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Javier Benavidez, et al.,
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V. Consolidated with No. D-202-CV-2015-05363

the Bernalillo County Board of County
Commissioners, et al.,

and

Consensus Planning and Western
Albuquerque Land Holdings, LLC,

Appellees/Respondents.
THE APPELLANTS/PETITIONERS’ BRIEF
ADDRESSING THE FILING OF THEIR
FIRST AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL AND
ALTERNATIVE PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI
IN CASE #D-202-CV-2015-04466
Introduction
The Appellants/Petitioners are filing this Brief to respond to the Court’s inquiry at the

April 27, 2016 hearing concerning the filing of the Appellants/Petitioners’ First Amended Notice
of Appeal and Alternative Petition for a Writ of Certiorari in case #D-202-CV-2015-04466. The
Court asked whether the Appellants/Petitioners’ First Amended Notice of Appeal and Alternative

Petition for a Writ of Certiorari was timely filed, and counsel for the Appellants/Petitioners

unfortunately was not able to provide an explanation to the Court at the hearing.



Following the hearing, counsel for the Appellants/Petitioners reviewed the Court record
in this matter. That review indicated that the Appellants/Petitioners’ First Amended Notice of
Appeal and Petition for a Writ of Certiorari was timely because it was filed promptly after the
entry of an Order of the Court authorizing the filing. The Court’s Order was entered for the
purpose of making this matter less complex by combining two of the cases that were filed to
challenge decisions of the Bernalillo County Board of County Commissioners (the “Board of
County Commissioners” or the “Board”) to address the proposed Santolina development
(“Santolina”).

The details of the events that lead to the filing of the Appellants/Petitioners’ First
Amended Notice of Appeal and Petition for a Writ of Certiorari are explained below.

Explanation

l. The Appellants/Petitioners seek review and reversal of five decisions of the Board of
County Commissioners pertaining to Santolina.

This matter involves two consolidated cases — case #D-202-CV-2015-04466 (“CASE
04466) and case #D-202-CV-2015-05363 (“CASE 05363”). In those cases, the Appellants/
Petitioners seek to have the Court vacate five decisions pertaining to Santolina made by the
Board of County Commissioners.

The five decisions are:

1. The Board’s decision denying the Appellants/Petitioners’ appeal to the Board

from a determination of the Bernalillo County Planning Commission (the
“Planning Commission”) recommending that the Santolina Level A Master Plan

(the “Santolina Master Plan”) be approved.



2. The Board’s decision denying the Appellants/Petitioners’ appeal to the Board
from a decision of the Planning Commission approving the zone map amendment

for Santolina (the “Zone Map Amendment”).

3. The Board’s decision approving the Zone Map Amendment.
4, The Board’s decision approving the Santolina Master Plan.
5. The Board’s decision approving the development agreement between the Board

and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings, LLC (the “Development Agreement”).

1. The Appellants/Petitioners initially filed three actions to address these five decisions.

The Appellants/Petitioners initiated this litigation by filing three separate actions in
which they requested the Court to vacate the Board of County Commissioners’ five decisions.
The need to file three separate lawsuits arose because of the different dates on which the Board
made its decisions and the requirement of Rule 1-074.E NMRA and Rule 1-075.D NMRA that
the Appellants/Petitioners file challenges to those decisions within 30 days of the date on which
the decisions were made.! The Appellants/Petitioners’ lawsuits and the decisions of the Board
that they addressed are the following.

1. CASE 04466 sought review and reversal of the Board’s decision denying the

Appellants/Petitioners’ appeal to the Board from the determination of the

Planning Commission recommending that the Santolina Master Plan be approved.

1 The Appellants/Petitioners filed within 30 days of the Board’s votes because it is not clear
whether the 30 days runs from that date or from the date of the Board’s written decisions.



The Board made this decision by a vote on May 11, 2015 (Record “[R”], 87879),
and issued its written decision on May 15, 2015 (R, 58864-58872), and CASE
04466 was filed within 30 days of each of those dates, on May 27, 2015.
CASE 05363 sought review and reversal of two decisions by the Board.
- The first was the Board’s ruling denying the Appellants/Petitioners’ appeal to
the Board from a decision of the Planning Commission approving the Zone Map
Amendment. The Board voted on this decision on May 28, 2015 (Supplemental
Record, 088926-088928), and issued a written decision June 1, 2015. (The
written decision is not in the Record; it is attached as Exhibit A.)
- The second Board decision was its approval of the Zone Map Amendment.
The Board made this decision by a vote taken on June 16, 2015 (R, 88312) and a
written decision issued on June 18, 2015 (R, 86821).

