $15.8 $14.1 $13.3 $11.7 $14.2 

    
Source: SHARE 

 
PSTB work plans are typically one-year commitments.  Matching work plan expiration dates to the fiscal year-end 
would greatly improve the ability to plan the budget and manage cash.  Current cash balances have averaged $14.3 
million.  This excess of $3.3 million could be included in the budget to allow the PSTB to accelerate remediations. 
 

 
The current UST inventory would be eliminated by 2032 at a cost of $263 million.  With an average of 56 
closures and 19 new spills per year, the projected cost to eliminate the 739 UST sites is $263.2 million.  This 
projection is within 5 percent of the NMED FY11 audit amount which projects total liabilities of $249 million.  The 
NMED audit does not include a projected year for eliminating the sites.  
 

 

FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 Avg 
 Responsible Party Annual Totals $8.3 $6.7 $4.5 $7.8 $6.1 $6.7 
 State Lead  Annual Totals $2.2 $3.3 $3.2 $2.3 $2.5 $2.7 
 Combined $10.4 $10.0 $7.8 $10.0 $8.6 $9.4 
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Graph 4. Corrective Action Fund Active Workplans 
(in millions) 

Source: NMED 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 
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          Graph 5. Projected Inventory Using Net Avg Closings of 37 per year 
(56 cleanups less 19 new spills = 37 net cleanups) 

Source: LFC 
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The EPA estimates fully cleaning up a release costs an average of $125 thousand, almost half the PSTB average.  
Assuming the EPA average clean-up expense per site of $125 thousand, the CAF could support 86 net closings per 
year ($18.8 million x 0.7/$125,000 = 105 closures per year).  Reducing this number by the estimated 19 new spills 
annually gives a net closure rate of 86 per year.  In theory, if the EPA average closure cost were realized, the 
inventory could be eliminated in nine years rather than 20 years. 
 

 
Source: LFC 

 
Accelerating the pace of remediation could be accomplished by improving a number of variables such as increasing 
the load fee, reducing the average cost, increasing the deductible paid by UST owners, allocating more funding 
towards remediation, or decreasing the number of new spills.  It is likely that efforts of the Inspection Team, such 
as increasing compliance rates and improving operator training, would reduce the number and severity of new 
spills.   
 
The PSTB includes goals, objectives and strategies in the NMED strategic plan. These goals, objectives, and 
strategies include preventing and cleaning up contamination from USTs. They do not include the goal of 
eliminating the inventory by a specific year.  The 20-year projection provided in graph 5 assumes 56 closures per 
year while the NMED strategic plan targets 30 closures per year. At this rate, the same progress toward the goal of 
eliminating the inventory would be accomplished in 20 years only if new releases were reduced by half, to nine per 
year.   
 
Regardless of the assumptions used, success would allow a reallocation of future revenues from the corrective 
action fund to other need areas or possibly the elimination of the fee altogether.  This is similar to proposals in 24 
states that would sunset their funds and transition to third-party insurance providers.  Recent concerns from states 
that use insurance providers include claims that insurance provided less than full reimbursement for remediation 
expenses. Possible reasons suggested were inadequate coverage and inappropriate denying of claims. A recent 
report titled EPA Study on the Effectiveness of UST Insurance as a Financial Responsibility Mechanism, December 
2011, stated that findings were inconclusive as to whether UST insurance is effective or not.   
 
The Storage Tank Committee has not met for 18 months and is without a chairperson.  The Storage Tank 
Committee (STC) was created at the same time as the fund, in 1990.  The STC consists of seven members who 
include the NMED secretary, and six members appointed by the governor, to be chosen from six distinct groups.  
With one vacancy, the five current members, and the groups they represent are: 

• Ruben Baca (independent retailer), Albuquerque; 
• Ryan L.  Briggs (fire protection), Farmington; 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Net closings 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 
Ending Inventory 653 567 481 395 309 223 137 51 -35 
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Graph 6. Projected UST  Inventory Using EPA Cost Estimate of $125K  
Per Site 

(105 closings less 19 new spills = 86 net closings) 
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• Bruce Thomson (private citizen), Albuquerque; 
• Joseph Chavarria (corrective action expert), Santa Clara Pueblo; and 
• Paul Aguilar (local elected official), Carlsbad. 

 
According to statute, “Members shall serve until their successors are appointed.”  Also in statute, “Vacancies in the 
membership shall be filled by the Governor for the remainder of the unexpired term.”  Neither has occurred and has 
caused a void of leadership and oversight for the STC.  As strictly an advisory committee, review and oversight are 
optional.  The committee met regularly for eight years, holding quarterly meetings from 2002 until the last meeting 
held in November 2010.  The message on the NMED website states the meetings are postponed until further notice.   
 
The PSTB bureau chief position has changed five times in the past 22 months.  The current bureau chief and section 
managers have substantial experience with the PSTB.  
 
Recommendations. 
The Petroleum Storage Tank Bureau should: 
 

1. Report quarterly compliance percentages as an effective inspection measure for the Accountability in 
Government Act (AGA).  This should be compared with the national average reported by the EPA. 

2. Report the number of cleanup sites in inventory, by priority one, two, or three, as an effective remediation 
measure for the AGA. This should be compared with the previous years’ inventory levels. 

3. Report annual goals for the number of closed sites from inventory, by priority. This should include an 
assumption of annual new spills.  

4. Annually report the projected year for the elimination of cleanup inventory.  
5. Conduct complete site assessments prior to executing work plans for remediation as suggested by the EPA.  
6. Execute pay-for-performance contracts and work plans that provide incentives for achieving expeditious 

contamination reduction levels as suggested by the EPA.   
7. Implement a procedure to improve tracking of fixed assets owned by the PSTB. 
8. Request annual budget to match projected revenues plus excess cash balance.    
9. Execute annual work-plans for the fiscal year, equal to the annual budget for contracting. 
10. Set work plan termination dates at the end of the fiscal year. 
11. Budget and spend down excess cash balance. 
12. Re-establish the Storage Tank Committee to increase oversight of key performance measures addressed 

above.   
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THE STATE CONTRIBUTED $3.5 MILLION TO THE COST OF SIX MILES OF NEW BIKE TRAILS 
IN SANTA FE, BUT A FORMAL MAINTENANCE PLAN IS NOT IN PLACE TO ENSURE LONG-
TERM ACCESSIBILITY AND SAFE USE.  
 
The city of Santa Fe received $3.5 million in state funding for local bicycle and horse trails.  Laws 2006, 
Chapter 111, Section 52 appropriated $3.5 million from the general fund to plan, design and construct bikeways 
and horse trails in Santa Fe County.  Laws 2009, Chapter 5, reverted the general fund appropriation and 
reauthorized $3 million in severance tax bonds (STB) to plan, design and construct bikeways and horse trails in 
Santa Fe County.  The city when it received the initial funding in 2006 stated in a letter to the Department of 
Finance and Administration, it understood that the governor’s office envisioned at least one major use for the 
funding, to fund construction of a trail crossing of St. Francis Drive near Cerrillos Road and the city’s railyard.  By 
July 2007, the city’s plan for use of state funding included other trails as well. 
 
