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MINUTES OF THE
THE CITY OF SANTA FE & SANTA FE COUNTY
BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD MEETING

March 2, 2023

1. CALL TO ORDER

This regular meeting of the Santa Fe County & City Buckman Direct Diversion
Board meeting was called to order by Councilor Carol Romero-Wirth, Chair, at
approximately 4:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers, City Hall, 200 Lincoln Avenue, Santa
Fe, New Mexico.

2. ROLL CALL: Roll was called and a quorum was present as shown:

BDD Board Members Present: Member(s) Excused:
Commissioner Anna Hamilton J.C. Helms, Citizen Member
Commissioner Anna Hansen

Councilor Carol Romero-Wirth, Chair

Councilor Renee Villarreal

Peter Ives, Alternate for Citizen Member

Tom Egelhoff, Las Campanas [non-voting]

Others Present:

Rick Carpenter, BDD Facilities Manager

Nancy Long, BDDB Legal Counsel

Kyle Harwood, BDDB Legal Counsel

Randy Sugrue, BDD Operations Superintendent
Bernardine Padilla, BDD Public Relations Coordinator
Monique Maes, BDD Contracts Administrator

Delfin Peterson, BDD Administrative Assistant
Antoinette Armijo-Rougement, BCC Accounting Supervisor
Jeff Young, County Attorney

Michelle Hunter, County Interim Utilities Director

Jay Lazarus, BDDB Consultant, Glorieta Geoscience, Inc.
James Bearzi, BDDB Consultant, BRZ Consulting

[Chair Hamilton read the agenda captions throughout the meeting. ]



3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Nancy Long, BDD Board Counsel, requested that item 8. A, Discussion and
Request for Approval of the Revised major Repair and Replacement Fund Policy, be
removed from the agenda noting it was not quite ready for action.

Councilor Romero-Wirth moved to approve the agenda as amended.
Commissioner Hansen seconded and the motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

4. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA

Mr. Ives noted he had a question on the one consent item and thus there was no
action necessary.

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: February 2, 2023

The following corrections were offered:
Page 4: “MR. HARWOOD: You raise some really good points. We should not be
penalized for our progressive conservation that we have done.
Page 4: “MR. HARWOQD: ... In the last eight years we’ve had years where that has
dipped below to 85 percent including last year...”

Commissioner Hansen moved to approve the February 2, 2023 as amended. Her motion
was seconded by Councilor Romero-Wirth and passed by [5-0] voice vote.

6. PRESENTATION/INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
a. Monthly Update on BDD Operations

RANDY SUGRUE (BDD Operations Superintendent): Thank you. I will
speak up if you can’t hear me. My report is on the operations for the month of February,
2023. Raw water diversions averaged 2.38 million gallons per day. Drinking water
deliveries to our booster stations 2.17 million gallons per day. There was no raw water
diversion to Las Campanas for February. Onsite water storage, .21 million gallons per
day on average. We provided about 35 percent of the water supply for the City. You can
see our annual diversion there in the graph is still somewhat below average as Canyon
Road has been running at a higher rate through the winter to bring the reservoir levels
down.

On page 2, the regional water overview demand for the month of February is
around 6.2 million gallons per day on average for City and County. The Rio Grande flow
around 675 cubic feet per second on average. That is increasing as the weather warms a
bit. Combined storage at Canyon Road, in both reservoirs combined, was about 34.9
percent that has now dropped to about 30 and that’s their target for the spring runoff
season, below 30 percent. Watershed inflow was about 1.8 million gallons per day and
that should increase as temperatures increase.

San Juan-Chama storage and City storage in Abiquiu around 12,700 acre-feet and
as we mentioned there was a January 1% update to San Juan-Chama allocations. The
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allocation for January 1% was zero. There will be more information in April as they
monitor runoff of snows up in the south part of Colorado begins to melt. I did make one
note on the snowfall gauge this morning, that the snow pack at the very upper Rio Grande
site, headwaters of the Rio Grande was 148 percent of a snow water average so there’s a
good amount of snow up there. So weather cooperating, runoff is looking good at this
point.