CASE 05363 was filed on June 26, 2015, within 30 days of each of those
two Board decisions.
Case #D-202-CV-2015-05476 (“CASE 05476”) sought review and reversal of
two of the Board’s decisions.
- The first Board decision was the decision approving the Santolina Master
Plan. This decision was made by a vote taken on June 16, 2015, and a written
decision issued on June 19, 2015 (R, 86811).
- The second decision was the approval of the Development Agreement. The
Board made this decision by a vote taken on June 24, 2015 (R, 88525); the Board

issued the final Development Agreement on August 10, 2015 (R, 88660-88725).



CASE 05476 was filed within 30 days of each of these two Board
decisions, on July 14, 2015.

I1. The Appellants/Petitioners obtained Court authorization to combine two of these cases.

In order to reduce the complexity of this litigation, the Appellants/Petitioners and the
other parties agreed that the third of these cases (CASE 05476) should be combined with the
first case (CASE 04466).2 In addition, the parties agreed that after those two cases were
combined, the Appellants/Petitioners would dismiss the third case (CASE 05476).

The Appellants/Petitioners therefore filed an Unopposed Motion for Leave to Amend
their Notice of Appeal and Alternative Petition for a Writ of Certiorari in the first case (CASE
04466) to include the claims presented in the third case (CASE 05476). A copy of that
Unopposed Motion is attached as Exhibit B.2

The Court granted the Unopposed Motion on Thursday, July 23, 2015, and a copy of the
Court’s Order is attached as Exhibit C. The Appellants/Petitioners received the Order on Friday,
July 24, 2015. On the following Tuesday, July 28, 2015, the Appellants/Petitioners filed their
First Amended Notice of Appeal and Alternative Petition for a Writ of Certiorari in CASE
04466. The Appellants/Petitioners then filed a motion to dismiss CASE 05476 on August 17,
2015, and that motion was granted on August 24, 2015.

The result was that the claims originally asserted in CASE 05476 were incorporated into

CASE 04466 in a timely manner.

2 The parties also agreed to consolidate the first case (CASE 04466) and the second case (CASE
05363), and those two cases subsequently were consolidated.

3 To the extent that it was inappropriate for the Appellants/Petitioners to rely upon the Rules of
Civil Procedure in their Motion, the Appellants/Petitioners apologize to the Court for doing so.



These events are summarized in the diagram that is attached as Exhibit D. The boxes that
are labeled CASE 04466 and CASE 05476 indicate which decisions of the Board of County
Commissioners were addressed by each of those cases. The sequence of boxes on the left hand
side of the page provides the history of CASE 04466 and CASE 05476, which are the two cases
that were combined into the Appellants/Petitioners’ First Amended Notice of Appeal and
Alternative Petition for a Writ of Certiorari. Finally, the box at the lower right hand corner of
the diagram describes CASE 05363, which was consolidated with CASE 04466.

Conclusion

The Appellants/Petitioners amended their Notice of Appeal and Alternative Petition for a
Writ of Certiorari in CASE 04466 pursuant to the Order of the Court. Moreover, the Appellants/
Petitioners filed their First Amended Notice of Appeal and Alternative Petition for a Writ of
Certiorari promptly after the entry of the Court’s Order. The First Amended Notice of Appeal
and Alternative Petition for a Writ of Certiorari therefore was filed in a timely manner.

Dated: May 4, 2016.

NEW MEXICO
ENVIRONMENTAL LAW CENTER

é/(f i ////// fﬂl;fu

Douglas"Mmklejohn Jaimie Park,
Eric J ang Jonathan Block

1405 Luisa Street, Suite 5

Santa Fe, N.M. 87505

Telephone: (505) 989-9022

Facsimile: (505) 989-3769
dmeiklejohn@nmelc.org, jpark@nmelc.org

Attorneys for the Appellants/Petitioners



Certificate of Service

I certify that on May 4, 2016 copies of this Brief were sent by electronic mail to:

Michael 1. Garcia
Assistant County Attoney
Bernalillo County

Bernalillo County Attorney’s Office

Fourth Floor

520 Lomas Blvd., N.W.
Albuquerque, N.M. 87102-2118
mikgarcia(@bernco.gov

Attorney for Bernalillo County

Robert M. White
Jordon P. George

ROBLES, RAEL & ANAYA, P.C.