State funding was part of a larger $18.8 million city project for seven bicycle and trail projects.  Much of recent 
trail construction by the city of Santa Fe has been the result of a $30 million Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
bond for parks and trails that passed in 2008.  Seven bike and shared-use trail projects approved by the Bicycle and 
Trail Advisory Committee (BTAC) shown below are funded by the city’s 2008 parks and trails bond fund.   
 

Table 18.  BTAC Trail Projects 
 

Rail Trail – All Segments within City Limits $3,768,000 
Acequia Trail $2,388,250 
St. Francis/Cerrillos Road Pedestrian Overpass $1,740,000 
Arroyo Chamiso East – St. Francis to Museum Hill $3,508,000 
Arroyo Chamiso West – Rodeo to Nava Ade & Wagon 
Road $1,224,365 
River Trail – Camino Alire to Frenchy’s Field $3,232,000 
Northwest Quadrant Open Space Trails – La Tierra $2,965,328 
Total BTAC Projects $18,825,943 

Source:  City of Santa Fe 2008 Parks Bond Implementation Plan  
 
Since 2000, the city has added 10 miles of paved, off-road hike and bike trails and another 12 miles of designated 
bike routes.  In addition, another five miles of roadway along Rodeo Road and Airport Road have been striped to 
easily accommodate bicyclists.  Equestrian trails consist of nine miles of multi-use wilderness trails and three miles 
of arroyo trails within the La Tierra Trails system.  Santa Fe’s four major multi-use trails are the River Trail, the 
Acequia Trail, the Rail Trail, and the Arroyo de los Chamisos Trail.  Multi-use pathways include bicycle paths, rail-
trails, or other facilities built for bicycle and pedestrian traffic, designed for both transportation and recreation 
purposes, with a focus on transportation and designed to be part of a transportation system.  Table 19 shows the 
additions to the bike trails since the 2006 state appropriation.   
 

Table 19.  City of Santa Fe 
Summary of Completed Bike Trail Projects 

 

Year Trail Name 
Miles 

of Trail 
Cost per Mile 
(in thousands) 

2007 Rail Trail .50 Unavailable 
2008 Rail Trail 2.50 Unavailable 

2009 
Acequia Trail – NM School for the Deaf 1.00 $589.0 
Arroyo Chamisos West – Rodeo Rd. .50 $1,110.0 

2010 
Acequia Trail .50 $1,376.0 
Santa Re River Trail .50 $1,005.0 

2011 Arroyo Chamisos – Museum Hill .40 $469.0 
Total  5.90  

Source:  Santa Fe Trends Reports and City Project Manager 
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The $3.5 million state appropriation was allocated to the seven projects listed above and not one specific trail.  As 
a result, the city’s computation of the state’s cost allocation per trail was difficult to determine.  Overall, state 
funding paid for 19 percent of the city’s total estimated cost of $18.8 million for the trails shown above in Table 
18.  The city captured expenditures by business unit in a “trail” account and in specific trail accounts.  Although the 
trail projects have their own identification number, the accuracy of total cost by trail might be difficult to determine 
without subsidiary tracking by project identification number.  This was evident when the LFC requested the city to 
provide the cost per mile.  While the city provided the information, it was not easily accessible and unavailable in 
some instances.  
 
The state’s role in local government capital projects should be clearer to ensure taxpayer dollars are spent 
efficiently and effectively and enhance oversight to avoid mismanagement of funds and misinterpretation of 
the legislation.  The project description in the grant agreements for the state appropriation was limited to the 
legislative language.  The agreements did not include a project estimate or specify which trail or how many trails 
were going to be planned, designed, and constructed with the $3.5 million.  Although the agreements state the local 
government is strictly accountable for receipt and disbursement of the funds, details of what type of expenditures 
are allowed is not defined.  In addition, it makes it difficult for the DFA to detect duplicate spending.   
 
The DFA Local Government Division project oversight and monitoring needs improvement.  Although oversight 
was limited to ensuring reimbursement requests were in accordance with the legislation by reviewing the detail 
descriptions of the invoices submitted, the LFC identified $67 thousand of questionable expenditures.  In addition, 
the DFA’s project files for each grant agreement included two periodic reports that did not contain specific 
information on the trails project status; each report referred to attached spreadsheets that included contract and 
purchase order expenditures by vendor.  The 2006 grant agreement requires bi-annual reports using a prescribed 
form and the 2010 grant agreement requires periodic reports at least monthly, unless the DFA changes the reporting 
requirements. 
 
The DFA reimbursed almost $67 thousand of questionable expenditures that were not in accordance with the 
legislation.  The LFC identified questionable expenditures that should not have been reimbursed that included 
right-of-way and easement purchases, equipment (a heavy-duty car hauler), maps, tools for maintenance and paint 
for graffiti removal on trails.  November 2008 correspondence between the DFA and city Public Works Department 
showed the parties had an agreement that state funding could not be used for land, right-of-way, and easement 
purchases. 
 
The legislative authorizing language states the funds are to be used “to plan, design and construct bikeways and 
horse trails in Santa Fe county.”  The DFA used the “special meaning in road or street context” of the bond project 
disbursement rule (NMAC 2.61.6) as the closest definition to a trail which at the agency’s discretion could allow 
for acquisition of right-of-way when improving a road.  However, construction of a road it does not include 
planning, designing, right-of-way activities and acquisition and other pre-construction project development tasks.  
It appears the DFA might have taken a broader interpretation of the rule to allow reimbursement of right-of-way 
and easement purchases.  
 
The city did not submit timely payment requests.  The first payment request was delayed at least 18 months.  The 
DFA grant agreement with the city for the general fund appropriation was executed on July 6, 2006.  Although by 
July 2007, the city encumbered $1.5 million of the $3.5 million, the city’s reimbursement request was not submitted 
until November 2008.  Documentation showed vendor invoices dating as early as March 2007 through June 2008.  
According to the city there were mitigating circumstances that resulted in the delay of the city’s payment request.  
Another contributing factor was Governor Richardson’s October 26, 2009, capital outlay freeze and as a result the 
sale of severance tax bonds was delayed until July 2010.  The city submitted two payment requests for the STB 
funds, the first for $1.9 million on August 19, 2010 shortly after the July bond sale and the second January 26, 2011 
for $1.1 million.  DFA now requires requests for payments quarterly, 20 days from the end of the calendar year 
quarter in which the expenditure was incurred, if total expenditures exceed $25 thousand.   



 

Report #12-06 
Evaluation of Selected Capital Outlay Projects 
July 12, 2012 

25 
 

 
The cost of new trail construction varies because of an assortment of factors.  The city spent $769 thousand for 
six-tenths of a mile for the Arroyo Chamiso West Rodeo Road Crossing or $1.1 million per mile.  Design costs 
were 16 percent of construction, within the standard range of 10 percent to 18 percent.  Trail costs vary due to a 
variety of factors, including local conditions and trail type.  In this case, other elements that caused cost to be higher 
were the drainage, excavation, and the two bridges.  Table 19 above shows the cost per mile, demonstrates how the 
cost of new trail construction varies.  The following photos show work in progress and portions of the completed 
trail segment. 

