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Buckman Direct Diversion

A joint regional project of the City of Santa Fe and Santa Fe County to build a reliable and sustainable water supply.

Memorandum
Date: October 6, 2017
To: Buckman Direct Diversion Board
From: Stephanie Lopez, Office Manager
Via: Shannon Jones, Public Utilities Department Director
ITEM AND ISSUE:

2018 Buckman Direct Diversion Board Meetings Calendar

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY:

The Buckman Direct Diversion Board meetings are normally conducted on the 1* Thursday of
each month. The meetings are held in the City Council Chambers. The following is the
proposed 2018 meeting calendar:

DATE OF MEETING

Thursday, January 4, 2018 @ 4:15
Thursday, February 1, 2018 @ 4:15
Thursday, March 1, 2018 @ 4:15
Thursday, April 5, 2018 @ 4:15
Thursday, May 3, 2018 @ 4:15
Thursday, June 7, 2018 @ 4:15
Thursday, July 5, 2018 @ 4:15
Thursday, August 2, 2018 @ 4:15
Thursday, September 6, 2018 @ 4:15
Thursday, October 4, 2018 @ 4:15
Thursday, November 1, 2018 @ 4:15
Thursday, December 6, 2018 @ 4:15

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

For your approval.

c/o BDD Project Manager, Sangre de Cristo Water Division, City of Santa Fe « P.O. Box 909 « Santa Fe, NM 87504 « www.bddproject.org
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Buckman Direct

Diversion

A joint regional project of the City of Santa Fe and Santa Fe County to build a reliable and sustainable water supply.

Memo
Date: December 7, 2017
To: Buckman Direct Diversion Board
From: Christi Manzanares, BDD Administrative Assistant{ 7
ITEM AND ISSUE:

2018 Fiscal Services and Audit Committee Meetings Calendar

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY:

The BDD FSAC meetings are normally conducted within the 1*' week of each month, prior to the
BDD Board meetings. Due to scheduling conflicts FSAC meetings will now take place on either
the first Monday or Tuesday of every month. The meetings are held in the Legal Conference
Room of the County Administration Building at 102 Grant Ave, 2" floor.

The following is the proposed 2018 schedule for Fiscal Services and Audit Committee meetings:

FSAC BDDB BCC
Tuesday Jan 2nd @ 1:30pm January 4t January 9 & 30™
Monday Jan 29" @ 1:30pm February 1* February 13" & 27"
Monday Feb 26™ @ 1:30pm March 1% March 13" & 27
Tuesday April 3 @ 4:30pm April 5™ April 10" & 24™
Tuesday May 1*' @ 4:30pm May 3" May 8™ & 29"
Tuesday June 5™ @ 4:30pm June 7® June 12" & 26"
Tuesday July 3rd @1:30pm July 5" July 10" & 31st
Monday July 30" @ 1:30pm August 2n August 14™ & 28"
Tuesday Sept 4th @ 1:30pm September 6" September 1 1" & 25™
Tuesday Oct 2™ @ 4:30pm October 4™ October 9™ & 30"
Monday Oct 29" @ 1:30pm November 1% November 13" & 27
Tuesday Dec 4 @ 4:30pm December 6" December 111 & 25

This schedule was drafted so as not to conflict with Santa Fe County Commission meetings and
miscellaneous City of Santa Fe committee meetings and City Council meetings, therefore dates
and times are subject to change.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

For your approval.

c/o BDD Project Manager, Sangre de Cristo Water Division, City of Sanita Fe « PO. Box 909 « Santa Fe, NM 87504 - www.bddproject.org



MINUTES OF THE
THE CITY OF SANTA FE & SANTA FE COUNTY

BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD MEETING

October 5, 2017
This meeting of the Santa Fe County/City Buckman Direct Diversion Board meeting
was called to order by Councilor Peter Ives, Vice Chair, at approximately 4:20 p.m. in the

Santa Fe City Council Chambers, 200 Lincoln Avenue, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Roll was called and a quorum was present with the following members present:

BDD Board Members Present: Member(s) Excused:
Councilor Peter Ives Commissioner Henry Roybal, Chair
Councilor Carmichael Dominguez Ms. Denise Fort, Citizen Member

Commissioner Anna Hansen [County alternate]
Commissioner Anna Hamilton
Mr. J.C. Helms [Citizen Alternate]

BDD Board Alternate Members Present:
Mr. T. Engelhoff [non-voting]

Councilor Michael Harris [Alternate for City]
Ginny Selvin [Las Campanas non-voting alternate]

Others Present:

Charles Vokes, BDD Facilities Manager

Kyle Harwood, BDD Consulting Attorney

Mackie Romero, BDD Finance Manager

Bernardine Padilla, BDD Public Relations Coordinator
Michael Dozier, BDD Operations Supervisor
Christi Manzanares, BDD Administrative Assistant
Debra Harris-Garmendia, BDD Fiscal Administrator
Stephanie Lopez, City of Santa Fe Utilities

Erika Lovato, Santa Fe County Finance

Alan Hook, City Water Resources

Marcos Martinez, Assistant City Attorney

Greg Shaffer, County Attorney

Kelley Brennan, City Attorney

Bill Schneider, City of Santa Fe

John Dupuis, Santa Fe County




Michael Kelley, Santa Fe County
Rick Carpenter, City of Santa Fe
Steven Horan, DOE EM-LA
Doug Hintze, DOE EM-LA
Cheryl Vokes, Citizen

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Councilor Dominguez moved approval as published. His motion was seconded
by Commissioner Hamilton and passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

4, APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA

With no changes offered, Councilor Dominguez moved to approve. His motion
was seconded by Commissioner Hansen and passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

The motion passed by unanimous voice vote.
5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: September 7,2017

COUNCILOR IVES: Any changes from staff?

CHUCK VOKES (Facilities Manager): Mr. Chair, no changes from staff.

COUNCILOR IVES: Very good. Any changes from the Board?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Yes.

COUNCILOR IVES: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: On page 10, on the seventh paragraph
down at the end of Councilor Dominguez, it says, “So I guess as the representative of the
public, thank you very much for, much for finding ways to make that happen.” Then it
says, “Thank you Commissioner Hansen.” 1 believe that that was stated by
Commissioner Hamilton. And then it goes to Commissioner Hansen.

Then over on page 11, the last paragraph, Councilor Harris, it says, “and I know
that the MOU expires and December of this year,” I think it should be, I think that’s not
what you said but you can correct me, Councilor Harris. I know that the MOU expires
“in” December of this year; do you accept that?

COUNCILOR HARRIS: Yes.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay, and I believe that is all the changes
I found.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: So moved for approval with those
changes.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Second.

COUNCILOR IVES: We have a motion and a second. Any further
discussion? All those in favor signify by saying “aye.” Any opposed? Any abstentions?

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.
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INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
7. Monthly Update on BDD Operations

MICHAEL DOZIER (BDD Operations Superintendent): Mr. Chair,
members of the Board, total average million gallons a day in September for BDD are as
follows: raw water diversions were 7.76 million gallons; driving water deliveries through
Booster Station 4 and SA were 6.61 million gallons; raw water deliveries through Las
Campanas were .85 million gallons and total treated and non-treated water storage at the
plant was .31 million gallons. The BDD was providing approximately 57 percent of the
water supply for City and the County last month. And if you’ll look down at the graph, at
the end of the month of September we did 206 million gallons which was about 40
million gallons above average for last month. I stand for any questions.

COUNCILOR IVES: Questions from the Board? Councilor Dominguez.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Thank you, is that September or August?

MR. DOZIER: September. Well, September is final because the report is
built halfway into September so I like to give the end of the month total just so it actually
looks like we did quite a bit there at the middle of the month but it ended up being 206
million gallons total for September.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: So in August we were way above the
average. :

MR. DOZIER: Yes we were. We’ve been that way for six out of the nine
months shown.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: So just given the rainfall that we’ve had
this year, have you seen any impact on the operation?

MR. DOZIER: So we have. We are just doing a little bit different
operation style to where as soon as we have a plant where we can start diverting again,
we’re starting all the pumps up at the river again. Whenever we have to shut down we’re
making sure that we have plenty of stock at the plant, plenty of raw water to treat to try
and segue away from turning off 4A and 5A.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Okay. So, Chuck, I don’t even though if
this is a fair question to ask, if it is even something that can be measured but are you
seeing any impact in the amount of chemicals or any of the other supplies that you need
for the facility?

MR. VOKES: Mr. Chair, Councilor Dominguez, it pretty much tracks the
amount of water that we make. Again, with higher turbidities we use more chemicals but
it is relative to that amount that we make. There is slight decreases when the water is
cleaner and of course increases when it is dirty but I just say it would track and that’s
pretty much what you see, Mike.

MR. DOZIER: Yeah, it pretty much does. That’s the only thing that we
can really track on it is while localizing the turbidity and making sure that we’re settling
enough in our pre-seds. On the average in the summer we do use more just for the fact of
the way the river is but during the winter we tend to use less.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: So you order supplies based on the trends

that you have.
MR. DOZIER: Based on that, based on time — we’ll want to keep our
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stock full as possible just so that we don’t have any issues. Along with the rain we can
get issues with deliveries because we can’t be delivering from the outside into our
building during a rainstorm and things of that nature. -

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Okay, thank you.

COUNCILOR IVES: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Can you talk a little bit about why you
think August and September were higher than average.

MR. DOZIER: One of the largest reasons we’re higher than average
during actually July, August and September was because of the flood flow conditions that
were done from February to May. So during that time we couldn’t be drawing — we
couldn’t request rights from the SJIC water, it was only native water that was being used.
So part of that situation was that we’re calculating a payback to compensate any native
water that was used during that time. Also, on top of that, there’s been just a large
demand this year. When we have had the rain it is more localized and it’s only for a
weekend or a few days. So temperatures and all have raised up the demand in Santa Fe.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: That’s not what I would have expected.
It’s the first year since they’ve been doing drought records that the whole state has been
out of drought for a month which — I mean, timing and location tells the important picture
so I know that there’s that consideration but it was just that I was a little surprised that
demand would be off under the circumstances.

MR. DOZIER: A lot of the rainstorms have all been in the nights that
we’ve been getting a lot of the rains so that also adds to it. If the day is nice and warm
the whole day, people still have on air conditioners or washing vehicles and things like
that. But if it rains at night it tends to settle a lot better into the land around us.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Thanks.

COUNCILOR IVES: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Thanks. What I’'m wondering is the
Canyon Road Plant and the Buckman, so if our flow is higher is the Canyon Road Plant
producing less?

MR. DOZIER: Usually that is the case. I mean if we’re both in an exact
percentage of 50 percent either one, that would mean no other wells or anything else
would be running. So that also adds into it because we have more sources than just the
both plants.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Are we using the wells?

MR. DOZIER: To my knowledge, we’re using a few wells in the City
wells not Buckman wells.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay, City wells. Okay, and I don’t know
if this is under your purview but the amount of capacity at Nichols and McClure is that —

MR. DOZIER: -- I don’t really know much about that.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay, somebody else can answer that,
okay. I’ll leave it there for now.

COUNCILOR IVES: Any other questions by anybody? The one question
I had was on the graph which is on the first page of the memorandum, it obviously list
averages and then 2017; what is the average based on?

MR. DOZIER: The average is based on since day one what we’ve done in
that month. So, everything other than 2017, 2016 back to 2011 would be what the
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September average would be based on.
COUNCILOR IVES: Very good. Ijust wasn’t sure if it was a limited
period or all the way back to the beginning, thank you.
Any other questions? If not, thank you for the report. Much appreciated.
MR. DOZIER: Thank you.

7. Report from the Executive Director

MR. VOKES: Mr. Chair, members of the Board, I have a brief report. 1
would like to begin my update by introducing our new fiscal administrator, Debra Harris-
Garmendia, and I would like for Debra to come to the podium and just introduce herself and
give you a brief description of who she is and where she came from. She is going to be one
of our key members of the BDD team so I’m very excited to have her start. Debra.