500 Marquette Ave., N.W.
Suite 700

Albuquerque, N.M. 87102
robert(@roblesrael.com
jordon(ewroblesrael.com

Attorneys for Bernalillo County
Board of County Commissioners

John P. Salazar

Robert Lucero

RODEY, DICKASON, SLOAN, AKIN
& ROBB, P.A.

P.O. Box 1888

Albuquerque, N.M. 87103-1888

jsalazar(@rodey.com

rlucero{ewrodey.com

Attorneys for Consensus Planning and
Western Albuquerque Land Holdings, LLC

Hessel E. Yntema, 111
Yntema Law Firm, P.A.
215 Gold Avenue, S.W.
Suite 201

Albuquerque, N.M. 87102
hess(@vntema-law.com

Attorney tfor the South Valley Coalition
of Neighborhood Associations

Voo ML,

Doug]@ﬁ; Meiklejohn /




COMMISSIONERS

Muaggie Hart Stebbins, Chair
Distnet 3

Art De La Cruz, Vice Chair
District 2

Debbie O'Malley, Member
District 1

Lonnie C. Talbert, Member
Dstnct 4

Wayne A. Johnson, Member
[istrer 5

COUNTY MANAGER

Tom Zdunek

ELECTED OFFICIALS

Tanya R. Giddings

Assussor

Maggie Toulouse Oliver
Clerk

Willow Misty Parks
Probate Judge

Manuel Gonzales 11T
Shenff

Manny Ortiz
Treasurer

County of Bernalillo
State of New Mexico

Planning & Development Services
111 Union Square SE, Suite 100
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102
Office: (303) 3140350

s bernco gov zoning-building-and-planning’

NOTIFICATION OF DECISION
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

June 1, 2015

Western Albuquerque Land Holdings
P. 0. Box 56790
Albuquerque, NM 87187

SUBJECT: FILENO: CO2013-0006/CZ-20130009

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

New Mexico Environmental Law Center, agent for Southwest Organizing Project, New Mexico
Health Equity Working Group, and Pajarito Village Neighborhood Association, appeals the
decision of the County Planning Commission to recommend approval of a zone map amendment
from A-1 Rural Agricultural to Planned Community Zone in connection with the proposed
Santolina Planned Communities Level A Master Plan. The plan area is generally bounded by
Interstate 40 to the north, 118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mes:
on the south, and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west,
encompassing projected sections 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 & 17, TON, R1E and
sections 6, 7, 8, 16, 17, & 18, T9N, R2E and sections 32, 33, 34, 35, & 36, TION, R1E and
sections 30 & 31, TN, R2E, N.M.P.M., Town of Atrisco Grant, Albuquerque, Bernalillo County,
New Mexico and containing and approximately 13,700 acres, generally zoned A-1 Rural
Agricultural (Original request submitted by Consensus Planning, agent for Western Albuquerque
Land Holdings, Youth Development, Inc., and Central New Mexico Community College, and
Martin Eckert, agent for Albuquerque Public Schools).

DENIED THE APPEAL C0O2015-0006/ CZ-20130009 AND
CONTINUED THE REQUEST TO THE JUNE 16, 2015
HEARING TO CONSIDER SPR-20130004, CZ-20130009 AND
THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

ACTION:

To Whom It May Concern:

At the May 28, 2015 public hearing, the Board of County Commission denied the appeal
CO2015-0006/CZ-2013009 for a Planned Communities Level A Master Plan called the Santolina
Master Plan and continued the request to the June 16, 2015 hearing to consider SPR-2013004,
CZ-20130009 and the development agreement. The plan area is generally bounded by Interstate
40 to the north, 118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa on the
south, and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west, encompassing
projected sections 1,2,3,4,5,8,9,10, 11,12, 13, 14, 15, 16 & 17, TN, R1E and sections 6,7,
8,16, 17, & 18, TON, R2E and sections 32, 33, 34, 35, & 36, TION, R1E and sections 30 & 31,
T9N, R2E, NNM.P.M., Town of Atrisco Grant, Albuguerque, Bernalillo County, New Mexico and
containing and approximately 13,700 acres, generally zoned A-1 Rural Agricultural.