Arroyo Chamiso West – Rodeo Road Crossing 
 

 
Arroyo Chamiso West – Bridge Work in Progress 

 
Arroyo Chamiso West – Bridge  

 

 
Rodeo Road Tunnel Work in Progress 

 

 
Arroyo Chamiso Tunnel at Rodeo Road 

 
Arroyo Chamiso Rodeo Road Tunnel 

 
Arroyo Chamiso Trail Cross Over to Rodeo Road 
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Trail surface, width, location, needed structures, signage, and amenities all affect total construction cost.  
Comparison with other states shows that the cost per mile ranges from $250 thousand to $1.8 million, depending on 
the type of trail and local conditions.  The city’s new trail construction includes asphalt surface for some trials and 
concrete in others.  According to the Rails-to-Trails Conservancy 2001 publication Trails for the Twenty-first 
Century, surfacing trails with asphalt typically costs $200 thousand to $300 thousand per mile and the asphalt 
surface should last for seven to 15 years.  Surfacing trails with concrete typically costs $300 thousand to $500 
thousand per mile with the concrete surface lasting for 20 or more years.  In 2011 dollars, surfacing trail with 
asphalt cost $381 thousand per mile and $635 thousand per mile for concrete. 
 
The city of Santa Fe does not have a formal trail maintenance plan or dedicated budget despite its large 
investment in the bicycle and multi-use trail infrastructure.  Maintenance costs should be considered in the trail 
planning process to ensure the city can pay for the ongoing maintenance of the trails they develop. Furthermore, the 
city faces liability risks for accidents if maintenance is ignored or negligently executed.  Maintenance of bikeways 
is important for user safety and for protection of public funds invested in these facilities.  Well-maintained facilities 
minimize the hazards and increase usage of bicycle facilities. 
 
Currently the multi-use trails are maintained with three to six parks maintenance workers depending on the time of 
year, special requests and events.  Because the city does not have a separate trail maintenance budget for 
operational supplies, any operating expenses beyond the trial maintenance workers come from the parks 
maintenance (business unit #3754) general operations funds, currently $120 thousand per year.  The city also relies 
on volunteers and continues to cultivate public and private partnerships with local nonprofits to help channel 
volunteer efforts toward maintenance and trail rehabilitation.  The Santa Fe Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) recently hosted a webinar on Best Practice Maintenance Programs for Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, 
with minimal participation from the city. 
 
Santa Fe trail use data is limited.  Gathering trail usage data supports improved planning, design, and operational 
decisions.  While bicycle traffic may be included in specific intersection studies, bicyclists have never been 
systematically counted in order to shed light on broader traffic patterns and trends.   In June and July 2009, the 
city’s traffic engineering conducted trail usage data counts at the Rail Trail Crossings but those counts did not 
distinguish between pedestrians and bikes, combining them instead.  The data collection covered a 12-hour period 
from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.   
 
Without accurate and consistent usage and demand data, it is difficult to measure the positive benefits of the 
taxpayer’s investment.  The city of Albuquerque has conducted trail counts and a public survey to help improve 
bicycle facilities in the metropolitan area.  In addition, other states count trail users and conduct surveys.  In San 
Jose, California, the trail count objectives have expanded to quantify the number of daily trail users, how the 
individual trail systems are being used for recreation or transportation, user perceptions, and year‐to‐year changes 
in trail usage.  The survey component is used to gather feedback and suggestions from trail users on current 
operations, needs, and possible improvements.  Usage data would also provide a baseline for future trail planning 
and needs assessments. 
  
The city and the Santa Fe MPO referred the LFC to numerous studies but could not demonstrate that any initiatives 
had taken place.  According to the MPO, it has not been able to up until now to organize the collection of usage 
data on the multi-use trails due to a lack of staff resources.  The MPO’s Bicycle Master Plan recommends the 
collection of data to support and guide bicycle planning.  The MPO will be expanding its data collection program 
for trails and is currently investigating equipment options that may allow automatic data collection for longer 
periods of time.  It is also looking into organizing volunteers or interns to help collect data and is hopeful the data 
collection effort can start in the coming months and become a regular activity for the MPO.   
 
The economic impact of the investment in Santa Fe’s bicycle infrastructure has not been quantified.  Regions that 
have invested in bicycling have seen a beneficial impact on their economies.  Studies have shown that bicycle 
industry and bicycle tourism can boost local employment levels and economic activity.  A June 2009 League of 
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American Bicyclists study reported the national bicycling industry contributes an estimated $133 billion a year to 
the U.S. economy.  It supports nearly 1.1 million jobs and generates $17.7 billion in federal, state, and local taxes.  
Another $46.9 billion is spent on meals, transportation, lodging, gifts, and entertainment during bike trips and tours.  
In addition, the World Health Organization has developed a tool that measures the health impacts of bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure projects, calculating cost-benefit analysis as well as the economic value of reduced 
morality.  The Santa Fe MPO and the city might have the opportunity to capture this type of data as a baseline when 
it hosts the 2012 International Mountain Bike Association in October 2012.   
 
The city’s internal controls are sufficient to ensure accountability of taxpayer dollars. The city has formal 
contractual policies and procedures in place for monitoring contractor performance.  The New Mexico Department 
of Transportation (NMDOT) Standard Specifications for Highway and Bridge Construction govern construction of 
all city trail projects; in addition to these, the contract plans and contract books also include specific specifications 
for each project.  The NMDOT standard specifications are available on the state’s web page and the city trails 
project plans and specifications are available for review at the Public Works Department.  Each city trail project has 
a city construction inspector to monitor field progress during construction and the inspector maintains daily 
construction progress reports to ensure the contractor is complying with the performance schedule.  In addition, the 
city’s project management documentation includes pre-construction meeting agendas, proposed construction 
schedules, and substantial completion and final inspections punch lists. 
 
Procurement activities were appropriate and competitively awarded.  The city issued request for bids (RFB) and 
request for proposals (RFP) and awarded contracts in accordance with its policies and procedures.  Documentation 
of the bid tabulations was included in the award recommendations.  The DFA grant agreement for the 2006 general 
fund appropriation requires the city to comply with the State Procurement Code or local procurement code and keep 
all related procurement documents, including advertisements, minutes of pertinent meetings, selection and award 
criteria, and contracts and agreements. 
 
The city destroyed procurement documentation that included the request for bids, request for proposals and 
selection and award criteria for awards made in 2007 for on-call engineering services to P. B. Americas, Gannett 
Fleming West, Louis Berger Group, and Wilson and Company, Inc.  The city followed its procurement policies and 
procedures that require procurement records to be maintained a minimum of three years after the completion of 
procurement.  Although the 2006 grant agreement did not specify how long the procurement records should be 
maintained, the current grant agreement that expires June 30, 2013 requires all records be maintained for six years 
following project completion. 
 