DEBRA HARRIS-GARMENDIA: Hello, Welcome. I’'m Debra Harris-
Garmendia. I’'m from Florida, originally growing up there and then I moved out to Santa Fe
and then I went back. And so now I’'m back again. I came out during the Hurricane Irma
evacuation, so that was an event to remember, trying to move during all of that. Prior to that,
I was a NASA contractor working out at Kennedy Space Center for six years.

My background is in finance, accounting, managerial accounting. [am a Florida
CPA. 1 also have forensic auditing and internal controls as my background. And [ have also
been a private business owner and a financial analyst. So I think I bring all of that to BDD
and I am very glad to be here. I’ll take any questions if you have any.

COUNCILOR IVES: Iwould merely say, welcome. It’s great to have you
on board and we look forward to your in-depth reporting on what’s happening out there.

MS. HARRIS-GARMENDIA: Thank you, nice to meet you.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: You’ll probably see more water in Florida
than we have in the whole state of New Mexico.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Welcome. We’re glad you’re here. We
have other refugees from Florida and so we look forward to working with you so thank you
very much.

MS. HARRIS-GARMENDIA: Thank you.

COUNCILOR IVES: Thank you.

MR. VOKES: Thank you. Okay, so big picture vacancies we still are at
three as our magic number. We have two advanced water treatment operator positions
opened and a BDD repairman. Ibelieve we’ll start the interviews for those during this
month. They have been advertised and the applications are in so with any luck maybe by
the end of the year we’ll hit the magic zero number: that would be great. At this point, that’s
all I have to report. I'll take any questions or if anyone needs any information.

COUNCILOR IVES: Questions? In that case, thank you for your report and
we will continue moving right along.
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DISCUSSION AND ACTION

9. Discussion and Possible Action on the BDD Board letter to New Mexico
Environment Department regarding Rio Grande Water Quality Regulations

COUNCILOR IVES: Kyle, if you want to handle this that would be great.

KYLE HARWOOD (BDD Counsel: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Good evening
Board members. As you may remember in prior months particularly Board member Fort
had asked that we draft a letter to the New Mexico Environment Department requesting a
meeting and an opportunity to talk with them about water quality exceedances in the Rio
Grande as well as creating standards for the public water supply use in the standard which
are currently undeveloped. So I drafted this letter for your consideration. I think as you
know Board member Fort is not here this evening, she did ask me to tell the Board that she
and I have discussed this letter and she is comfortable with this version, just for your
information. And I stand for any questions that you may have.

COUNCILOR IVES: Questions. Is everybody pretty clear on the regulatory
challenge, maybe challenge is the wrong word, but status I suppose in terms of trying to
establish water quality standards, the TMDL. Commission.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Thank you, Kyle, for writing this letter.

MR. HARWOOD: You’re welcome.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: And as long as Ms. Fort, Member Fort is
okay with this, then I am also good with this. It was her suggestion so I just wanted to make
sure that she was good with this also.

MR. HARWOOD: Yes, she indicated the same to me and she also indicated
that she would like to come to the meeting that the staff sets up so hopefully that is okay also
with the Board. Given her background and having run the (NMED) department in its earlier
incarnation it would be very helpful, I think, to have her present at this conversation.

We do — I’'m sorry, I should have mentioned this at the beginning, Mr. Chair, we
should figure out whether we just want a Chair signature here or if there are members who
want to individually sign, the signature line is to be determined.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: I just wanted to mention for the record
that Ms. Fort planned on being here but she texted that she had a family situation —

COUNCILOR IVES: Good. Councilor.

COUNCILOR HARRIS: Thank you, Chair. So, Mr. Harwood, public
water supply criteria had not been developed under the rulemaking authority. I’'m not sure
what all is behind that statement but it seems like that would be a fairly significant
undertaking. Is there some reason why that has not occurred in the past or did it occur and
just got put on the shelf? Can you give us a little brief history of that?

MR. HARWOOD: Yes, I attempted to explain my understanding of that at
a prior board meeting and my general sense is that the utilities that divert surface water for
drinking water purposes they have to meet the Safe Drinking Water Act requirements on the
backend of the water that they supply and so that tends to be the main regulatory driver for
the technology that is used and how facilities area constructed and how they are operated.
My working understanding is that there has been a kind of (process) where the utilities as a
group in the state have wanted to keep their focus and some concern about addressing
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source water quality as being a whole other regulatory system that would require action and
staffing , planning and funding. Iknow that when I gave that explanation a couple of
months ago I was then catching grenades for a little while so I don’t know that that’s the
only answer or even a complete one. But that is my general understanding. What
particularly Board member Fort wanted to do was to visit with NMED about confirming
whether that’s the case, whether there are other things that we ought to be aware of and then
to press them to consider creating those standards and ask them to respond.

COUNCILOR HARRIS: All right. Well, thanks for the reminder. So it’s
not even a matter that it is underway, it’s been discussed, but it’s not been initiated in any
formal way.

MR. HARWOOD: That’s my understanding. I don’t want to ascribe a
very high level of confidence to that but that’s my understanding. I think generally speaking
the Environment Department is working really hard on their core functions and creating new
standards for use category is probably not part of their current functions , I suspect.

COUNCILOR HARRIS: Thank you, sir. Thank you, Chair.

COUNCILOR IVES: Councilor.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I was going to ask a
question somewhat similar to that. The letter is fine I think, I am in support of it. And you
know those folks there at the state better than I do but do you think that this letter articulates
a sense of urgency or maybe using really strong lawyer language to make sure that we’re
sincere about this.

MR. HARWOOD: The current drafting of it does not scream emergency
but I think after this is delivered we can follow up appropriately in person and by phone to
make sure that the staff there knows it is a priority for this group, and if we don’t get a
response that we’re going to ask them to come here, perhaps, and speak to us. So I think we
can make it urgent — we can increase the urgency if we don’t get a response that meets your
needs.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: So what does that timeline look like
because we’re getting in a whole political season. There’s going to be a lot of changes —
maybe not, [ don’t know. But I'm just wondering if this is going to be one of those things
that just gets put to the bottom of the stack.

MR. HARWOOD: I will do everything I can to make sure it doesn’t go to
the bottom of the stack and if it does I’ll report back so we can evaluate additional options.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Okay, very good. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

COUNCILOR IVES: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Mr. Harwood, you mentioned things that
would be discussed with NMED and this is pertinent to a question about what these criteria
mean. Like what the process is and in a different state so it may or may not be applicable
here, one of the concerns about setting up criteria is what you do if they’re broken. Part of
what you have to consider is what the actions will be if criteria exceeded. So for other
designated uses when they’re exceeded there is a whole EPA process and they get listed,
and then there are mitigation things or blah blah. So I think in another place it raises the
issue of whether if the source water, if you have specific criteria and source waters exceed
and you do have to stop withdrawing water even though there is also treatment — so 1t gets —
well, that might be something that can be added to the discussion list.
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MR. HARWOOD: That’s a very good point. Ididn’t get into that level of
detail but depending on how the criteria are set and where they’re set and whether '
exceedances occur how those exceedances are handled is obviously a major issue.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Do other states have this water quality
supply criteria?

MR. HARWOOD: Yes.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Like Colorado?

MR. HARWOOD: Yes, I believe —

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: And so with the Colorado is it mostly
adjudicated in that way with public water supply criteria?

MR. HARWOOD: Yes, my understanding is that there are a number of
other western states that do have public water supply criteria established but their regulatory
systems tend to differ from ours as well in some manner.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: And since the Rio Grande is considered an
endangered river — is that its official —

MR. HARWOOD: That is its official demgnatlon according to American
Rivers, a non-profit.

COMMIISSIONER HANSEN: Right. So being an endangered river does
that bring the criteria higher to the top of the list of something that needs to be done?

MR. HARWOOD: No I don’t think those two are tied. We have
endangered species in the Rio Grande. But the endangered river designation from the
American Rivers advocacy group was to bring attention and media, I believe, and funding
and a lot of policy attention to the Rio Grande. I don’t see that carrying over into the
regulatory environment directly.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay, and who would be the regulatory
environment at NMED that we would be dealing with?

MR. HARWOOD: Surface Water Quality Bureau.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay.

MR. HARWOOD: Yes, ma’am.

COUNCILOR IVES: Councilor.

COUNCILOR HARRIS: Thank you, Chalr And this may be a question for
you, Mr. Vokes and this is just, I’'m curious, it kind of follows up on Commissioner
Hamilton’s question. But if for instance there was an issue at the City of Espafiola’s plant,
an exceedance of some sort or out of compliance, do we ever receive notification? Is that
just part of any standard protocol?

MR. VOKES: Mr. Chair, Councilor, I don’t know the answer to that
question. It certainly is something that I can find out. In the time that I have been here 1
have never seen that happen. So, again, we can find out but I don’t know the answer.

COUNCILOR HARRIS: Yeah, as time allows if you would and I assume
if there was an issue that it gets reported to some bureau within the Environment
Department. So I would just be curious if, in fact, that has happened and if it does is there
any kind of notification. Seemingly none is required. I would be curious.

COUNCILOR IVES: Just on that point, my recollection is when we were
talking about the water studies of the different systems that were being done there was
mention of a 10 miles sort of look upstream and so Espafiola would exceed that so that may
explain why although we did ask questions about other various potential point sources.
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COUNCILOR HARRIS: It seems like it would almost be professional
courtesy if there’s an issue to those downstream.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Just as a point of interest in that regard,
there are other places like on the Mississippi River but it’s a network. It’s a voluntary
network. It’s a consortium and they do real time notification so it is similar to the early
notification system, although ours is entirely internal, very site specific for exceedances
because the regulatory pathway is much longer, there are delays. So it’s not relevant to
operations for withdrawal and that sort of thing. So if there is interest, there is at least that
one model that [ know about.

COUNCILOR IVES: Anything else.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Mr. Chair, I move for approval.

COUNCILOR IVES: Very good.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Second.

COUNCILOR IVES: We have a motion and a second.

MR. HARWOOD: We'll be sure to bring back an update after the meeting
has occurred and if no meeting has occurred, I’ll certainly do it at the December meeting.
And we’ll go ahead and prepare it for the Chair’s signature if that’s all right and explain that
it has the endorsement of the Board.

COUNCILOR IVES: Very good. All those in favor signify by saying
“aye.” All those opposed. Any abstentions? Very good the matter carries and that moves
us on. '

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

10. Discussion and Possible Action on a new and revised BDD Board LANL
MOU regarding Rio Grande Water Quality.

MR. HARWOOD: Thank you, Mr. Chair and Board. This is an item that
we have brought to you a couple of times here in calendar year 17 ahead of the December
1¥ termination of what we call the 2015 MOU. Just by way of background I think you all
know that on the fourth paragraph on the first page under background describes briefly
the history of this Board’s engagement. At first it was a difficult path, I’ll be honest,
there were repeated requests in *07 and then the state legislature passed resolutions in
2009 and 2010 ultimately resulting in the 2010 MOU and we’ve had a good strong
working relationship with LANL staff since that time. It has not always been without
some continued efforts and some challenges that happen along the way like they do with
any intergovernmental relationship but it has been a positive one and it is one that has
yielded a lot of data over the years. And so the 2010 MOU was succeeded with the 2015
MOU and that is the one that is expiring on December 1% of this year.