Sincerely,

E ANz (zan

Enrico Gradi
Community Development Manager
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SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

Javier Benavidez, James Santiago Maestas,
Roberto Roibal, the SouthWest Organizing
Project, the New Mexico Health Equity Working
Group, and the Pajarito Village Association,
Appellants/Petitioners,

V. No. D-202-CV-2015-04466
the Bernalillo County Board of County
Commissioners, and Art De La Cruz,

Wayne Johnson, Debbie O’Malley, Maggie
Hart Stebbins, and Lonnie Talbert, Bernalillo
County Commissioners,

and

Consensus Planning and Western
Albuquerque Land Holdings. LLC,

Appellees/Respondents.
THE APPELLANTS/PETITIONERS’
UNOPPOSED
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO AMEND THEIR
NOTICE OF APPEAL AND
ALTERNATIVE PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI
Introduction
The Appellants/Petitioners in this matter (Javier Benavidez, James Santiago Maestas.

Roberto Roibal, the SouthWest Organizing Project, including its individual and group members,

the New Mexico Health Equity Working Group, including its individual and group members,

EXHIBIT
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and the Pajarito Village Association, including its individual and group members) move the
Court for an order permitting them to amend their Notice of Appeal and Alternative Petition [or a
Writ of Certiorari (“Original Notice and Alternative Petition™), which was filed on May 27,
2015. Specifically, the Appellants/Petitioners request that they be permitted to file the attached
First Amended Notice of Appeal and Alternative First Amended Petition for a Writ of Certiorarl.

This Motion is not oppesed by either the Bernalillo County Appelleésf’Respondents (the
Bernalillo County Board of County Commissioners and the individual County Commissioners)
or by Santolina Developer Appellees/Respondents (Consensus Planning and Western
Albuquerque Land Holdings, LLC). However, both the Bemalillo County Appellees/
Respondents and the Santolina Developer Appellees/Respondents reserve any and all claims,
defenses. and objections that they have in response to the claims asserted in the Appellants/
Petitioners” original Notice of Appeal and Alternative Petition for a Writ of Certiorari and the
claims asserted in the Appellants/Petitioners™ First Amended Notice of Appeal and Alternative
First Amended Petition for a Writ of Certiorari.

The grounds for this Motion are as follows.

Argument

L. New Mexico law provides that leave to amend shall be freely given.

Amendment of pleadings is governed by Rule 1-015 NMRA. It provides that pleadings
may be amended only by leave of the Court if the amendment is proposed more than 20 days
after service of the pleading, but it also specifically indicates that “leave shall be freely given

when justice so requires”. Moreover, the State Court of Appeals has ruled that a district court



should not deny a motion for leave to amend in the absence of compelling circumstances:

In sum, the motion [for leave to amend] should not be denied unless there
is a substantial reason to do so. Toward that end, the district court may consider
factors such as whether there has been undue delay, bad faith or dilatory motive
on the part of the movant, repeated failure to cure deficiencies by amendments
previously allowed, undue prejudice to the opposing party, and futility of
amendment,

Macias v, Jaramillo, 2000-NMCA-086, 923, 129 N.M. 578. 583 (internal quotation marks and

citation omitted).
The facts in this case indicate that the Appellants/Petitioners” Motion should be granted.

I The Appellants/Petitioners’ proposed amendment is appropriate.

In this matter, the circumstances indicate that the Appellants/Petitioners” Motion for
Leave to Amend should be granted. The facts pertaining to this case are as follows.

A This litication is still in a verv preliminary stage.

First, nothing of substance has occurred in this litigation. The Appellants/Petitioners
filed their Original Notice and Alternative Petition on May 27, 2015. The Original Notice and
Alternative Petition requested review of a decision of the Bernalillo County Board of County
Commissioners (“the Board of County Commissioners™). None of the Appellees/Respondents
has filed a pleading in response to the Appellants/Petitioners’ Original Notice and Alternative
Petition, and no record of the Board of County Commissioners™ proceeding has been filed with
the Court. In addition, no scheduling order has been entered, and the case is not set for trial. The
only activity that has occurred since the filing of the Appellants/Petitioners” Original Notice and
Alternative Petition is that the Bernalillo County Appellees/Respondents and the Santolina
Developer Appellees/Respondents has each exercised their right to a peremptory challenge of'a

3



Judge to whom this malter was assigned.
There is therefore no argument that any of the factors enunciated by the Court of Appeals

in Macias v. Jaramillo. supra, would justify denial of the Appellants/Petitioners’ Motion for

Leave to Amend. There also can be no argument that granting the Appellants/Petitioners’
Motion will cause any other party prejudice.