In one instance, the city received only one bid where a request for bids was issued and the procurement officer 
made a recommendation based on the “lowest bid,” awarding the contract to A. S. Horner.  Documentation for the 
$2.5 million award in 2007 to A. S. Horner for on-call construction services was limited.  It did not include an 
independent estimate or engineering estimate and appears to have been non-competitive.  It should have been re-
bid.  The available documentation from the Bicycle and Trails Advisory Committee minutes indicated there was 
only one bidder for the $2.5 million award.  Although the city complied with its procurement policy, the 
documentation did not indicate whether the request for bids was re-opened or why the award was made based on 
one bid without justifying the price.   
 
The city’s grant administrator maintains adequate progress reports and correspondence from the city’s project 
manager and the DFA.  The city also provides input to the DFA’s capital project monitoring system (CPMS) on a 
monthly basis and information quarterly for the LFC’s $1 million and greater report.  Each time local entities input 
information in CPMS, it is overridden.  Historical information is not maintained unless the entity uses the 
“comments section” continuously without deleting prior information.  The DFA’s Capital Outlay Bureau CPMS 
training encourages entities to print a copy of their monthly input. 
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The following photos of the River Trail project shows one of the multifacted trails that was constructed in part with 
state funding. 
 

Santa Fe River Multi-Use Trail 
 

 
River Bank Damage 

 
River Bank Retaining Wall 

 
Railing Work in Progress 

 
Green Wall, Terra Mesh 

 
Trail Near Bridge 

 

 
Jogging Along the River 
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Recommendations 
The Department of Finance and Administration should 

1. Consider grant agreements that specify what types of expenditures are allowed under the legislation to 
prevent the mismanagement of funds and misinterpretation of the legislation.  

2. Evaluate its reimbursement review process to ensure funds spent are in accordance with the legislation. 
3. Seek to recover funds spent on questionable expenditures and revert funds to the appropriate fund as 

required by law. 
 

The city of Santa Fe should 
1. Return funds to the state for expenditures outside of the legislative language. 
2. Work with the Department of Finance and Administration to clarify allowable expenditures. 
3. Consider evaluating its project cost accounting methods to ensure the accuracy of cost per trail and improve 

tracking trail project costs. 
4. Review projects under the Department of Finance and Administration’s grant agreements to ensure 

compliance with the requirements for maintaining procurement documents for six years following project 
completion. 

5. Establish a formal bike trail maintenance plan and budget to ensure the infrastructure is safe and accessible. 
 
The Santa Fe Metropolitan Planning Organization should 

1. Coordinate with the city to develop and implement a systematic bicyclist count and survey program. 
2. Coordinate with the city to quantify the economic impact of bicycle infrastructure investments. 
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THE MESALANDS COMMUNITY COLLEGE WIND CENTER WAS BUILT AT TWICE THE 
AVERAGE CONSTRUCTION COST OF SIMILAR PROJECTS 
 
The state appropriated more than $9.1 million for the plan, design and construction of the Wind Center 
located in Tucumcari.  In 2010, the Mesalands Community College (MCC) completed the new 26 thousand 
square foot North American Wind Research and Training Center (also known as the Wind Center) to provide 
facilities for training students in wind energy technology and to host visiting students and research staff.  The 
school is building public partnerships with several leading U.S. research facilities including the University of 
California, Washington State University, the New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology and Sandia National 
Laboratories.  The school has also built partnerships with private industry for donations, advertisements and 
internships.  The college is supplying the wind farm industry with trained engineering, maintenance and repair 
technicians to support the 22 nearby wind farms.  New Mexico now ranks 17th nationally in wind power capacity 
(see Appendix C).   
 
The Wind Center offers a two-year associate of applied science degree (AAS) in wind energy technology, a one-
year wind energy technology certificate, and an occupational certificate under a new pilot program that introduces 
students to the industry after completing 15 weeks of study.  Graduates have received jobs as commissioners, 
operation and maintenance technicians, traveling technicians, meteorological tower data collection representatives, 
and component salesmen.  Since opening, the school has graduated 41 students with the AAS degrees, 20 students 
with one-year certificates, and another 20 with the 15-week certificates. 
 
A General Electric 1.5 megawatt wind turbine powers the Wind Center and earns $100 thousand in revenue 
annually for Mesalands.  A large blade maintenance shop, comprising almost half of the facility, includes high bay 
doors at each side for pull through capabilities of trucks carrying 120 foot turbine blades.  The Wind Center also 
contains electronic laboratories, an 84-seat inclined lecture hall, portable industrial classrooms, a conference room, 
a student lounge, and offices.   
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The Wind Center has positively impacted the economy of Tucumcari.  National and international students and 
research staff visit and stay in Tucumcari and tourists exit the freeway for a closer look at the turbine. 
 
The center and wind turbine were funded from a variety of federal and state sources.  With the exception of the one 
federal grant and one grant from the New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Department (EMNRD), 
the funds were appropriated to the Higher Education Department (HED) using state grants. 
 
 

Table 20.  Mesalands Community College Wind Center Funding Sources 
 

Year Source Laws Amount Description 

2006 
Federal 
Grant N/A $2,000,000 

U.S. Department of Labor-Community 
Based Workforce Development 

2006 EMNRD N/A $63,000 
Installation of wind resource monitoring 
equipment and data collection 

2007 STB 
SB 827, Ch. 42, 
Section 27-1 $1,600,000 

Develop the site for and plan, design, 
construct, equip and furnish the Wind 
Center  

2007 GF 
SB 827, Ch.28, 
Section 76-15 $46,697 

Purchase and install a wind turbine for the 
Wind Center  

2008 GOB 
SB 333,Ch. 80, 
Section 10-D(1)-C $7,000,000 

Plan, design, construct, equip and furnish 
the Wind Center 

2008 GF 
SB 471, Ch. 92, 
Section 62-6 $25,000 

Plan, design, construct, equip and furnish 
the North American Wind Center, including 
infrastructure and site preparation  

2009 

Capital 
Projects 
Fund 

SB 443,Ch. 128, 
Section 366 $470,000 

Reauthorize unexpended balance (originally 
$600 thousand) from Pueblo of Laguna, to 
plan, design, construct, equip and furnish 
the Wind Center, including infrastructure 
and site preparation  

Total  $11,204,697   
Source: NMSA and MCC 

 
 
The Wind Center Building was constructed at twice the average Tucumcari construction cost.  The Wind Center 
building is a combination of college laboratory, classroom, blade maintenance shop, lecture hall and office space.  
Reed Construction Data, a nationally recognized provider of construction cost data, estimated the Tucumcari 
average cost per square foot (psf) for college laboratories at $117.  By comparison, a two- to three-story college 
classroom would cost $119 psf. 
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Table 21.  Wind Center Cost 
 

Cost 
 Square 

Feet  

Cost Per 
Square 

Feet 
$6,173,675 26,398 $233.87 

Source: MCC 
 
At $234 psf, the Wind Center’s cost was nearly double those averages.  With the blade maintenance shop 
accounting for 49 percent of the entire floor plan, a comparison with vocational schools could be made, which cost 
an estimated $107 psf.   
 