This MOU seeks to sort of simplify and streamline the core elements of our
relationship with LANL. It provides funding for some very important sampling in the
Rio Grande, sampling program that Mr. Vokes’ staff implements and provides the
structure for that grant funding which has successfully come through to the Board
regularly under the current MOU and then it also describes the early notification system
which I think you all know is a key part of our relationship right now allowing Mr.
Vokes’s operators to decrease diversions and eliminate or stop diversions actually when
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there is flow in LA Pueblo Canyon. _

This is the staff recommended MOU that comes as a result of the meetings with
LANL staff this year. It is an MOU. It is not a contract. It does not result from a
settlement agreement. It is a written document that evidences a cooperative agreement by
the National Nuclear Safety Administration to work with this intergovernmental board on
these issues of common interest and it’s, of course, been a very important relationship
since — for the last seven or eight years.

I’m sure there will be additional questions. We do want to reemphasize what I’ve
already mentioned which is the current MOU expires December 1%. We’ve been working
to bring this to you before the expiration of that current MOU. Chuck, did you want to
add anything? We do have two members of the LANL team here this evening. If you
have questions directly for them and I’ll — and I don’t know if there are questions for
them but I'll introduce them to the podium if you do.

COUNCILOR IVES: Why don’t we in light of their being here, see if
they would like to address any comments on the MOU? Welcome.

DOUG HINTZE: Mr. Chair, Board members, my name is Doug Hintze. I
am the manager of the Department of Energy’s Environmental Management Los Alamos
Field Office. As Kyle said, we’ve been working together with BDD for the last seven
years. I came in 2015 when we signed the previous version, the version we are under,
and we’ve been working for probably six or eight meetings on this draft MOU. I think
it’s a very good document as far as how it talks about the relationship; we have to meet
both organizations’ needs.

MR. HARWOOD: Thank you, Doug.

COUNCILOR IVES: Why don’t we open it up for questlons
Commissioner?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I have a number of things. I actually have
a few edits that I think would add to this agreement. I don’t think they are substantial in
any way they’re just kind of small items but on line 17, it says that —

COUNCILOR IVES: Which page?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Page 1 lines 17, “The Los Alamos
National Laboratory is owned and operated by DOE and is located on the —

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Pajarito Plateau.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: And then down on line 23, it could also
say, “...has been investigated under the 2005 (as revised) and superseded by the 2016
Compliance Order...” They are kind of minor things: I have a few more. 'After reading
over this a number of times, you know, I have expressed my concern. I feel that this is
kind of a weak document but it is only an MOU so that’s what we get.

But one of my big concerns is sampling and the commitment to the grant and
making the grant money committed to be in on time and assured that it is received on
time. Those are issues that I feel — I really didn’t like taking the sampling out of this
MOU and also I am really concerned about upstream sampling besides just in the Rio
Grande. I would like to see sampling also like in the canyon, in the LA Canyon and at
the early warning systems. I think that it is important to know what’s coming off of the
plateau and because the Rio Grande has so many contaminants in it —but [ don’t know if
there’s money for that because we’re limited in the amount of money that we’re getting.
So those are some of my big concerns is the sampling.
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And then on page where we’re talking about Agreement Principles and the
memorandum of agreement and protocols between the DOE and the Pueblo de San
Ildefonso, I don’t know how that is completely working but I know that there’s an early
warning station and I think it’s a kind of critical early warning station for us and so I'd
kind of like some more detail about how that is working if that’s possible.

I was thinking that I had some more edits but I don’t think that they’re
completely, I mean, I don’t think that they’re going to change this document. They’re
more editorial, like I just said in the last time.

Under the TREAT Study on page — I know that I’m kind of jumping around and I
apologize — I guess the E.5, Treat Study, it says, “will continue to examine” on line 108.
And then on 109, “respect to LANL L-A-N-L contaminants...” Yeah, I — Kyle, how do
you feel about this? Am I making substantial changes or I’m just adding details? I think
I’'m adding details.

MR. HARWOOD: I think you are as well. I’ve got three questions so far.
LA Pueblo Canyon sampling, I think we can give you a little more detail right now on
what’s going on right there. The San I coordination I think we can say something about
that. And I think it would be valuable for Mr. Vokes to speak to the TREAT Study and
kind of where it is and maybe that background will help refine whether you have any
changes to this paragraph. Should we do those three?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Yeabh, let’s do those three and then we’ll
move on to some more items.

MR. HARWOOD: Okay. Do you want to describe the Treat?

MR. VOKES: Yes. Mr. Chair, members, Commissioner, the Treat Study
was a study begun to really examine the microconstituents that re in the Rio Grande. We
are looking at parts per billion, parts per trillion. Things like if there’s caffeine in the
water, other things, and how effectively the BDD treats those out of the water, hence the
name.

The Board has funded I believe it is $30,000 each year for us to do that study.
That equates to two different samples and so we have done five samples over the last
three years. We have one remaining this year that we will be taking. As a result of that
sampling our intent is to look at things like the dosage of ozone that we’re feeding and
does that impact the effectiveness of those removals. Also, can we do anything with our
biofilters as far as making them more productive in order to influence the removal.

So that’s the base of that study is to look at those constituents that are coming
down the Rio Grande and see really how effective our advanced processes are. Most of
the things that we’re looking at aren’t even regulated in the United States. Some of them
are regulated in the EU but not in the US. But I think the fact that we have this advanced
treatment facility that we should do everything in our power to ensure that we’re making
the best water that we possibly can and this will give feedback to the operations staff,
perhaps we are backwashing the biofilters too often or not often enough or not vigorously
enough and again the impact of the ozone doses. There’s other studies out there that have
experimented with even fertilizing the biofilters or shifting the biology of the biofilters to
be more effective in these removals. So that was the design of the study and it is our
intent to continue looking at these results. We have not put together an initial report. We
are waiting for the last sampling event to see how we’re doing and how effective it is and
then we will look at our results, look at what others are doing in the industry and then see
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how we can improve our processes. Does that help y’all to understand what we’re doing
with the TREAT Study?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Definitely, maybe W1th regard to that on
line 109 I suggested with respect to LANL contaminants but it seems like you might be
talking about more than just LANL contaminants so, you know, we can delete that. But
maybe leave “will continue to examine the treatment efficiency.” And, thank you, [
appreciate that very much. Okay, next.

MR. HARWOOD: I think one of the other two items you mentioned was
with respect to the coordination with Pueblo de San Ildefonso and I think you had the
most recent interactions with them, Chuck.

MR. VOKES: Certainly. You asked about I beheve the station is called
1099 or 110, the station that was taken out by the flood. When that event occurred the
BDD staff went and talked to San I and arranged for us to put a station there. We have a
station there that has a radar unit on it that measures the velocity of the water coming
through there. We have also within the last couple of months added a flow monitoring
system to that and both of those are in service and we are getting results. We are fine-
tuning our interpretation of those results but we are using that as an indication of flows in
that lower part of the canyon. It’s a very simple station. It was not that expensive and
it’s relatively easy to maintain.

One of the last flow events it was either last week or the week before I went out
there to look at the station and to see how the flow and — this kind of speaks to your next
question — the Environment Department was out there collecting the samples that they
take from that station and so that’s part of a bigger program where the Environment
Department and the Laboratory continue to do sampling all over those canyons. I can say
with regard to the BDD sampling program that we receive the grant from, one of the
things that we do a couple of times during each year is do a base flow where we’re
monitoring just water coming through the river not coming out of the canyon so that we
have a baseline to compare the canyon events to versus what is just coming down the
river. So that’s part of our monitoring too, is we do do a couple of baselines, we have
the funding to be able to measure those baselines and then measure the LANL events at
the BDD and then there’s a bigger pictures, more sampling going on by the Environment
Department and also by the Laboratory. And I believe that those programs are published
where you can see what they’re sampling for and when they’re sampling and all of that
data is then loaded into the Intelius database and, in fact, when Daniela Bowman who is
our regulatory compliance person puts out her annual report, she uses not only our
sampling but also the Environment Department’s data and Los Alamos data to compile
that into one report so that we have a big picture view of what’s happening as it impacts
the BDD.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: So how often does the New Mexico
Environment Department do sampling up there and do they share those samplings with
you directly or is it only on this Intelius database?

MR. VOKES: Ibelieve and I’'m not certain, but I believe that their
program involves whenever there is flow, that’s where their stations are set up. And they
have, again, flow detectors and when they receive a significant flow it turns on their
samplers. Those results are loaded into Intelius directly and that’s part of Ms. Bowman’s
job is to dig those numbers out and put them in our annual report.
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COMMISSIONER HANSEN: That makes me feel better. So we have a
station at San I, it’s simple but it’s effective. Okay. And okay, I’ll take a break and let
somebody else have some questions.

COUNCILOR IVES: Councilor.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Thank you, Mr. Chair. First of all, thank
you to staff for the work that you’ve done on this. I know that it wasn’t easy and timing
is somewhat of the essence. I have just one wordsmithing kind of issue and this is under
the Agreement Principles part, line 62, page 2 of 8.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: What page?

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Two of eight.

MR. HARWOOD: 1t is either 2 or 8 at the top or page 4 in the packet
numbering.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: It’s part of the Agreement Principles and
I’m not sure if you addressed this already, Chuck, but it says on lines 62 and 63, “DOE
will consult with the Pueblo as necessary regarding the use of information gathered
pursuant to this MOU,” can we throw some language in there that just says the BDD is
going to be notified about those consultations?

MR. HARWOOD: Certainly, Councilor. Can I suggest that we put a
comma at the end of the sentence and say “, and provide an update to BDD project staff.”

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: That’s fine. That’s fine. I just think that
the BDD — we don’t necessarily need to be a part of it but we need to know about what’s
going on.

MR. VOKES: Mr. Chair and Councilor, one of the requirements of the
MOU has been for us to have meetings twice a year with the Los Alamos staff and at
those meetings it’s my intent that we continue those meetings and at those meetings we
share information as to those types of interactions, what the sampling program looks like,
how many we’ve sampled, how many times they’re sampling. So those biannual
meetings would be the appropriate forum for us to receive the updates and so I wanted to
make you aware that we are having those meetings.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Maybe we can get that memorialized and
everyone can agree to it and we’ll move forward.

So some of the questions that I have really have to around the financing of some
of this. This would be page 5 or 3 of 8, lines 87 through 89. It talks about giving the
DOE some prerogative there on the most effective and technologically advanced
techniques to provide BDD with equivalent flow data. Iimagine that staff will be able to
determine whether or not we’re getting the supreme or the deluxe, right, or just the good
old plain pepperoni and cheese pizza.

MR. VOKES: I guess there’s a question in there. I can say that the
Laboratory, their sampling stations are advanced techniques, in fact, I went on a tour with
them recently in the last six weeks or so, and one of the things that they mentioned that
they’re replacing their monitoring with the radar similar to what we’re using and it’s
apparently what USGS has gone too. So they are staying up with the times and their
stations are not just stagnant dinosaurs out there. They do take very good care of them
and they are using the latest technology. In fact, they are very interested in the success of
our radar station. Ibrought in a consultant who is an expert on radar and they were
having discussions and trading business cards so, again, the relationship is a good
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relationship and I see nothing but that going forward.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: I don’t want to put such strong language in
there that would require some concurrence by the BDD, but if you feel like this language
is strong enough that we’re going to, you know, trust that even though they’re going to
have the prerogative we’re going to be making sure that they’re actually making sure that
they are getting the highest quality kind of product.

MR. VOKES: The agreement states that they are going to provide us those
results and, for example, when they have problems with their stations where it is not
feeding to BDD they have gone to a secondary system where we get emails from them as
to what’s going on. So they have been very cooperative and — again, things happen out
there and stations go down but they have been very, very responsive to taking care of
those stations and getting us the results that we need. I can assure the Board of that.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: So two or three other questions. Same
page lines 99 through 104, “DOE shall pay up to $96,000 in sampling and analytical
costs per year of the three years under this MOU...” So I guess the first is, $96,000 how
did we — what is that number based on?

MR. HARWOOD: It’s the same number as the current MOU.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: It will be the same next year and —

MR. HARWOOD: If you’re asking how we came up with the number for
the current MOU, it was a negotiation. We started high and they started low and we
ended up at 96,000. '

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Did we renegotiate that for this MOU?