I did include a new graph from the Bureau of Reclamation on San Juan-Chama
storage and that should have better information as time goes on. It was just something
that they started last year. Our El Nifio summary is predicting neutral conditions within
the next couple of months and so hopefully that is better than La Nifia. Neutral
conditions like El Nifio means a little more moisture so we hope for that.

That’s my report. I’ll stand for questions.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Does the Board have any questions? Mr. Ives.

MEMBER IVES: Thank you, Madam Chair. Just a couple of quick ones
Randy. One the chart in #3 it shows diversions, of course since January 1 we haven’t had
any San Juan-Chama, so I assume those are all raw water diversions or native water.

MR. SUGRUE: There was a little bit of San Juan-Chama early in
January. And then generally our strategy to divert most out of native water to make sure
we get the most out of that in a year where there is potential for low river flows.

MEMBER IVES: So if we use San Juan-Chama that was carried over
from last year that —

MR. SUGRUE: In January?

MEMBER IVES: Yes.

MR. SUGRUE: Well, no, it still counts for this year’s diversion. We
didn’t change the call so I kind of got a sense of what the forecast would be for the year
and depending on the snow melt runoff, we just don’t know what it’ll be. Last year it
was somewhat [inaudible — changing microphones]

MEMBER IVES: I was just curious because on page 2 you had stated that
there were zero acre-feet of San Juan-Chama.

MR. SUGRUE: On that’s the month of February.

MEMBER IVES: Oh, okay.

MR. SUGRUE: That was February.

MEMBER IVES: Okay, got you. Next question was up at the top of page
2, so if we have a total of 6.2 MGD in terms of daily regional demand that means roughly
4.1 was coming from the Santa River and/or wells in the City and the County?

MR. SUGRUE: Correct.

MEMBER IVES: Okay. And then down at the bottom, just a follow up
question on the shift from La Nifia to the neutral conditions, do we have any sense of if
and when that will impact precipitation in terms of what month of the year and any sense
of how much precipitation that might affect?

MR. SUGRUE: It’s pretty broad. They are just estimating as they go
based on temperatures in the Pacific. I don’t have anything else to say.

MEMBER IVES: Got you. Fair enough. Thank you. Thank you, Madam
Chair, that’s all I had.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Of course. Are there any other questions? Thank
you. Thanks so much.
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B. Report from the Facilities Manager

MR. CARPENTER: Thank you, Madam Chair and members of the Board.
I just have a couple of quick updates for the Board. We’ve been struggling for months to fill
some vacancies that we have in the maintenance department. I think we have five vacancies
right now. The good news is that we were able to advertise two of those positions. They
close either today at the end of the day or tomorrow. And I have asked for an update and an
expedited list of eligibles for those positions and our goal is to make those hires as soon as
possible. So we are well on our way there.

Also, a position that we call the Warehouse Planner Tech that is also currently
advertised and it closes on the 8™ of this month and we’ll be asking for an expedited list of
eligibles for that as well.

Lastly, I try to give an update to the Board each month on the status of where we are
at with the settlement funds and the engineering RFP and things like that. So proposals
were received. The evaluation committee for those proposals will meet on March 10%. Final
selection by the committee is scheduled for March 14t and the goal is to bring a contract
back to the Board at the April Board meeting. So we’ll be off and running in that regard
after a long delay.

That’s my report and I stand for questions.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Excellent. Any questions? No questions. Thank
you very much for that.

C. Report on February 27t Fiscal Services Audit Committee (FSAC)

ANTOINETTE ARMIJO-ROUGEMONT (BDD Accounting Supervisor):
Good afternoon Madam Chair and members of the Board. We did hold a FSAC meeting on
Monday, February 27" at 2:30 via zoom. In attendance were Rick Carpenter, Councilor
Romero-Wirth, Chair Hamilton, Nancy Long, Jesse Roach, Stephen Raab and myself.