Table 22. Reed Construction Cost Comparisons for Tucumcari Wind Center 
  

Room Type 

Area 
Square 
Footage 

(SF) 

Area SF 
% of 
Total 

Wind 
Center 
Cost 
psf 

Reed 
Construction 

Data comparison 
for Tucumcari 

Reed 
Construction 

Data cost 
psf 

Shop 12,399 49% $234 Vocational School $107 
Lecture Room 1,564 6% $234 Auditorium $115 
Classroom 1,596 6% $234 College Classroom $119 
Electric & Mechanical 
Laboratory 1,993 8% $234 College Laboratory $117 
Office 1,119 4% $234 Office $118 

Source: Means Construction Data 
 
The original amount for construction was $5.2 million which would have resulted in a cost psf of $198.  Change 
orders in the amount of $947 thousand increased the project by 15 percent.  In addition, building to LEED 
environmental standards also contributed to higher costs.  The architect, Randall Kilmer and Associates of Clovis, 
has since relocated and with no contact information available.   
 
It has been recommended in past LFC capital outlay evaluations, to fund projects in two steps. The first step would 
be funding the planning and design phase to provide an accurate estimate of the cost.  The second step would 
involve approval for the funding of construction.  This project was not funded in a two-step process.  
 
The Wind Center 1.5 megawatt wind turbine was purchased and installed at a cost savings to the state.  At the 
time of the request for proposals (RFP) for the wind turbine, the federal government was offering incentives from 
the renewable energy production tax credit, which stimulated strong growth for wind energy development.  In 2007, 
it was difficult to procure a single, commercial wind turbine, as many manufacturers had an increasing backlog of 
orders.   
 
Although the MCC received only one proposal for the wind turbine, the wind turbine RFP was solicited fairly.  The 
invitation for bid was advertised in Clovis, Albuquerque, and Amarillo newspapers as well as sent directly to 
Clipper, GE, Vestas, Bluesky Wind, Mitsubishi, and Suzlon.  GE submitted the only and winning bid for $1.8 
million.  An additional $90 thousand for project support and $262 thousand for base options brought the turbine 
total to $2.2 million.  In October 2008, the turbine was erected at a cost of $1 million by Brandon Reid 
Construction. 
 

Table 23.  Wind Turbine Costs 
(in thousands) 

 
Vendor Description Cost 

General Electric  Turbine  $1,860 
General Electric  Base Option  $262 
General Electric  Support Services  $90 
Brandon Reid Construction  Installation  $1,000 
Total Cost  $3,212 

Source:  MCC 
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The 2009 Wind Technologies Market Report states the weighted average cost for installed wind turbines was 
$1,800 per kilowatt.  Using this industry average for a comparable 1,500 kilowatt turbine, the average cost would 
be $2.7 million, or $511 thousand lower than what was paid by MCC.  This data did not differentiate between large 
and small scale projects. 
 

Table 24.  2007 Industry Comparison 
 Installed Wind Power Project Cost 

 
MCC 1.5 MW Wind Turbine in Kilowatts 1,500  
2007 Industry Weighted Average Cost per Kilowatt $1,800 
Estimated Cost Using Weighted Average $2,700,000 
MCC Total Installed Project Cost $3,211,800 
Difference ($511,800) 

Source: 2009 Wind Technologies Market Report 
 
The same study stated projects below five megawatts, such as the 1.5 megawatt MCC turbine, cost substantially 
more to procure and install, relative to larger scale projects.  The study projected the cost per kilowatt for installed 
projects below five megawatts at $2,700 per kilowatt.  Using this projection, the MCC was procured and installed at 
a cost savings of approximately $838 thousand.  An additional confirmation included a statement from a competing 
manufacturer which verified both the RFP process and the price received by the MCC were fair for 2007.   
 

Table 25.  2007-2009 Industry Comparison 
 Installed Wind Power Project Cost Below 5 

Megawatts 
 

MCC 1.5 MW Wind Turbine  in Kilowatts 1,500 
2007 Industry Weighted Average Cost per Kilowatt $2,700 
Estimated Cost Using Weighted Average $4,050,000 
MCC Total Installed Project Cost $3,211,800 
Difference $838,200 

Source: 2009 Wind Technologies Market Report 
 
Although oversight was evident for this project, the HED failed to execute grant agreements to formalize 
expectations and assurances.  New Mexico Administrative Code states that an intermediary agency is expected to 
make a grant to a local government entity to carry out the completion of the project.  The HED, acting as the 
intermediary agency for Mesalands Community College, failed to execute five grants to the college for the purpose 
of this funding.  As a result, there exists increased opportunity for ineligible expenditure, contractual, and 
performance issues to arise. 
 
Recommendations. 
The New Mexico Higher Education Department should follow the New Mexico Administrative Code 2.61.6.9 (A), 
to make grants to local government entities to carry out the completion of the projects. 
 
The Legislature should consider the funding of capital outlay projects as a two-step process.  The first step would 
be funding the planning and design phase which provides an accurate estimate of the cost.  The second step would 
involve approval for the funding of construction. 
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AGENCY RESPONSES 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
June 6, 2012 
 
Legislative Finance Committee 
David Abbey, LFC Director 
325 Don Gasper, Suite 101 
Santa Fe, New Mexico  87501 
 
Dear Mr. Abbey: 
 
The Department offers the following clarification to provide a context for the finding of the Audit.  

• The New Mexico Petroleum Storage Tank Regulations apply to both underground and 
aboveground storage tanks. Of the 4753 registered tanks, 1,381 are aboveground tanks 
which constitute approximately one third of the regulated tanks. Similarly of the 917 
contaminated sites 178, approximately 20%, are releases from aboveground tanks. 
Because the audit focused on underground storage tanks and did not account for the 
aboveground tank population, the analysis is skewed and under represents the success 
of the program. 

• New Mexico’s ground water protection regulations mandate complete cleanup of soil 
and ground water. Many states leave concentrations of contaminants in place that 
would be unacceptable in New Mexico such that a direct comparison of both clean up 
statistics as well as cost comparisons do not accurately represent the cost benefit and 
effectiveness of the program. 

• Site assessments are conducted in accordance with the Petroleum Storage Tank 
Regulations and are determined to be complete when the extent and magnitude of the 
contamination in all media has been characterized and sufficient data has been collected 
to identify and develop and design an effective and efficient remedial strategy. In some 
cases remedial activities are initiated while the assessment is in progress in an effort to 
address the source and reduce the impact to human health and the environment as well 
as the cost of long term remedial action. 

• Although the US Environmental Protection Agency advocated pay for performance 
approach as a cost control tool in the late 1990’s through 2003, very few states adopted 
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the approach. New Mexico was the first State to implement pay for performance 
approach that relies on payments to a remediation contractor being tied to reduction in 
contaminant level milestones. This typically includes up-front payment for capital 
expenditures for remediation equipment followed by additional payments to the 
contractor as contaminant level reduction milestones are met.  In the nine (9) 
intervening years, states including New Mexico identified difficulties and inherent 
inefficiencies in administering and implementing pay for performance contracts and 
consequently most states either eliminated the pay for performance option or modified 
the approach to suit each individual state’s financial framework and minimize the 
inefficiencies associated with approach. Some of the inefficiencies include the need to 
obligate the funds for multiple years to cover the life of the project and the loss of cost 
control as the contractor assumes the risk but should the strategy fail the capital costs 
will have been expended and additional funds will be required to be expended to clean 
up the site. 