MR. HARWOOD: Staff recommendation is to continue with the same
number.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Iknow what the recommendation is but
what did — did we negotiate? Did we say, Hey, make it 97,000?

MR. VOKES: Councilor, I can say that this amount has been an effective
amount for us to do the sampling that we need to do. In fact, this year up to the recent
rains we haven’t had any events to spend the money on. So there are some years where,
yes, you will have a lot of events and again we have to pick and choose, maybe not
sample every event but maybe every other event. But in most years this has been a
sufficient amount for us to do a wide suite of samples looking at a lot of different
compounds. And the fact that we get to choose when we sample and what compounds
we sample for has been very significant to our program because that allows us the
flexibility if we see something new or if something changes then we can change the
program without going and getting permission to do that. So we will be very responsive
to it.
COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: You all are the experts on that. 1 would
have no idea whether you needed another thousand or not but — so do we get to if we
don’t spend it, if we only spend 90,000, do we get to bank that other 6,000?

MR. VOKES: No.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: I’'m trying to find money. I’'m just trying
to find money. The ratepayers are the ones that are paying for this so let’s —

COUNCILOR IVES: Councilor, on that particular point, would you mind
if I asked a follow up question?

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Sure, sure.
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COUNCILOR IVES: Iknow it says and I’'m looking at line 94, “The
purpose is to provide both base-flow and event-based sampling of the Rio Grande when
triggered by notification of flows in Los Alamos...,” I think it would be very helpful if
we actually had some exhibit that actually described the protocols. So just — you know,
are we talking that we do four base-flow samples throughout the year; on what basis are
those done and then really how many events do we anticipate and what’s the cost for a
sampling round. Really, just to get a sense of what that $96,000 is intended to
accomplish. I think that would be helpful for anybody looking at this agreement to really
understand the protocols involved that we’re following for purposes of that sampling.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: So just two more questions. But on that
same page, that same paragraph, lines 103 through 104, “DOE will seek funding via a
grant to the BDD Board for the sampling and analytical costs,” can we require them to
notify when they are actually seeking that funding?

MR. VOKES: Wouldn’t that be within Doug’s process as to how that
works?

MR. HARWOOD: Yeah, is your concern that they let us know if that
funding request is successful or is there another condition?

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: I just want to know they’re trying.

MR. HARWOOD: If I might suggest the same edit that you asked for in
the San I B.1 section and to add, “and provide an update to the BDD project staff.” Then
we can let you know at a Board meeting whether there’s any of that update to Chuck is
appropriate for their report.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Fair enough. Then one last thing, the
dispute resolution paragraph this is page 6 of 8. Page 8 of the packet. Iknow that — well,
I guess I am a little, I don’t know if concern or — I trust lawyers, I guess. And I trust at
least for today and as we’re talking about this paragraph. But lines 188 and 189, it says,
“These representatives shall use efforts such as negotiations, facilitation, and mediation
to resolve the dispute.” And I imagine that that’s probably true with the relationships that
exist today. But who knows what the future holds. It may be a better relationship, it may
be worse. And I’m just curious and wondering what your opinion is, Kyle, if we need to
be more specific about what comes first and what puts us in the better position to truly
negotiation and try to remedy without having to, you know, start paying for mediation
and all that other kind of crazy stuff that comes with lawyers.

MR. HARWOOD: I really like the beginning of your prior statement
before you modified it. [laughter]

But what I can say is in the past seven or eight years we have had — we have been
able to resolve all of the issues that have come up through negotiation. There times when
it has been heated. There are times when I think that people took their ties off because it
got that heated but we have never had to go to facilitation or even mediation to resolve a
dispute arising under this agreement. So if we had had a different experience to date, I
would have some solutions to recommend but I feel that this language has served us well
and it’s our duty to bring back to this Board any material problem with this agreement.
This is an important agreement. This is an important topic for the function of BDD and
to assure the public that was very vocal when we were permitting this project about the
proximity to the lab, so we will, as we have, bring anything that cannot be resolved at the
staff level to your attention. And then this provision allows us to invoke facilitation or
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mediation if that becomes appropriate. But we have been able to resolve everything
through either a little “n” negotiation or a capital “N” negotiation.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: That’s usually always the first step
anyways.

MR. HARWOOD: Yes.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: I just want — I want to protect the Board in
insuring that that will be the first step, that a negotiation or whatever language you want
to use will be the first step and that we’re not going to just say that we’ve been down this
road before so let’s just jump into some sort of facilitation or mediation because those
can cost money and — Okay, that’s all I have.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Councilor, I have one thlng, Councilor
Dominguez, on just what you were talking about. I have some editorial words that could
possibly be added which were, “Alternative Dispute Resolution,” could be added in to the
last sentence. I hadn’t gotten that far.

MR. HARWOOD: So this is an addition to line 188 on page 6 of 8 on the
MOU?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Line 188, yeah, you could add,
“Alternative Dispute Resolution.”

MR. HARWOOD: Okay.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I don’t know if that helps us or — but [ was
just thinking it might be another legal term or another legal alternative that we could
pursue if things got too heated.

MR. HARWOOD: I can’t imagine adding in that language is a problem.
In my experience, ADR includes mediation and there’s other things I think that you’re
referring to in addition to mediation as part of alternative dispute resolution. It can’t hurt
to have that language in here and we can — and again, we’ve never had to go beyond
negotiation but having reference to these other mechanisms if they are needed is helpful.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Do you, Councilor Dominguez, is that —

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: That’s fine.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I just wanted to make sure. For right now
that’s it.

COUNCILOR IVES: Other questions? Councilor.

COUNCILOR HARRIS: Thank you, Chair. This may be a question for
Mr. Hintze, I’'m not sure. I am just curious, we have been reading the recent report, I
understand it has been around for awhile now but the recent reports about the plume that
has several parts per billion higher than perhaps what would be expected. So there’s been
some movement on that and it’s not really clear to me. It seemed like it’s further north,
those canyons north of where we sample for instance, but what kind of consideration has
been given when you consider this MOU to that plume which is not expected to be
cleared up and fully under control until 2048? Has there been any kind of discussion on
that, Mr. Harwood?

MR. HARWOOD: Councilor, generally speaking this MOU has
addressed surface water issues and that plume is, of course, a groundwater question. But,
Mr. Hintze, would you like to perhaps answer the question behind the question.

MR. HINTZE: Mr. Chair, Board members, the chromium plume, there’s
been a lot of press lately about the plume. In reality, the expectations are in line with
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what we were anticipating. And the reason I say that is because we didn’t do a very good
job over the last couple of years of describing the modeling that we are using. When
you’re looking at trying to look at a groundwater plume that is down 1,000 feet at the
aquifer, we’ve been putting out in all of our presentations a well defined shape that folks
seem to think it’s like if you’re walking around a lake up here in the surface. The fact of
the matter is that you’re looking down 1,000 feet onto the top of an aquifer and there’s
about a dozen wells that are defining that plume. What we just recently had was another
well that was drilled and that gave us that indication. We has already had modeling that
would indicate that there would have been that sort of mode out in the direction because
of what our understanding of the geology.

So really we did a poor job because folks were focused in thinking that you have a
complete picture of what that plume looks like. So, no, it is not outside of what our
expectations were it is just not what we had been showing on modeling.

Going back to how this affects the MOU here, again, just like Kyle said, that’s a
groundwater plume down on the aquifer, sitting down roughly 1,000 feet down below the
surface, rough estimates is it’s about a mile long and half mile wide, 20 to 50 feet that sits
on top of the aquifer. The date about cleanup in 2048, I don’t know where that came
from. Our internal measures here and the big issue is that it is migrating to the south,
southeast toward San Ildefonso Pueblo land so we put in an interim pump and treat
system that we’re starting, we started up about six months which is putting a hydrologic
barricade or barrier that it is holding that plume up onto Laboratory property. In the
meantime for the next two or three years we’ll be coming up with a final remedy because
pump and treat is not the answer. And so it will have some sort of either a chemical
and/or right now another solution is potentially molasses and what that does in either
case, chemical or molasses is to convert the chromium 6 to chromium. Chromium 3 is
immobile and it’s also in your multivitamins and so that’s what the ultimate answer is
and we expect that final solution to go out to the public stakeholders through New
Mexico Environment Department here in about the 2021, 2022 timeframe.

So, again, in reality not connected with the MOU surface water versus
groundwater but I just want to give you a little bit of update of where we stand with all
the publicity over the last couple of weeks.

COUNCILOR HARRIS: Right, and I mean I assume that others and you
mentioned the Environment Department really has a principal jurisdiction in terms of
working with the Lab and DOE on this matter so I’'m sure we’ll all be kind of curious
about how it develops and obviously sooner rather than later in terms of getting it under
control.

MR. HINTZE: And I’ll just make — one of the points is, the way we do
business is there’s three things that we focus on. One is safety. Second thing is
efficiency and the third thing is transparency. We have nothing that is classified in our
work and I have yet to find someone who does not agree that cleaning up and disposing
of waste is good. So we’re available at any time. We have given presentations on
chromium, I testified before the New Mexico Committee on Radioactive and Hazardous
Materials Citizens’ Advisory Board. So we’re available at any time to talk to anyone
about what we’re doing up there and how we’re doing it.

COUNCILOR HARRIS: Okay, very good. Thank you, Chair.

COUNCILOR IVES: Other questions? Before you go, Doug, and I think
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this gets to a host of questions that we’ve heard which is, okay, so this will cover

sampling basically by BDD — in proximity to its diversion but there’s perhaps a thirst for

the knowledge of the other sampling that is being done. And it sounds like there are two
entities that are doing their own sampling. LANL is doing it and I don’t know if that falls
under your jurisdiction up there. And then NMED is doing sampling as well and at an
earlier meeting we of course got a little ENS and sampling locations sheet that at least
depicts the current NMED sampling locations. And I presume all samples that are
collected then are loaded up to the Intelius system and are available to the public or
anybody dialing in to that location.

Would it be possible to get something that explams again the protocols that
LANL uses for its sampling program and then the same from NMED so that those could
potentially — and what I’m looking at is maybe some paragraph that says, other sampling
that is being performed by other parties. And simply have — I would love to see just as an
exhibition those protocols and then a reference to the website to where the Intelius
information is so that again folks that aren’t trying to go to twelve different places to try
and figure out what is known about the Rio Grande. So if we have references to that
here I think it strengthens what we’re doing here without creating any additional burden
on anybody or cost for anybody in connection with this MOU. So I am not trying to
change those fundamental aspects of it but it really goes a step towards trying to build
that third leg of the stool, the transparency side, because those points are something that I
don’t think any of us were necessarily totally clear on until the last few months as we’ve
been having these discussions. So, that would be the major change that I would propose
that folks might want to look at in connection with this document because that really
expands, again, public awareness of all the sampling that is being done and let’s folks
who are interested go and find it. Do you think that would be possible?

MR. HINTZE: Sure, I don’t think it’s any problem. We can work with
Kyle and Chuck to put in some background information that just kind of makes it a more
comprehensive picture of the sampling that is going on.

COUNCILOR IVES: Thank you. I just wanted to just make that point
before coming back to you, Commissioner.

MR. HARWOOD: Councilor, can I just be clear

COUNCILOR IVES: Yes.

MR. HARWOOD: So that is information we can bring you without
changes to the MOU; is that right?

COUNCILOR IVES: Well, Id love to see it just be in the MOU or have
the protocols. It doesn’t require any additional independent reporting. It simply says,
Here are some other sampling protocols that are being engaged in, as an information
piece to people who are interested in this and those people who are probably passionately
interested in this already are likely going to the site to pull that information in any event,
but really an effort to just sort of make it more transparent at the BDD level.

MR. HARWOOD: Very good, thank you.