B. The claims that the Appellants/Petitioners seek to add are related to the claim that
1s pending in this litigation.

Second, the Appellants/Petitioners” proposed amendment would add to this litigation two
claims that are connected to the claim asserted in the Appellants/Petitioners” Original Notice and
Alternative Petition but that could not have been raised in the Original Notice and Alternative
Petition.

The Appellants/Petitioners™ Original Notice and Alternative Petition requested review of
the Board of County Commissioners” decision denying an administrative appeal that the
Appellants/ Petitioners filed with the Board of County Commissioners concerning the Santolina
Level A Master Plan (“the Santolina Master Plan™). The Appellants/Petitioners™ proposed First
Amended Notice of Appeal and Alternative First Amended Petition for a Writ of Certiorari
would add to this litigation two other claims addressing actions by the Board of County
Commissioners pertaining to the Santolina Master Plan. The first claim addresses the Board of
County Commissioners” approval of the Santolina Master Plan. and the second claim addresses
the Board of County Commissioners™ approval of a development agreement pertaining to the
Santolina Master Plan. Because both of the claims that the Appellants/Petitioners seek to add to
this litigation are related to the Santolina Master Plan, both of those claims should be considered

4



in this matter.

Moreover. neither of the claims that the Appellants/Petitioners seek to add could have
been raised in their Original Notice and Alternative Petition. The Original Notice and
Alternative Petition were filed on May 27, 2015, but the Board of County Commissioners did not
make its decision to approve the Santolina Master Plan until June 16, 2015, and did not make its
decision to approve the development agreement until June 24, 2015. For those reasons, the
Appellants/Petitioners” claims addressing approval of the Master Plan and the development
agreement could not have been included in the Appellants/Petitioners’ Original Notice and
Alternative Petition,

The Court therefore should grant the Appellants/Petitioners” Motion for Leave to Amend.

T11. If their motion for leave to amend is eranted. the Appellants/Petitioners intend to dismiss
the separate case that thev have filed pertaining to these two claims.

Finally, the Appellants/Petitioners are filing a separate case concerning the two claims
that they seek to add to this litigation. The Appellants/Petitioners are doing this in order to meet
the deadlines for filing those claims since their motion for leave to amend may not be ruled upon
before those deadlines. If the Appellants/Petitioners” Motion for Leave to Amend is granted. the
Appellants/Petitioners intend to dismiss that separate case.

Conclusion
The Appellants/Petitioners therefore request that the Court grant their Motion for Leave

1o Amend their Notice of Appeal and Alternative Petition for a Writ of Certiorari.



Dated: July 16, 2015.

NEW MEXICO
ENVIRONMENTAL LAW CENTER

et %// L

Douﬂg% Melklejohn
Jaimig/Park

Erc Jantz

Jon Block

1405 Luisa Street. Suite 5
Santa Fe, N.M. 87505
Telephone: (505) 989-9022
Facsimile: (505) 989-3769
dmeikieiohn"c?nmelc.org

..................................

Attorneys for the Appellants/Petitioners



Certificate of Service
I certify that on July 16, 2015 copies of this Motion for Leave to Amend, attached
proposed Order Granting Motion for Leave to Amend. and attached First Amended Notice of

Appeal and Alternative First Amended Petition for a Writ of Certiorari were sent by electronic

mail and first class mail to;

Randv M. Autio John P. Salazar

Michael I Garcia RODEY. DICKASON. SLOAN, AKIN. &
Attornevs ROBB, P.A.

Bernalillo County Attorney’s Office P.O. Box 1888

Fourth floor Albuquerque, N.M. 87103-1888

520 Lomas Blvd., N.'W, isalazarigrodey.com

Albuquerque, N.M. 87102-2118

rmautio’abermnco, goy Attorney for Consensus Planning and Western

mukeare ernco,eqy Albuquerque Land Holdings, LLC
Attornevs for Bernalillo County

Santiago James Maestas

Hessel E. Yntema, 111 5735 Evans Road. S.W.