• The last State Fund Survey (2011) conducted by the Association of State and Territorial 
Solid Waste Managers Association documents that only 13 States,  New Mexico 
included, still report using a form of pay for performance as a cost control approach. 
Vermont and New Mexico are recognized as examples of effective modified pay for 
performance approaches. Many states use a professional services fixed price list. 

• The Agency appreciates the concern with the cash balance but maintains it must be 
evaluated in the context of liabilities and the required $1 million reserve and thus the 
actual “cash balance” is significantly less. A more accurate measure which is also 
consistent with statute is the unobligated balance. The  unobligated balance is generally 
in the range of $2.5 to $4.5 million 

In addition the Department offers the following comments on the audit recommendations for the 
Committee’s consideration: 
 

1. Report quarterly compliance percentages, as an effective inspection measure for the 
Accountability in Government Act (AGA).  This should be compared to the national 
average reported by the EPA. 

2. Report the number of cleanup sites in inventory, by priority one, two, or three, as an 
effective remediation measure for the AGA. This should be compared to the previous 
years’ inventory levels.    

3. Report annual goals for the number of closed sites from inventory, by priority. This 
should include an assumption of annual new spills.  
Department Response: Given the complexity of remediation, the department cannot 
affect and increase or predict clean up rates. An alternative goal for consideration would 
be to report goals that measure a reduction in number of priority 1 sites which would 
demonstration effective protection of human health and the environment from imminent 
threats. 

4. Report the projected year for the elimination of cleanup inventory.  
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Department Response: Such a projection would require numerous unquantifiable 
assumptions, and thus would not be an accurate measure. An alternative measure for 
consideration would be a comparison of the numbers of closed sites vs. new releases. 

5. Conduct complete site assessments prior to executing work plans for remediation as 
suggested by the EPA.  
Department Response: This is currently being implemented and is a regulatory 
requirement. In some cases remedial activities are initiated while the assessment is on-
going in order to address the source and reduce the impact to human health and the 
environment and the cost of long term remedial action. 

6. Execute pay for performance contracts and work plans that provide incentives for 
achieving expeditious contamination reduction levels as suggested by the EPA.   
Department Response: New Mexico was the first state to implement such a program but 
has since modified the approach to eliminate inherent inefficiencies and improve cost 
effectiveness of the program. 

7. Create a procedure to improve tracking of fixed assets owned by PSTB.  
Department Response: The Department will improve the accuracy of the procedure in 
place. 

8. Request annual budget to match projected revenues plus excess cash balance.   
Department Response: The Department supports this recommendation.   

9. Execute annual work plans for the fiscal year, equal to the annual budget for contracting. 
Department Response: Implementation of this recommendation would adversely affect 
the program as it would result in a suspension of ongoing remedial action during June 
and July and could result in sporadic periods of high and low activity. Current workflow 
is more consistent, manageable and effective and supports effective remedial action.  

10. Work plan terms should expire at fiscal year end.  
Department Response: Implementation of this recommendation would adversely affect 
the program as it would result in a suspension of ongoing remedial action during June 
and July and could result in sporadic periods of high and low activity. Current workflow 
is more consistent, manageable and effective and is supports effective remedial action.  

11. Budget and spend down excess cash balance.  
Department Response: The Department maintains that there is no excess cash balance as 
the Bureau spends down the cash balance as reflected by the work plan liabilities and the 
reserve.  The Department recommends that the Bureau budget be based on revenue 
projections. A more accurate measure which is consistent with statute is the unobligated 
balance. 

12. Re-establish Storage Tank Committee to increase oversight of key performance measures 
addressed above.  
Department Response: The Department supports this recommendation.  

 
The Department also suggested changes to the report as provided in the attached document. 
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We would like to thank you and your staff for conducting a thorough and professional audit of the 
Corrective Action Fund and will consider recommended improvements to the overall effectiveness of the 
program. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 

F. David Martin 
Cabinet Secretary 
New Mexico Environment Department 
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2. “Questionable expenditures” - Paragraphs four and five, page two:  
 
As stated above, the City to our knowledge has always complied with grant 
agreements entered into with the Local Government Division of the Department of 
Finance and Administration (“DFA”).  The City disputes that it was reimbursed for 
expenditures that were not in accordance with the language of the legislation, and the 
grant agreement.  Through years of experience in dealing with DFA regarding capital 
outlay funds, the City only submits to DFA for approval those expenditures that were 
made in accordance with the language of the appropriation for reimbursement.  Only 
after consultation with DFA regarding the propriety of the expenditure the City 
submits expenditures for reimbursement which ultimately DFA approves prior to the 
City receiving reimbursement.  For these reasons, the City requests that you delete 
paragraphs four and five on page two.  
 
3. “Untimely submittal of payment requests”--paragraph six, page two:    
 
The City disputes that it did not submit timely pay requests and can demonstrate that 
it submitted pay requests in accordance with the 2006 grant agreement with DFA. 
The 2006 grant agreement did not require submittal of pay requests by the end of the 
quarter in which the expenditure was made, as the current grant agreement requires.  
Therefore, the City’s submittal of its $500,000 pay request in November 2008 for 
expenditures made in July 2007 was proper under the 2006 general fund grant 
agreement.  Furthermore, as mentioned in the draft Findings and Recommendations, 
there were mitigating circumstances.  The 2009 capital outlay freeze delayed the 
project because the remaining $3 million in general funds was reauthorized as STB 
funds and the STB bond sale did not occur until July 2010.  Despite the mitigating 
circumstances, the City promptly submitted pay requests for the $3 million very 
shortly after the STB bond sale (submitted $1.9 million in August 2010 and for $1.1 
million January 2011).  For these reasons, the City requests that the Findings and 
Recommendations state that the City did submit timely pay requests in accordance 
with the terms of the DFA grant agreements as they existed at that time. 
 
4. “No formal trail maintenance plan or budget”-- paragraphs two and three, page 
four: 
 
As stated above, the implication of paragraphs two and three, page four is that the 
City does not currently have a trail maintenance plan or budget for trail maintenance.  
The contrary is true; trail maintenance is located in business unit #32754.  The bi-
annual CIP GRT bonds are the source of funds for maintenance for the City’s entire 
Parks, Trails, and Open Space Division’s operation and maintenance.   
 
For this reason, the City respectfully requests that paragraphs 2 and 3 be deleted from 
the Findings and Recommendations. 
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5.   “Limited trail use data” -- paragraphs three and six, page four:  
 
We have been made aware that the MPO identified “data collection on trail use” as 
one of its tasks in its federally approved unified planning work program and has 
received federal funds for this task.  For this reason, in the near future, the MPO will 
be expanding its data collection program for trails to fit long range programming and 
improvements. The City respectfully requests that the LFC add this to its Findings 
and Recommendations.  
 