MR. VOKES: IfImay. By including the protocols I would like to make
it clear that these are examples of the protocols but they are subject to adaptation as we
need to because that was one of the issues that we ran into with the first MOU, is we had
the protocols in black and white and we couldn’t change them. So if that’s acceptable
that this is a sample of the current protocols but they may be subject to change.
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COUNCILOR IVES: I presume that you’re referring to the BDD
protocols at this point in time.

MR. VOKES: Right, right.

COUNCILOR IVES: I think that is perfectly fine. And ifit’s an
attachment simply add in any change as an attachment to the document so that it is clear
what those changes were over time as an easy way to capture the information and let
folks know what has changed and anybody can go and look at it.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Mr. Chair, just about that, it’s very
specific. Now I'm a little confused. Are you saying that specific sampling protocols like
SOPs be specified in here? Because when you first started talking I thought you were
suggesting like having pointers to programs that would be related, other sampling
programs be pointed to here and references to the appropriate websites be included. And
that would be good information but at a deeper level of detail I would think that that is so
subject to change that it might not be useful.

COUNCILOR IVES: If those protocols exist on a website somewhere
having a reference to the website, again, so folks can satisfy themselves and understand
them is really the objective here.

MR. HARWOOD: I’d like to suggest that we bring back some locations
and sampling process description including perhaps a list of the analytes and see if that
answers the question because when you get to SOPs you’ve got analytical methods and
that’s a level of detail — but I think, if I understand the question, let us bring back some of
that information perhaps at the December Board meeting and if that suffices we can leave
it at that or if there’s further questions we can pursue that.

COUNCILOR IVES: Works for me.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: So just for clarification, Mr. Chair, does
that mean that we’re going to not take action on this today and come back for a second
reading?

MR. HARWOOD: I guess that is up to the Board. I was personally
hoping that that’s information that we can bring to you in parallel. It’s up to the Board.
If you’re comfortable with the MOU as it stands now but I’m hoping that descriptions of
LANL and NMED’s sampling programs that are in the landscape around this MOU is
hopefully something that we can bring you in parallel not edits to the MOU, but I don’t
know what your intent was.

COUNCILOR IVES: I think from my perspective that would be fine.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Good.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: What would be fine?

COUNCILOR IVES: So we could move ahead with action on this today.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: That’s fine. I would just make a —

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I’'m not done.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Sorry, I would just make a real quick
comment though, the next time one of these comes before us if we could get the strike-
out language that would be a little bit better. I meant to ask you that earlier but I just
never got around to it. Thank you.

MR. HARWOOD: Yes, sir.

COUNCILOR IVES: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay. So, pardon me, but the plume is
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frightening to me and when you talk about it being on top of an aquifer — it’s just scary to
know that hexavalent chromium is above an aquifer of that water that we’re drinking is
close to. And so I can’t be the only one that is actually traumatized by that thought. 1
mean, this is a very scary thought. So more assurances from LANL of cleaning up that
plume would be more than welcome. It’s frightening to me.

At the last meeting I did also mention that I was interested in putting clean up in
this MOU, but I recognized that reports on cleanup might not be the right place to put
this. So what I would like in our next conversation after we finish with this is talk about
possibly a letter from the BDD talking about cleanup and having you come on a
semiannual, maybe four times, regular intervals reporting to us about the plume and
that’s something that we can talk about in a moment because I do have another, one more
change that I want to add to the MOU. But I just wanted to express that while you were
at the podium how frightening it is to think that this plume is above an aquifer and you
know, or is in the aquifer and how damaging — my uncle lived in Hinkley, California. I
understand what hexavalent chromium does to people and how it affects their lives. If
you want more of a personal story I can even go in further, so, you know, he committed
suicide because of being exposed to that. So it is frightening to me and so I want to see it
cleaned up as fast as possible.

MR. HINTZE: And we agree with you. We need to do as much as we can
as soon as we can to take care of the hazard.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay, thank you very, very much.

Then I have one other small thing. I think we’re at line 82, it says, “Secondary
flow indication at all stations will consist of either a visual” so I'm wondering if we can
define secondary flow indicating or verification?

MR. HARWOOD: Do you want to answer that Chuck?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Do you want me to read that again?

MR. HARWOOD: No, I think the intent — this is line 83 on page 3 of 8:
“Secondary flow indication at all stations...” yes, I think this is describing that there is a
primary flow — Do you want to go ahead?

MR. VOKES: Yeah. Mr. Chair, Commissioner, I think it’s referring to
the system shall be able to trigger the low flow of 5 cfs. These other stations indicate
flow visually so there’s not measurement at some of the stations there is simply a camera
there that is an indication of flow. So that is what it is referring to. The main two
stations, 50 and 60, have flow monitoring where the other ones have visually monitoring
that there is flow in there. ‘

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay. And then, okay, I think that might
be it for me at the moment. A

COUNCILOR IVES: Other questions from anybody on the Board? If
not, what is the pleasure of the Board.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: I’ll move for approval with the — what’s
that?

MR. HARWOOD: Five edits.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: With the five edits that Kyle has notated.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Ionly gave you five edits?

MR. HARWOOD: I have five edits very clearly marked. Should I go
through them?
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COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Yes, please.

MR. HARWOOD: Okay. So I have two edits from Commissioner
Hansen on page one that were the initial comments and then one edit from Councilor
Dominguez adding text on line 63, page 2 of 8 about providing updates to the BDD
Board and then a parallel edit to line 104 on page 3 of 8 also adding for — so this is both
on the San I relationship and also on the grant process. And then the fifth edit I have is
adding language regarding alternative dispute resolution. We had — and the sixth edit is
to add “continue” to exam to line 108 as well. Excuse me, I missed that. So I believe
those are the six edits that we have specifically discussed in addition to some of the other
work that we have described outside of the MOU.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay, all right.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: I'll second.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Discussion.

COUNCILOR IVES: Further discussion.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: One of the other things I asked about was
the commitment of grant money to flow on time, to be received on time. So is there any
way we can put anything like that in this agreement that the money that Chuck and the
BDD need will be assured to be received on time and that there won’t be problems with
sampling, you know, because they don’t have the money.

MR. HARWOOD: Commissioner, I believe that the edit to line 104
which has us bringing you back any update in a failure to receive the grant money will
accomplish that and then we can transmit either informally or formally any concerns with
the timing of the grant money.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay.

COUNCILOR IVES: Very good, in that case all those in favor signify by
saying “aye.”

MR. HELMS: I would like to have that motion stated so I know what
we’re voting on.

COUNCILOR IVES: The motion was to approve the MOU with the six
edits that Mr. Harwood reviewed. And then there was a second made by — Councilor
Dominguez and then Commissioner Hamilton seconded.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: So just in terms of a process, what comes
next?

MR. HARWOOD: If the Board approves the MOU then I’ll create a clean
version based on my notes and Karen’s notes and we’ll circulate that to you. We’ll work
with Mr. Hintze on whether these edits meet his concurrence and at that time we’ll
circulate it for signature and bring you an update at the next Board meeting.

COUNCILOR IVES: So all those in favor signify by saying “aye.” Any
opposed? Any abstentions?

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

COUNCILOR IVES: Very good our MOU as amended is approved at this
point in time.
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MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC
None were presented.

MATTERS FROM THE BOARD

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay, I would like to ask if the Board
would be agreeable to having a letter written to LANL in regard to having a regular
report on cleanup at the Lab concerning the plume, concerning, you know, what
processes, how much waste is being cleaned up and I have to admit that Mr. Harwood
asked me if I had a wish of something that I would like and my wish is that we have of
the 35 sites that we have that are hot spots if we do one of those and do a sampling and
see how much it cost and how long it takes to get that one hot spot so we would know
what the other 35 hot spots possibly might cost. I don’t know if that’s possible but I’'m
interested in seeing what we have to deal with and these hot spots up on the Lab. And my
main concern is that I strongly do not believe in cap and cover and especially in an
aquifer that has a plateau that earthquakes and has — is a permeable surface and so I
would like some feedback on that as a possibility of something. But mostly having a
regular updated report about cleanup because I feel like that surface water that is running
off of the Lab is — there are plenty of contaminants and I would like to see that cleanup
report. '

COUNCILOR IVES: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Maybe we should get some feedback
from and what I’'m thinking specifically is that I think we’re maybe making some
reference to different types of contaminations. There’s hot spots, there’s legacy soil
contamination that would be relevant to our surface water and then to the BDD’s concern
of diversion from that same surface water and this while it is very dramatic and it’s an
issue in its own right the groundwater aquifer contamination probably is not directly
related to BDD concerns. And that’s what I wonder if you might —

COUNCILOR IVES: Before you go there let me just say, I think is
actually a much longer discussion than the nine minutes before we have to be out of this
room. What I would propose is that we put it as an agenda item for our next meeting so
that we can dig into that because I think there are questions of surface water, groundwater
and if BDD starts discussing or tracking the entirety of LANL cleanup we have work cut
out for us. '

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I do agree with you that it is a bigger
discussion then we have in seven minutes. But at the same time I would like to hear
some feedback from the Lab, LANL.

MR. HINTZE: Mr. Chair and Board members, as I said before, we do
everything in a transparent manner so we would be thrilled to come down and discuss
any aspect of the cleanup program up there and the waste management. I would also
invite anyone who would want to to come to the Citizens Advisory Board which is the
public board that is sponsored by Environmental Management. I speak at the Regional
Coalition for the LANL community and so just like you were saying, it is not a short
period of time so we can go into as much depth as you want to. We can have individual
meetings outside of the board meetings. But we welcome the opportunity to discuss what
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we’re doing up there.
COUNCILOR IVES: Thank you. So if we can all agree to have it on the

agenda for the next meeting.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Councilor Ives, I agree with that. [ am
supportive of that. But, thank you for allowing it to be discussed further.

COUNCILOR IVES: Other matters from the Board?

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Just two things, Mr. Chair. One is my
apologies to the recorder for not turning my microphone on sometimes.

Second just on behalf of the Chair of the Board I will state for the record and our
minutes that the only matter discussed during executive session of our last Board meeting
on September 7, 2017 was the matter as stated in the motion to go into executive session
and no action was taken. The executive session concluded at approximately 6:30 p.m.

Thank you.
COUNCILOR IVES: Very good, thank you as well. Mr. Harwood, do we

need to anything else in connection with that?
MR. HARWOOD: Nothing with respect to the last executive session. If

you are done with your agenda —
COUNCILOR IVES: Let me just make sure; any other matters from the

Board? If not, yes, please.
NEXT REGULAR MEETING: Thursday, November 2, 2017@ 4:15pm

EXECUTIVE SESSION
In accordance with the New Mexico Open Meetings Act NMSA 1978 Section

10-15-1(H)(7), discussion regarding threatened or pending litigation in which
the BDDB is, or may become a participant, including without limitation:
Discussion regarding Diversion Structure issues

MR. HARWOOD: Thank you, Mr. Chair and members of the Board, at
this point I would ask for a motion to adjourn and to go into executive session in
accordance with the New Mexico Open Meetings Act NMSA 1978 Section 10-15-
1(H)(7), for the purpose as stated on the agenda.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: So moved.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Second.

COUNCILOR IVES: We have a motion and a second to move into
executive session. Any further discussion?

The motion to go into executive session passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote with the

following BDD Board members voting in the affirmative: Councilor Ives, Councilor
Dominguez, Commissioner Hamilton, Board Member Helms and Commissioner Hansen.

Buckman Direct Diversion Board: October 5, 2017 23



ADJOURNMENT

Having completed the agenda, Councilor Ives declared this meeting adjourned at
approximately 5:55 p.m.

Approved by:

Henry Roybal, Board Chair

Respectfully submitted:

Karen Farrell, Wordswork

ATTEST TO:

GERALDINE SALAZAR
SANTA FE COUNTY CLERK
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Buckman Direct Diversion

A joint regional project of the City of Santa Fe and Santa Fe County to build a reliable and sustainable water supply.