Yntema Law Furm PLA. Albuquerque, N.M. 87105

215 Gold Avenue, S.W. maestasy/@hotmail.com

Suite 20!

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 For the South Valley Regional Association of
hess’@vniema-law.com Acequias and the Center for Social

Sustainable Systems
Attorney for the South Valley Coalition
of Neighborhood Associations

Loy %//4 f

Douﬂl@ Meiklejohn




FILED IN MY OFFICE
DISTRICT COURT CLERK
7/23/2015 5:35:12 PM
James A. Noel
Gwendolen Lindquist

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

Javier Benavidez, James Santiago Maestas,
Roberto Roibal, the SouthWest Organizing
Project, the New Mexico Health Equity Working
Group, and the Pajarito Village Association,
Appellants/Petitioners,

V. No. D-202-CV-2015-04466
the Bernalillo County Board of County
Commissioners, and Art De La Cruz,

Wayne Johnson, Debbie O'Mallev, Maggie
Hart Stebbins, and Lonnie Talbert, Bernalillo
County Commissioners,

and

Consensus Planning and Western
Albuquerque Land Holdings, LLC,

Appellees/Respondents.
ORDER GRANTING
THE APPELLANTS/PETITIONERS®
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO AMEND THEIR
NOTICE OF APPEAL AND
ALTERNATIVE PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI

The Appellants/Petitioners in this matter have filed a motion requesting that the Court
issue an order permitting them to amend their Notice of Appeal and Alternative Petition for a
Writ of Certiorari, which was filed on May 27, 2015, and there is good cause for the motion.

It therefore is ordered that the Appellants/Petitioners’ Motion for Leave to Amend their

1
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Notice of Appeal and Alternative Petition for a Writ of Certiorari is granted.

It is further ordered that the Appellees/Respondents” lack of opposition to the Appellants/
Petitioners” Motion for Leave to Amend shall not constitute a waiver of any claims, defenses, or
objections that the Appellees/Respondents have to any of the claims asserted by the Appellants/
Petitioners.

Finally, it is ordered as well that the Appellants/Petitioners’ First Amended Notice of

Appeal and Alternative First Amended Petition for a Writ of Certiorari that was attached to their

Motion be filed.
f%@dy O . %W/m '
ANECX J. FRANCHINI
' STRICT COURT JUDGE
Approved: Approved by electronic

/s/ Douglas Meiklejohn

Douglas Meiklejohn

Jaimie Park
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Attorneys for the Appellants/
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Appellants/Petitioners’ cases addressing
Board of County Commissioners’ decisions pertaining to Santolina

CASE 04466

Bernalillo Co. Commission (BCC)
denies appeal of County
Planning Commission (CPC)
recommendation to approve

LEVEL A MASTER PLAN

5/11/2015 - BCC VOTE

5/15/2015 - WRITTEN
DECISION ISSUED

5/27/2015 - APPEAL FILED

CASE 05476
e
BCC approves BCC approves
LEVEL A LEVEL A DEVELOPMENT
MASTER PLAN AGREEMENT

6/16/2015 - BCC VOTE
6/19/2015 - WRITTEN
DECISION ISSUED

6/24/2015 - BCC VOTE
8/10/2015 - FINAL DEV.
AGREEMENT RELEASED

7/14/2015

APPEAL FILED

. l/

.

7/16/2015 | Appellants file Unopposed Motion for Leave to Amend
Notice of Appeal and Alternative Petition for a Writ of Certiorari to
include the issues from CASE 05476 into CASE 04466

|

Vs

\.

7/23/2015 | Court grants Motion for Leave to Amend

I

Petition for a Writ of Certiorari

\

(7/28/2015 | Appellants file First Amended Notice of Appeal and Alternative A

.

7/28/2015 - AMENDED
APPEAL FILED

p CASE 04466 CASE 05476 p CASE 05363

AMENDED DISMISSED BCC denial of appeal of CPC
' 8/17/2015 - MOTION TO recommendation for ZONE

MASTER PLAN /24/2015 - CASE DISMISSED BCC approval of ZONE MAP

BCC approval of LEVEL A AMENDMENT

MASTER PLAN 7/14/2015 - APPEAL FILED

BCC approval of LEVEL A

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT TR

CONSOLIDATED
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