6.   “Limited quantification of the economic impact of the bike trails on the City” 
paragraph six, page four, continuing onto paragraph one on page five: 
 
It is well known that the quality of a municipality’s road, trail and park infrastructure 
has an enormous positive economic impact on attracting businesses and visitors to a 
municipality.  The City respectfully requests that the following statement delete the 
last sentence and insert the following sentence instead:  
 
“As the host City for the 2012 International Mountain Bike Association Convention 
in October 2012, the City is planning on quantifying the economic impact of its 
investment in the City’s bicycle infrastructure and the economic impact of hosting 
the international tourist event.” 
 
7. “One bidder” - paragraph three and four, page five: 
 
The City respectfully disagrees that the procurement “appears to be non-competitive 
that should have been re-bid”. To the contrary, the City complied with its Purchasing 
Manual when it competitively bid the project; only one bid was received; that bid 
was within budget and the City then awarded the contract to the one bidder without 
re-bidding.  The determination was made by the Purchasing Director that it was 
within the best interest of the City to continue with the award to a qualified vendor.   
In addition, the available documentation from the Bicycle and Trails Advisory 
Committee minutes demonstrate that they reviewed the procurement and found that it 
was competitively bid and that the City followed its Purchasing Manual in awarding 
the contract even though there was only one bidder for the $2.5 million award. For 
this reason, the City requests that the LFC delete paragraphs three and four. 
 

The City respectfully requests that the first and second bullets be deleted from the City’s 
portion of the Recommendations because, as stated above, the City has only been 
reimbursed for expenditures that are within the legislative language and were all 
approved by DFA. 
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Additionally, the City requests the fifth bullet be deleted because the City’s Purchasing 
Director is authorized to award a competitively bid contract to a qualified vendor even in 
cases where there is only one bid.  The City suggests that the City’s portion and the 
MPO’s portion of the Recommendations be revised to read as follows: 
 
Recommendations 
 
The City of Santa Fe should 

• Consider evaluating its project cost accounting methods to ensure the accuracy of 
cost per trail and improve tracking trail project costs. 

• Comply with new, added, Department of Finance and Administration’s grant 
agreements 6 year requirements for maintaining procurement documents. 

• If necessary, modify its existing bike trail maintenance plan and budget to ensure 
the infrastructure is safe and accessible. 

  
 The Santa Fe Metropolitan Planning Organization should 

• Coordinate with the City to use the MPO’s federal funding to implement a 
systematic bicyclist count and survey program. 

• Coordinate with the City and other appropriate agencies to quantify the economic 
impact of bicycle infrastructure investments, in particular the upcoming 
International Mountain Bicycle Association conference to be held in Santa Fe in 
October 2012. 
 

We appreciate your consideration of our comments in regards to issuance of your final 
report.  If you wish to discuss this matter please feel to contact me at your convenience. I 
can be reached at 670-5816. 
 
Respectfully yours, 
 

 
 

Robert P. Romero, 
City Manager 
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The Department of Finance and Administration did not provide a response for the Santa Fe Bikeways evaluation at 
the time of this printing. 
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APPENDIX A:  Evaluation Objectives, Criteria and Scope 

Evaluation Objectives. 
• Identify funding sources and intended purpose of the project(s). 
• Assess the cost-effectiveness of project planning, management and oversight, and whether the 

project’s results met the intended purpose. 
• As appropriate, assess the implementation status of incomplete projects and whether they are on-

time and on-budget. 
• Verify compliance with applicable laws, rules, and regulations. 

 
Criteria for Selected Projects 

• Large appropriation amounts (greater than $2.5 million). 
• Ranked "red" or “yellow” in quarterly status report. 
• Completed or near-completed projects.   
• Legislative interest, request and/or known risk. 
• Representative combination of agencies and sponsorships. 

 
Scope and Methodology. 

• Review appropriation language for all funding sources 
• Review previous internal and external audit reports, including reports by oversight agencies  
• Review policies and procedures 
• Interview appropriate agency staff 
• Tour facilities and visit project sites  
• Identify and review project contracts, grants, memorandum of understanding (MOU), and joint power 

agreements (JPA) 
• Assess project management, outcomes and progress 

 
Authority for Evaluation.   LFC is authorized under the provisions of Section 2-5-3 NMSA 1978 to examine laws 
governing the finances and operations of departments, agencies, and institutions of New Mexico and all of its 
political subdivisions; the effects of laws on the proper functioning of these governmental units; and the policies 
and costs.   LFC is also authorized to make recommendations for change to the Legislature.   In furtherance of its 
statutory responsibility, LFC may conduct inquiries into specific transactions affecting the operating policies and 
cost of governmental units and their compliance with state laws. 
 
Evaluation Team. 
Jeff Canney, Program Evaluator/Team Lead 
Brenda D.  Fresquez, Program Evaluator 
 
Exit Conferences.   The contents of this report were discussed with the Department of Finance and Administration, 
the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico Environment Department, Mesalands Community College and the New Mexico 
Higher Education Department on May 22 and 23, 2012. 
 
Report Distribution.   This report is intended for the information of the Office of the Governor; the Department of 
Finance and Administration, the New Mexico Environment Department, Mesalands Community College, the New 
Mexico Higher Education Department, Office of the State Auditor, the City of Santa Fe and the Legislative Finance 
Committee.   This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this report, which is a matter of public record. 

 
Charles Sallee 
Deputy Director for Program Evaluation 
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APPENDIX B: Santa Fe Judicial Complex Remediation 
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APPENDIX C: U.S. Wind Power Capacity by State 
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APPENDIX D: New Mexico Environment Department 3rd Quarter Report Card 
 
Performance Overview:  The Department of Environment’s performance measures indicate it is fulfilling 
permitting and inspection duties that provide it with information about environmental quality and protection. The 
correction of food inspection violations remains an area of needed improvement that warrants further agency action.  
 

Water Quality Program Budget: 
$20,770,100 

FTE: 
186.5 

FY11 
Actual 

FY12 
Target Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Rating 

1 
Percent of permitted groundwater discharge facilities receiving 
annual compliance evaluations and annual field inspections 
(cumulative)* 

54% 50% 10.1% 19.1% 32.6%   

2 
Percent of permitted facilities where monitoring results do not 
exceed standards* (Equivalent to “successfully prevented 
groundwater pollution”) 

72% 70% 72.1% 72.3% 71.7%   

3 

Percent of cases in which Sandia national labs (SNL) and Los 
Alamos national lab are notified of agency action on document 
submittals within the timeframes specified in the executed 
consent orders 

92% 90% 100% 100% n/a   

4 Percent of large quantity hazardous waste generators (LQGs)  
inspected (cumulative)* 45.7% 20% 3.1% 10.2% 20%   

Program Rating    
Comments:  The program is slightly off pace in evaluating and inspecting groundwater discharge facilities, citing inspection 
staff vacancies that the agency had hoped to fill during the third quarter.  NMED anticipates the inspections will increase 
throughout the fourth quarter, and that the target will be met.  The measure pertaining to the laboratories does not include data 
for the third quarter, as the agency reports that it did not notify either laboratory of actions during that time. The program is 
successful in performing inspections, though with the exception of measure 2, the results do little to indicate whether pollution 
is prevented or water quality is improving.  
Environmental Health 
Program 