Memorandum
Date: November 21, 2017
To: Buckman Direct Diversion Board
From: Michael Dozier, Operations Superintendent /D
Subject: Update on BDD Operations for the Month of November 2017

ITEM:

1. This memorandum is to update the Buckman Direct Diversion Board (BDDB) on BDD
operations during the month of November 2017. The BDD diversions and deliveries have
averaged, in Million Gallons Daily (MGD) as follows:

a. Raw water diversions: 3.31 MGD Average

b. Drinking water deliveries through Booster Station 4A/5A: 3.13 MGD Average
c. Raw water delivery to Las Campanas at BS2A: 0.00 MGD Average

d. Onsite treated and non-treated water storage: 0.18 MGD Average

2. The BDD is providing approximately 48 % percent of the water supply to the City and
County for the month.

3. The BDD year-to-date diversions are depicted below

Year-To-Date Comparison
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4. Background Diversion tables:
Nov-17 In Acre-Feet
Total SP-4842 . £ -N-
Montn | SIC+ | RG 32 (x)vi:.lvi SJC Call S:jésgf Sngg‘gaEl § cAcl:nI:/:;TsZ
Native Native LAS Total CITY LAS -
Rights |COUNTY|CAMPANAS CAMPANAS
JAN 395.248 | 84.736 0.000 310.512 | 310.512 0.000 2717
FEB 383.179 | 26.107 3.426 353.646 | 353.646 0.000 3.087
MAR | 547.849 17.804 11.643 518.402 | 518.402 0.000 4.564
APR 592.385 | 381.170 0.000 211.216 | 211.216 0.000 1.821
MAY | 488.240 | 478.925 0.000 9.315 9.315 0.000 0.072
JUN 616.871 12.970 0.000 603.900 | 477.780 126.121 5.517
JUL 626.113 | 23.719 0.000 602.394 | 484.406 117.988 5.429
AUG | 557.303 17.073 0.000 540.230 | 540.230 0.000 4.871
SEP 637.339 | 230.584 0.000 406.755 | 395.200 11.555 3.873
OCT | 444.333 | 127.611 0.000 316.723 | 316.723 0.000 2.938
NOV | 204.297 | 81.814 0.000 122.483 | 122.287 0.197 0.976
DEC 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
TOTAL]| 5,493.156 | 1,482.510 15.069 |3,995.577| 3,739.716 255.861 35.865
In Acre-Feet
COUNTY - TOTAL CITY Las Campanas BDD
JAN 84.736 0.000 307.795 | 307.795 0.000 392.531
FEB 26.107 3.426 350.559 | 350.559 0.000 380.091
MAR 17.804 11.643 513.838 | 513.838 0.000 543.285
APR 381.170 0.000 209.395 | 209.395 0.000 590.565
MAY 478.925 0.000 9.243 9.243 0.000 488.168
JUN 12.970 0.000 598.383 | 473.415 124.969 611.354
JUL 23.719 0.000 596.965 | 480.040 116.925 620.684
AUG 17.073 0.000 535.359 | 535.359 0.000 552.431
SEP 230.584 0.000 402.883 | 391.437 11.445 633.466
OCT 127.611 0.000 313.785 | 313.785 0.000 441.396
NOV 81.814 0.000 121.507 | 121.312 0.195 203.321
DEC 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
TOTAL | 1,482.510 15.069 |3,959.712| 3,706.179 253.534 5,457.291




2016 Buckman Direct Diversion Monthly SJC and Native Diversions

Total SIC Las Total
Available |CITY Campanas |Native Rio | Total BDD|SJC used
Total SJC |Convey- at BDD [Total SJC [Total SJC |Grande ([Surface [to offset
Release |ance Losses |Diversion |Diversion [Diversion |Diversion |Diversion |Buckman
Month (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-tt) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ff) Wells
JAN 328.16 3.03 325.13 325.13 50.54] 375.67
FEB 248.93 2.29 246.65 246.65 77.48 324.13
MAR 459.31 426 455.05 455.05 128.55 583.60
APR 562.55 5.04 557.51 557.51 145.95 703.46
MAY 407.82 3.63 404.19| 404.19 179.69 583.88
JUN 291.83 2.66 289.17 191.31 97.86 3426 323.43
JUL 360.03 3.26 356.77 251.89 104.87 113.93 470.69
AUG 133.52 1.22 132.30 88.75 43.55 67.55 199.85
SEP 313.61 2.52 311.09 311.09 316.73 627.82
OCT 585.70 4.23 581.47 563.60 17.88 149.97| 731.45
NOV 288.72 2.58 286.14| 282.09 4.05 122.83 408.97
DEC 277.86 2.22 275.64| 275.64 109.01 384.65
TOTALS | 4,258.04 36.94| 4,221.11 3,952.90| 268.21| 1,496.49 5,717.60

Source of SJC Releases in reporting month. Includes conveyance losses.

2016 ABIQUIU
Total Club at
Release Las
Month (Ac-ft) [City County  [Campanas
JAN 328.16 328.16
FEB 248.93 248.93
MAR 459.31 459.31
APR 562.55 562.55
MAY 407.82 407.82
JUN 291.83 193.07 98.76
JUL 360.03 254.20 105.83
AUG 133.52 89.57 43.95
SEP 313.61 313.61
OCT 585.70 567.69 18.01
NOV 288.71 284.63 4.08
DEC 277.86 277.86
TOTALS | 4,258.03| 3,987.40 270.63




2015 Buckman Direct Diversion Monthly SJC and Native Diversions

Total SIC Las Total
Available |CITY Campanas |Native Rio | Total BDD
Total SJC |Convey- at BDD |Total SJIC |Total SJC [Grande |Surface
Release  |ance Losses |Diversion |Diversion [Diversion |Diversion |Diversion
Month (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-1t) (Ac-1t) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft)
JAN 246.57 2.40| 24417 244.17 66.12] 310.29
FEB 272.15 236  269.79| 269.79 56.73] 326.52
MAR 180.19 1.60 178.59 178.59 178.02] 356.61
APR 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 40.13 40.13
MAY 226.67 2.15( 224.53] 224.53 238.73| 463.26
JUN 563.77 5.04| 558.72| 448.40 110.33 128.54] 687.27
JUL 299.65 2.70[  296.95| 234.93 62.02 148.67| 445.62
AUG 279.43 2.54| 276.89| 276.89 213.73]  490.62
SEP 552.16 498| 547.18| 547.18 130.85] 678.03
OCT 597.48 530[ 592.18] 592.18 80.41( 672.59
NOV 428.42 3.89| 424.52| 424.52 66.27|  490.79
DEC 197.65 1.76 195.89 195.89 111.20[ 307.09
TOTALS | 3,844.14 34.72| 3,809.41| 3,637.07| 172.35| 1,459.40( 5,268.82

Source of SJC Releases in reporting month. Includes conveyance losses.

2015 ABIQUIU
Total Club at
Release Las
Month (Ac-ft) |[City County [Campanas
JAN 246.57 246.57
FEB 272.15 272.15
MAR 180.19 180.19
APR 0.00 0
MAY 226.67 226.67
JUN 563.76 452.44 111.32
JUL 299.65 237.07 62.58
AUG 279.43 279.43
SEP 552.16 552.16
OCT 597.48 597.48
NOV 428.42 428.42
DEC 197.65 197.65
TOTALS | 3,844.13| 3,670.23 173.90




2014 Buckman Direct Diversion Monthly SJC and Native Diversions

Total SIC Total
Available |CITY COUNTY [Native Rio | Total BDD|SJC used
Total SIC |Convey- at BDD [Total SJC |Total SIC [Grande |Surface |to offset
Release  |ance Losses [Diversion |Diversion |Diversion |Diversion |Diversion |Buckman
Month (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-1t) (Ac-1t) (Ac-1t) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) Wells
JAN 383.35 3.74]  390.34| 390.34 12.68] 403.02
FEB 349,51 3.28 341.55 341.55 11.38] 352.93
MAR 373.88 3.66 381.69] 357.07 34.09 148.83 539.99
APR 178.75 1.70 176.78 92.46 84.47| 22722 404.15
MAY 491.46 4.61 480.35 389.13 91.22| 374.86] 855.21
JUN 427.50 3.96| 412.65 295.07 117.58] 292.84[ 705.49
JUL 425.22 4.14| 431.96| 399.51 32.46 72.32]  504.29
AUG 496.68 4.60| 479.66| 479.66 96.07| 575.73
SEP 552.71 5.40 562.83 562.83 84.85 647.68
OCT 381.93 3.63 378.30( 378.30 14246/ 520.76
NOV 441.14 4.09| 426.17| 426.17 11.59] 437.76
DEC 423.99 4.13 430.74| 430.74 19.56] 450.30
TOTALS | 4,926.12 46.94| 4,893.02| 4,542.83| 359.82| 1,494.66| 6,397.31

Source of SJC Releases in reporting month. Includes conveyance losses.

2014 ABIQUIU
Total Club at
Release Las
Month (Ac-ft) |[City County |Campanas
JAN 383.35 383.35
FEB 349.51 349.51
MAR 373.74 346.37 27137
APR 178.83 93.42 85.41
MAY 491.82 399.41 92.41
JUN 427.82 307.54 120.28
JUL 425.22 397.13 28.09
AUG 496.68 496.68
SEP 552.71 552.71
OCT 381.93 381.93
NOV 441.14 441.14
DEC 423.99 423.99
TOTALS | 4,926.74| 4,573.18 353.56




2013 Buckman Direct Diversion Monthly SJC and Native Diversions

Total SIC Total
Available |CITY COUNTY [Native Rio [Total BDD|SJC used
Total SJC [Convey- at BDD [Total SJIC |Total SJC |Grande |Surface |to offset
Release  |ance Losses |Diversion |Diversion [Diversion |Diversion |Diversion |Buckman
Month (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-1t) Wells
JAN 439.04 4.24 441.79 441.79 44.09( 485.88
FEB 261.03 2.47 257.94 257.94 10.49( 268.43
MAR 353.69 3.30 343.57 343.57 75.66[ 419.23
APR 680.73 6.34 661.33 661.33 89.47 750.80
MAY 1,045.27 9.88| 1,030.46| 1030.46 22.86 1,053.32
JUN 817.91 7.85 734.56 734.56 83.44| 260.03 1,078.03
JUL 606.85 5.90 397.47 397.47 78.83 476.30 138.43
AUG 108.68 0.91 41.68 41.68 36.91 78.59 16.46
SEP 136.77 1.43 63.86 63.86 53.76 117.62 31.68
OCT 255.24 2.46 213.87 213.87 42.66 72.92 329.45
NOV 196.45 1.88 187.02 187.02 8.48 117.33 312.83
DEC 293.76 2.63 274.19 274.19 12.25 286.44
TOTALS | 5,195.42 49.29| 4,647.74| 4,647.74| 304.08 705.10| 5,656.92 186.57

Source of SJC Releases in reporting month. Includes conveyance losses.

2013 ABIQUIU
Total Club at
Release Las
Month (Ac-f) |City County [Campanas
JAN 439.04 439.04
FEB 261.03 261.03
MAR 353.69 353.69
APR 680.73 680.73
MAY 1,045.27 1045.27
JUN 817.90 729.3 88.6
JUL 606.85 473.27 133.58
AUG 108.68 65.21 43.47
SEP 136.77 83.87 329
OCT 255.24 211.15 44.09
NOV 196.46 186.31 10.15
DEC 293.76 293.76
TOTALS | 5,195.42| 4,822.63 372.79




2012 Buckman Direct Diversion Monthly SJC and Native Diversions

Total SIC Total
Available Native Rio | Total BDD|SJC used
Total SJIC |Convey- at BDD |Total SJIC (Grande |Surface [to offset
Release |ance Losses |Diversion |Diversion |Diversion |Diversion |Buckman
Month (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) (Ac-1t) (Ac-ft) (Ac-ft) Wells
JAN 448.09 4.06| 447.00 411.56 5.02] 416.58 35.44
FEB 210.29 1.97 216.94] 208.13 32.21 240.34 8.81
MAR 335.75 2.94 323.61 312.85 59.21 372.06 10.76
APR 528.63 4.72 519.90 519.90 108.61 628.51
MAY 660.18 6.24 651.05 651.05 145.51 796.56
JUN 722.36 6.79 692.21 692.21 120.92 813.13
JUL 152.03 2.23 191.75 157.16 157.16 34.60
AUG 86.08 0.58 60.90 60.90[ 239.96] 300.86
SEP 637.17 6.05 630.92 630.92 110.07| 740.99
OCT 747.21 7.14 744 .87 744 .87 50.82 795.69
NOV 479.19 4.63 482.65 482.65 120.91 603.56
DEC 442.67 4.17| 434.71 434.71 119.44 554.15
TOTALS | 5,449.65 51.52 5,396.51| 5,306.91| 1,112.68| 6,419.59 89.61

Source of SJC Releases in reporting month. Includes conveyance losses.

2012 HERON EL VADO ABIQUIU
Total
Release
Month (Ac-ft) City County |[City County [City County
JAN 448.09 448.09
FEB 210.29
MAR 335.75
APR 528.63
MAY 660.18
JUN 27.21 695.15
JUL 21.42 130.61
AUG 86.08
SEP 637.17
OCT 747.21
NOV 479.19
DEC 442.67
TOTALS 448.09 48.63 5,401.02




S. Drought/Monsoon, Storage, and ESA Update

NOAA has recently (11/09/17) updated ENSO (El Nino/La Nifia) status to: “La Nifia
conditions are predicted to continue (~65-75% chance) at least through the Northern
Hemisphere winter 2017-18.” Heron, Abiquiu, and El Vado reservoir levels on the Chama
River are no longer rising. Local Upper Santa Fe River reservoir storage volume is slowly
decreasing, but that is normal for this time of year (about 47% full). The City has received
100% delivery (5,230 AF) from BoR of full firm-yield of San Juan-Chama Project (SJCP)
water. There are no water-related Endangered Species Act (ESA) updates. Updates on ESA
issues will be made as needed. Rio Grande Compact Article VII storage restrictions are in
effect, which means the City will not be allowed to impound “native” runoff into Nichols and
McClure Reservoirs above the pre-Compact pool of 1,061 acre-feet (AF) (unless ISC
relinquishment credits are exchanged). Rio Grande Compact status regarding Article VII is
not expected to change any time soon. Updates to this condition will be made as needed.

Most current City of Santa Fe SJCP Reservoir Storage:

Heron:
5,230 AF. 2017deliveries were 100% of annual total.

El Vado:
480 AF.

Abiquiu:
10,655 AF. SIJCP carry-over from previous years plus 2017 deliveries. No time limit to
vacate due to storage agreement with ABCWUA

TOTAL:
16,365 AF






Buckman Direct Diversion

A joint regional project of the City of Santa Fe and Santa Fe County to build a reliable and sustainable water supply.

Memorandum
Date: November 14, 2017
To: Buckman Direct Diversion Board (BDDB)
From: Bill Schneider, P.G. Water Resources Coordinator, City of Santa Fe W B
VIA: Rick Carpenter, Acting Wate.:r Diyi.sion Pirector, (;ity of Santa Fe \%/%
Shannon Jones, Acting Public Utility Directory, City of Santa Fe e

Subject: Information Item: Status Update on Water Reuse Strategy, Planning, and
Implementation

Purpose

The purpose of the memorandum is to provide information to the BDDB on the progress and
development of the City’s Reuse Water Implementation Planning efforts spearheaded by the
findings and recommendations of the Title XVI Santa Fe Water Reuse Feasibility Study (2017).

Background

The City has a long-standing commitment to water reuse, dating back to the 1950s. Today, up to
about 1,500 AFY of recycled water is used to offset potable demands primarily for irrigation of
golf courses and sports fields. Over the past 30 years, the City and County have cooperated on
studies that have evaluated water reuse options as part of an integrated regional water planning
strategy. These studies include Long Range Planning Study (1988), Treated Effluent
Management Plan (1998), Long Range Water Supply Plan (2008), Reclaimed Water Supply Plan
(2013), Santa Fe Basin Study (2015) and the Jemez y Sangre Regional Water Plan Update
(2017).  Under anticipated population growth and projected climate change conditions, the
Basin Study determined Santa Fe's water supply gap could be as much as 9,323 acre-feet per
year (AFY) by 2055 and concluded that expansion of water reuse as one of the most viable
strategies for mitigating the projected water shortages.

Current Status

The Basin Study led to development of the Santa Fe Water Reuse Feasibility Study (FS) (2017),
which sought to identify the highest value use of the reclaimed water currently available from the
Paseo Real Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) and potential flows from the Quill WRF, while
still maintaining lower Santa Fe River flows for cultural and ecological purposes. The FS
evaluated seven water reuse alternatives using an enhanced triple bottom line approach
(considering economic, social, and environmental factors), with criteria weighted by City and
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County project team members and concluded that the highest-rated alternative is “Full
Consumption of San Juan-Chama Project Water” via a Rio Grande discharge and return flow
strategy. This alternative has the potential to create 3,180 ac-ft/yr (City) and 225 ac-ft/yr
(County) of “new” water supply from the Paseo Real Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). This
alternative consists of constructing a new pump station and pipeline to convey both the City’s
and County’s portion of unconsumed SJCP water from the WRF to a point of discharge on the
Rio Grande just downstream of the Buckman Direct Diversion (BDD) intake, and return water
via routing back through the (BDD). Since this alternative only diverts unconsumed SICP water
from the WREF, native water will continue to be discharged to the lower Santa Fe River to
support downstream uses. The FS concluded the BDD diversion and water treatment plant
currently has sufficient physical capacity (18 MGD) to divert and treat these additional return
flows assuming operational arrangements can be made between the BDD partners. However,
the FS also recognized there are multitudes of regulatory, contractual, legal, public outreach and
economic issues that need to be resolved between the City and County, stakeholders, and
numerous regulatory entities before the BDD could be utilized for this purpose. As a result, the
City has contracted with Carollo Engineers to conduct a Reuse Water Project Implementation
Plan to further explore the framework for implementing a reuse strategy for the highest-rated
alternative.

Next Steps

The City has begun working the Water Reuse Implementation Plan to further evaluate the
highest-rated alternative “Full Consumption of San Juan-Chama Project Water” and will be
meeting with project stakeholders over the next 9 months. The City has submitted a grant
application under the Title XVI WiiN funding program seeking technical and fiscal support for
the reuse implementation planning efforts and is awaiting notification of potential award. The
City will report back to the BDDB periodically with Plan updates and focus on issues pertinent
to cost impacts, regulatory challenges and engineering factors. At this stage, the City has no
preferred alternative and is also simultaneously exploring other potential alternatives such as
aquifer storage and recovery along the Santa Fe River.
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Buckman Direcl Diversion

A joint regional project of the City of Santa Fe and Santa Fe County to build a reliable and sustainable water supply.

Memorandum
DATE: December 7, 2017
TO: Buckman Direct Diversion Board )
FROM: Mackie Romero, BDD Financial Manager ,ﬁ%{/

SUBJECT: Payment to the Bureau of Land Managemént

ITEM AND ISSUE:

Request approval of payment to the Bureau of Land Management in the amount of $74,565.65
for right of way rental agreements.

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY:

The Buckman Direct Diversion Board currently has several right-of-way (ROW) grant
agreements with the Bureau of Land Management.

NM 107524 Payment period (01/01/2018-12/31/2018)
Buckman Water Treatment Plant & Solar Site (31.07 acres) Annual fee $63,000.00

NM 108316 03 Payment period (01/01/2018-12/31/2018)
Booster Station 2A Solar Site (4.75 acres) Annual fee $8,036.64

- NM 120617 Payment period (01/01/2018-12/31/2028)
Fiber optic line (12.23 acres) 10 Year fee: $3,529.01

The rental fees for these agreements were included in our FY17/18 adopted budget and will
continue to be part of our annual budget request.

ACTION REQUESTED:

Staff recommends approval of payment to the Bureau of Land Management.

Approved by BDDB December 7, 2017

Commissioner Henry P. Roybal,
BDDB Chair

c/o BDD Project Manager, Sangre de Cristo Water Division, City of Santa Fe « P.O. Box 909 ¢ Santa Fe, NM 87504 « www.bddz'oject.org



14!



Buckman Direct Diversion

A joint regional project of the City of Santa Fe and Santa Fe County to build a reliable and sustainable water supply.

Memorandum
DATE: December 7, 2017
TO: Buckman Direct Diversion Board
FROM: Nancy R. Long
SUBJECT: BLM Right-of-Way Permits for the BDD Project

ITEM AND ISSUE:

Request for approval to file an application to convert to perpetuity, the BLM Right-of-Way
permits for the BDD Project

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY:

In 2008, the BDDB was granted Rights-of-Way permits to develop the BDD Project on federally
owned BLM land. BDDB has received notice the permits covering the raw water pipe line, a
potable water line, water treatment plant access, Booster Station 2A, Water Treatment Plant, and
the fiber optic lines are implicated in a proposed land exchange between the BLM and the State
Land Office ("SLO") projected to occur in 2018. Only portions of the entire Right-of-Way area
are proposed for transfer.

When such a transfer of land occurs, the holder of the permit has the option to convert the permit
to perpetual status for that portion proposed for transfer. That way, there will be no be split
jurisdictional status over the permits — part with BLM and part with SLO. If approved, the
conversion requires a one-time payment of rental to be determined in accordance with BLM
requirements. We do not yet know what the fee will be but BDD will receive credit for any
rental paid for that portion of the Right-of-Way converted to perpetuity.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

It is recommended that the Board authorize submittal of an application to convert portions of the
BDD Right-of-Way permits to permanent status with the BLM.

* Buckman Direct Diversion, 341 Caja del Rio Road, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506 www.bddproject.org *
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Buckman Direcl Diversion

A joint regional project of the City of Santa Fe and Santa Fe County to build a reliable and sustainable water supply.

Memorandum
Date: December 7, 2017
To: Buckman Direct Diversion Board ,
From: Mackie Romero, BDD Financial Manager :\)b/
Subject: Alpha Southwest, Inc. Amendment #5

Item and Issue:

Request for approval of Amendment #5 to the Professional Service Agreement with Alpha
Southwest, Inc. in the amount of $120,000 exclusive of NMGRT.

Backeround and Summary:

On June 17, 2014 the City of Santa Fe’s Water Division solicited and received sealed bids
(RFB# “14/42/B) for on-call services for mechanical and electrical repair. Alpha Southwest was
the selected bidder and was awarded the contract. The intent of this contract is strictly an as-
needed, on-call contract, with no guaranteed minimum.

On June 1, 2017 the BDD Board approved Amendment #4 for $50,000 to support the current
BDD Maintenance resources in the repair and maintenance of the Buckman Direct Diversion’s
facilities and equipment. Since this approval, BDD staff has identified the need to rebuild (4)
four pumps and motors at the Raw Water Lift Station facility. The initial estimated cost to
rebuild a pump and motor is $30,000. Therefore this request is to increase compensation by
$120,000 to cover the estimated cost of this project.

This request also includes an approval of a Budget Amendment Resolution (BAR) to authorize
funds from the Major Repair and Replacement fund. This request will make funds available to
cover the repair and installation cost, which meets the criteria as established by the Major Repair
and Replacement Fund policy.