Budget: 
$9,540,900 

FTE:  
132 

FY11 
Actual 

FY12 
Target Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Rating 

5 Percent of new septic tank inspections completed.* 78% 60% 70.3% 72.6% 79%   

6 
Percent of high risk food related violations corrected within the 
timeframes noted on the inspection report issued to permitted 
commercial food establishments.* 

84% 100% 83% 82% 85%   

7 
Percent of radiation -producing machine inspections completed 
within the timeframes identified in the Radiation Control 
Bureau Policies.* 

86% 85% 85.5% 78.2% 92%   

Program Rating    
Comments:  Although the program is performing its inspection duties with respect to septic tanks and radiation-producing 
machines, the correction of high risk food-related violations corrected timely remains worrisome. The program improved its 
performance in the third quarter, but the cumulative average for the measure remains at 83 percent. The measure relies on food 
service establishments correcting violations, and failure to do so could lead the department to taking actions such as 
downgrades, suspensions, and closures to protect the public from possible food borne illness.  
Environmental 
Protection Program 

Budget: 
$16,413,000 

FTE: 
196.5 

FY11 
Actual 

FY12 
Target Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Rating 

8 Percent of facilities taking corrective action to mitigate air 
quality violations discovered as a result of inspections 100% 100% 100% 90% 100%   

9 
Percent of serious worker health & safety violations corrected 
within the timeframes designated on issued citations from the 
consultation and compliance sections (cumulative) 

98.5% 95% 87.9% 98.8% 96.5%   

10 
Percent of referrals alleging serious hazards responded to via an 
on-site inspection or investigation (letter or phone call to 
employer) within 10 working days 

93.8% 95% 92.6% 92.1% 94.5%   

11 
Percent of permitted active solid waste facilities and infectious 
waste generators inspected that were found to be in compliance 
with the New Mexico solid waste rules* 

86% 75% 75.9% 83% 87%   

12 Percent of landfills compliant with groundwater sampling and 
reporting requirements 97% 75% 100% 86% 95%   

Program Rating    
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Comments:  The Environmental Protection Program’s measures are among the more meaningful in the department, as they 
provide information concerning improved worker safety and solid waste facility compliance with environmental regulations.  
The Occupational Health and Safety Bureau reported in its second quarter report that a Compliance Program Manager would 
monitor outstanding referrals and continues to assign compliance officers as priorities dictate to improve performance in 
measure 11. The NMED performance report does not include the measure concerning the percent of underground storage tanks 
in operational compliance with release prevention and detection regulations.  
Water and Wastewater 
Infrastructure 
Development Program 

Budget: 
$11,379,500 

FTE: 
83 

FY11 
Actual 

FY12 
Target Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Rating 

13 Number of uniform funding applications processed for water, 
wastewater and solid waste projects* 265 TBD 39 108 36   

14 Percent of public water systems surveyed to ensure compliance 
with drinking water regulations* 91% 89.2% 89.2% 88.8% 82.5%   

15 
Percent of public drinking water systems inspected within one 
week of notification of system problems that might impact 
public health* 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%   

Program Rating    
Comments:  The program’s second quarter performance indicates that it is meeting its water and wastewater infrastructure 
responsibilities to develop a safe drinking water supply. The FY12 target for the number of applications reviewed is not yet 
determined, as it depends on the number of applications that are submitted. The program processed all of the 36 applications 
submitted in the third quarter.  
 

Suggested Performance Measure Improvement 
Many of the department’s measures tend to be process-oriented, rather than providing an indicator of environmental protection 
or improvement.  For example, while it is important that the Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Development Program inspect 
and survey public water systems, the results of those inspections of the number of public water systems whose water tests 
exceeded standards, are of greater interest to the public. Additional outcome measures of interest include the number of food 
violations found by inspectors, the number of New Mexico’s surface waters that are impaired, the number of air quality 
violations, and a measure that reports on the number of workplace injuries statewide, compared with other states.  
* Denotes House Bill 2 measure 
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APPENDIX E:  NM Higher Education Department  3rd Quarter Report Card  
 
Performance Overview:  The Higher Education Department (HED) consists of two programs: (1) Policy 
Development and Institutional Financial Oversight and (2) Student Financial Aid.   
 
Without having a formal strategic plan for FY12, the HED set a number of statewide priorities, including 
revising the higher education instruction and general (I&G) funding formula. These priorities were not 
directly tied to FY12 AGA performance measures for either of the HED programs.  Where the HED 
generally reports annual, not quarterly, data collected from institutions, it is difficult to assess quarterly 
progress for the majority of departmental AGA measures.  

Policy 
Development 
& 
Institutional 
Financial 
Oversight 

Budget:  
$24,797.0 

FTE: 
33.5 
Perm 
24.5  
Term 
 

FY11 
Actual 

FY12 
Target Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Cumulativ

e Total Rating 

1 
Number of adult basic education 
students who enter into postsecondary 
education or training  

1,209 1,500 68 201 293  532  

2 
Percent of adult basic education 
students who set and attain the goal of 
obtaining employment 

55% 58% 55% 55% 13%    

3 

Percent of properly completed capital 
infrastructure draws released to the 
state board of finance within thirty 
days of receipt from the institutions * 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%    

Program Rating    
The department sustained performance in timely processing capital infrastructure draws for independent community 
colleges and financial aid allocations to all institutions. Nearly all of department’s metrics are context measures 
reporting annual institution-generated data, with few departmental operations measures or institution-generated semi-
annual or semester measures. 
Student Financial 
Aid Program 

Budget: 
$78,985.5 FTE:0 FY11 

Actual 
FY12 
Target Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Rating 

1 
Percent of students meeting eligibility criteria for 
need-based programs who continue to be enrolled 
by the sixth semester* 

62% 66% N/A 82% N/A  
N/A 

2 
Percent of students meeting eligibility criteria for 
merit-based programs who continue to be 
enrolled by the sixth semester* 

62% 68% N/A 86% N/A  
N/A 

Program Rating                                                N/A 
Comments: The department’s measures do not provide meaningful quarterly or semi-annual data, relying on 
institutional annual data.    
 

Suggested Performance Measure Improvement 
Comments:  Since there are no current AGA measures to track performance on the HED’s initiatives and since 
information used to record activity progress is provided by institutions annually, LFC recommends the HED be 
discontinued as an AGA key agency by the Department of Finance and Administration.  Instead of providing 
quarterly AGA reports, the HED could submit quantitative reports on how the department meets its statutory purpose: 
determining an adequate level and equitable distribution of funds to institutions of higher education; administering the 
state’s financial aid, private and proprietary school, and adult basic education programs; reviewing and recommending 
institutional capital projects; and creating and furthering the statewide agenda for public higher education, including 
studying current and future capacity needs. 

 