Action Requested:

Staff recommends approval of Amendment #5 with Alpha Southwest, Inc. in the amount of
$120,000 exclusive of NMGRT and approval of the Budget Amendment Resolution (BAR).

Approved by BDDB December 7, 2017

Commissioner Henry P. Roybal,
BDDB Chair

* Buckman Direct Diversion, 341 Caja del Rio Road, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506 www.bddproject.orgzbk



BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD
AMENDMENT No.5TO
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
WITH ALPHA SOUTHWEST, INC.
#14-0842
THIS AMENDMENT No. 5 (the "Amendment") to the PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
AGREEMENT, dated August 7, 2014, and as subsequently amended (the “Agreement”), is made
between the Buckman Direct Diversion Board ("BDDB") and Alpha Southwest ("Contractor").

The effective date of this Amendment shall be the date it is executed by the BDDB.

RECITALS
A. Under the terms of the Agreement, Contractor has agreed to provide professional
services to the BDDB.
B. Pursuant to Article 18 of the Agreement, and for good and valuable consideration,

the receipt and sufficiency of which are acknowledged by the parties, the BDDB and Contractor

agree as follows:

1. COMPENSATION.

Article 3, paragraph A of the Agreement is amended to increase the amount of
compensation by a total of one hundred twenty thousand dollars ($120,000.00) plus applicable gross
receipts tax, so that Article 3, paragraph A reads in its entirety as follows:

A. The BDDB shall pay to Contractor in full payment for services rendered, a sum not
to exceed three-hundred seventy thousand dollars ($370,000.00) plus applicable gross
receipts tax.

2. TERM AND EFFECTIVE DATE.

Article 5 of the Agreement is amended to extend the term of the Agreement, so that Article

5 reads in its entirety as follows:



This Agreement shall terminate on June 30, 2018 unless terminated pursuant to Article 6,

3. AGREEMENT IN FULL FORCE.

Except as specifically provided in this Amendment, the Agreement remains, and shall
remain, in full force and effect, in accordance with its terms.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Amendment No. 5 to the

Professional Services Agreement as of the dates set forth below.

[BALANCE OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK;
SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]

Alpha Southwest, Inc. PSA 2014-Amendment No. 5 2



BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD CONTRACTOR:

By: Alpha Southwest, Inc.
Commissioner Henry P. Roybal, BDD Chair
Signature:
Date: Printed Name:
Title:
ATTEST Date:

Geraldine Salazar, County Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM

— Uarni R TBre,

Nancy R. L@é, BDDB CounséV

APPROVED

Adam K. Johnson, City Finance Director
7420.520150.130025

ATTEST

Yolanda Y. Vigil, City Clerk

File Date:

Alpha Southwest, Inc. PS4 2014-Amendment No. 5



Buckman Direct Diversion Board
Summary of Contracts, Agreements, & Amendments

Section to be compieted by department for each contract or contract amendment

1  FOR: ORIGINAL CONTRACT [~ or CONTRACT AMENDMENT

2 Name of Contractor Alpha Southwest

3 Complete information requested & Plus GRT

7 Inclusive of GRT

Original Contract Amount: $50,000.00

Termination Date: June 30, 2015

Vg Approved by BDDB Date: August 7, 2014
or by Project Manager Date:

Contract is for: On Call repair, replacement, fabrication and modification services for mechanical and

Amendment # 5 to the Original Contract#  14-0842
Increase/(Decrease) Amount $ 120,000
Extend Termination Date to: June 30, 2018

v Approved by BDDB Date: Pending

i or by Project Manager Date:

Amendment is for: |Increase cdmpensation for RWLS rebuild pump project.

4 History of Contract & Amendments: (option: attach spreadsheet if multiple amendments) # Plus GRT

7 Inclusive of GRT

Amount $ 50,000.00 of original Contract# 14-0842 Termination Date: 06/30/2015
Reason: emergency repair

Amount $ 50,000.00 amendment # 1 Termination Date: 06/30/2015
Reason: increase comp

Amount $ 50,000.00 amendment # 2 Termination Date: 06/30/2016
Reason: Increase comp and extend term

Amount $ 50,000.00 amendment # 3 Termination Date: 06/30/2017

Reason: increase comp and term
Amount $ 50,000.00 amendment # 4 Termination Date: 06/30/2018

Reason: increase comp and term
Amount $ 120,000.00 amendment# 5 Termination Date: 06/30/2018

Reason: increase compensation

o
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Buckman Direct Diversion Board
Summary of Contracts, Agreements, & Amendments

Total of Original Contract plus all amendments: $ 370,000

5 Procurement Method of Original Contract: (complete one of the lines)

RFP# City of Santa Fe RFB '14/42/B Date: June 18, 2014
RFQ [ Date:

Sole Source |~ Date:

Other

6 Procurement History: Year4 of 4

example: (First year of 4 year contract)

7 Funding Source: BDD Major Repair and Replacement BU/Line Item: 7420.520150.130025

8 Any out-of-the ordinary or unusual issues or concerns:
none

(Memo may be attached to explain detail.)

9 Staff Contact who completed this form: Mackie Romero

Phone # 955-4506

10 Certificate of Insurance attached. (if original Contract) -

|Submit to City Attorney for review/signature |
Forward to Finance Director for review/signature

Return to originating Department for Committee(s) review or forward to City Manager for review
and approval (depending on dollar level).

To be recorded by City Clerk:

Contract #

Date of contract Executed (i.e., signed by all parties):

Note: If further information needs to be included, attach a separate memo.

Comments:

20f2
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CERTIFICATE OF LIABILITY INSURANCE

ALPHA-7 OP {D: WM

DATE (MMIDDIYYYY)
1112712017

THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED AS A MATTER OF INFORMATION ONLY AND CONFERS NO RIGHTS UPON THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER. THIS
CERTIFICATE DOES NOT AFFIRMATIVELY OR NEGATIVELY AMEND, EXTEND OR ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES
BELOW. THIS CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE ISSUING INSURER(S), AUTHORIZED
REPRESENTATIVE OR PRODUCER, AND THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER.

IMPORTANT: If the certificate holder is an ADDITIONAL INSURED, the policy{ies) must be endorsed.
the terms and conditions of the policy, certain policies may require an endorsement. A statement on this certificate does not confer rights to the
certificate holder in lieu of such endorsement{s).

If SUBROGATION IS WAIVED, subject to

PRODUCER

Cress Insurance Consultants
6101 Moon St. NE Suite 1000
Albuquerque, NM 87111

Rame.~ Ray Strom

HONE. £xy; 505-822-8114

| T8 noy. 505-822-0341

ADORESs: Fstrom@cressinsurance.com

Ray Strom
INSURER(S} AFFORDING COVERAGE NAIC #
insURER A : National Fire Ins of Hartford 20478
INSURED Alpha Southwest, Inc. insurer 8 : Continental Casualty Company 20443
zlgugz’ér%i? NM 87119 nsurerc : Liberty Mutual Insurance 33600
insurer b : Valley Forge Insurance Co 20508
insurer & : Columbia Casualty
INSURER F ©
COVERAGES CERTIFICATE NUMBER: REVISION NUMBER:

THIS 1S TO CERTIFY THAT THE POLICIES OF INSURANCE LISTED BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED TO THE INSURED NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POLICY PERIOD
INDICATED. NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REQUIREMENT, TERM OR CONDITION OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT WATH RESPECT TO WHICH THIS
CERTIFICATE MAY BE ISSUED OR MAY PERTAIN, THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE TERMS,
EXCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH POLICIES. LIMITS SHOWN MAY HAVE BEEN REDUCED BY PAID CLAIMS.

[INSR

ADDL

SUBR]

LTR TYPE OF INSURANCE INSD | WVD POLICY NUMBER @P_%_‘c')%% (5%%6%1\5’% LiMITS
A | X | COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY EACH OCCURRENCE $ 1,000,000
clamsmene | X | oceur 5093812966 10/01/2017 | 10/01/2018 | BEbviaz s o occmonce) | § 100,000
L MED EXP {Any one perscri’ 3 15,000
PERSONAL & ADV INJURY 1,000,000
'L AGOREGATE LIMIT APPLIES PER GENERAL AGGREGATE 3 2,000,000
povicy | X | FBS: Loc PRODUCTS - COMPIOR AGE | § 2,000,000
OTHER: §
AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY COMBINED SINGLE LIMIT % 1,000,000
C | X | anraute BAS57514880 10/01/2017 | 10/01/2018 | BODILY INJURY (Per person}  §
ﬁb%’ gg\/NED :___j %%SDULED BODILY INJURY (Per accident)  $
ROM-OWNED PROPERTY DAMAGE p
HIRED AUTOS 1 AUTOS {Per accident)
E s
X |uvereLLALAB | X [ occur EACH OCCURRENCE $ 3,000,000
B EXCESS LIAB CLAIMS-MADE 5093778091 10/01/2017 | 10/01/2018 | accrEGATE g 3,000,000
pen | X | Revenmon s 10000 §
WORKERS COMPENSATION PER o
AND EMPLOYERS' LIABILITY vIN ERTE I
D | ANY PROPRETORIPARTNEREXECUTIVE 5093848947 10/01/2017 | 10/01/2018 | £ | £ACH ACCIDENT B 1,000,000
OFFICERAVEMBER EXCLUDED? NIA
(Mandatory in NH — £ L. DISEASE - EAEMPLOYEE § 1,000,0008
If yes. describe unde
DESCRIPTION OF GPERATIONS below E L DISEASE - POLICY LIMIT | § 1,000,000
E |Contractors E&O w/ CEOB018485129 06/02/2017 | 06/02/2108 |Occ/Agyg 2,000,000
Poliution Incident Deduct §,000

DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS / LOCATIONS | VEHICLES {ACORD 101, Additional Remarks Schedule, may be attached if more space is required}

CERTIFICATE HOLDER

CANCELLATION

Buckman Direct Diversion

341 Caja Del Rio Road
Santa Fe, NM 87506

MISCELA

SHOULD ANY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED POLICIES BE CANCELLED BEFORE
THE EXPIRATION DATE THEREOF, NOTICE Wil BE DELIVERED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE POLICY PROVISIONS.

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

AN e

ACORID 25 (2014/01)

© 1988-2014 ACORD CORPORATION. All rights reserved.

The ACORD name and logo are registered marks of ACORD
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Log # {Finance use only}:

Batch # {Finance use only}:

City of Santa Fe, New Mexico
BUDGET AMENDMENT RESOLUTION (BAR)

DEPARTMENT / DIVISION NAME DATE
Buckman Direct Diversion 09/07/2017
ITEM DESCRIPTION Buﬁmiss LINE ITEM S‘;%g(')%'(ﬁ;y SUB{:;;%?ER INCREASE DECREASE

EXPENDITURES {enter as positive #} | fenter as negative #
Repair & Maint of System Equipment| 72420 | 520120 | 130025 120,000

REVENUES {enter as negative #} | {enter as positive #}
BDD City 71420 | 439960 100 (85,312)

BDD County 71420 | 439960 200 (29,965)

BDD LC Club 71420 | 439960 | 300 (2,062)

BDD LC Coop 71420 | 439960 400 (2,661)

JUSTIFICATION: (use additional page if needed)
—Attach supporting documentation/memo

To budget fund balance from the BI_DD Major Repair and TComplete section below ¥ BAR resulfs
Replacement Fund 07415, for repair and installation of four pumps at in a net change to ANY Funa}
our Raw Water Lift Station facility. Fund Bal. Increase/
Fund(s) Affected: (Decrease):
07415 (120,000)
. {Use this form for Finance Committee/
09/07/2017
MaCkle Romero City Council agenda items ONLY}
Prepared By {print name} Date Budget Officer Date
l City Council
Division Director {optional} Date| Approval Date Finance Director {< $5,000} Date
Agenda ltem #:
Department Director Date City Manager {< $50,000} Date
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