We discussed two items on today’s agenda which were the request for approval to
award the RFP for legal services to Long, Komer & Associates. They were selected for
another four-year term to begin this month in March. There was some discussion about how
the budgeted amount would be distributed between both POs for the fiscal year and the
calculation was based on averages of the invoices that have been paid so far this year. The
current PO will be closed out once the February invoices are paid and then the new PO will
be opened.

The second item we discussed on the agenda was the Major Repair and Replacement
revised policy which has been pulled from today’s agenda. It was determined, after much
discussion that this item was not ready to be presented today. We received some last minute
changes and we will meet again on the 15" to review the final changes and bring it back to
the Board for approval at the April meeting.

We also briefly touched on the budget and Major Repair and Replacement
contribution which has been sent to all of the partners for review and it’s also been revised
based on recommendations that we received and the Major Repair and Replacement is
expected to be presented with an annual plan for the plant’s major repair and replacement
needs. Due to lack of funding and the potential salary increases for next fiscal year, we plan
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to bring both the fiscal year 2024 operating budget as well as the major repair and
replacement fund contribution to the Board in April. It may be a handout just depending on
when we receive the information from finance.
That’s all that I have. Does anyone have any questions?
CHAIR HAMILTON: Any questions? Thank you.

D. Presentation regarding WildEarth Guardians v. US Fish and Wildlife
Service and US Bureau of Reclamation, Case No. 1:22-cv-914

MR. HARWOOD: Thank you, Madam Chair. A quick update on the
WildEarth Guardians’ minnow lawsuit which named Bureau of Reclamation and the US
Fish and Wildlife Service. The Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District has intervened
successfully in that case even though they weren’t initially named. And the parties
immediately asked for a stay to negotiate a settlement which is possible. So I will bring
back news in the future when there is more to report unless the Board has any questions.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Are there any questions of that piece before Kyle
goes on. What prompted — why did that intervention prompt a request for settlement?

MR. HARWOOD: They may have been planning on settling anyway and
they were coincident. I mean having settlement discussions, that’s a long way from settling
as we all know. I will continue — this update is part of a quarterly update on such things and
I’1l continue to do it in that way unless the Board directs otherwise.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Sounds good.

E. Presentation of Rio Grande Water Quality Update pursuant to
BDDB Resolution No. 2022-2 for calendar year 2023

MR. HARWOOD: In your packets you have the memo that we discussed at
some length last year during several Board meetings which is responsive to the resolution
that this Board passed and the resolution which I may have sent you electronically but now
you also have it in this packet, it’s the last two pages of this packet item, and that’s the fully-
signed recorded resolution for your records which is 2022-2 and that resolution directed in
section 9, on page 8 of this packet, it’s the second page of the resolution talks about first
calendar quarter of this year we’ll review the prior year’s water quality issues and BDDB
actions and we’ll also present on the anticipated water quality issues for the current calendar
year so the BDDB may prioritize its engagement with those issues. And then, as always,
we will periodically bring updates to you when something is pertinent and relevant. That is
the context that hopefully all of you remember from a couple of months ago. So the main
packet item is that same memo. You’ll recognize many of these topics because we sort of
did a version of this memo about a year ago which was the introduction to the resolution
process we all went through. A memo like this came to you, we engaged in the resolution
and then the resolution calls for this kind of a memo to happen annually and that’s what
we’re doing today.

So with that context, if you’d like me to just quickly take you through the topics and
I’'m going to primarily run down to the recommendation section because I think a lot of you
have a working knowledge of most of these topics. I do want to do this efficiently and stand
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for questions as soon as possible. And, Madam Chair, I do think it makes sense for folks to
ask me questions as I’'m doing each one if that’s okay or if —

CHAIR HAMILTON: Yeah.

MR. HARWOOD: So the first item is the long standing Memorandum of
Agreement that this Board has with LANL. We had a lot of activity last year. We are
expecting less activity this coming year. The activity last year, if you all remember, is
getting a new stormwater gauge down where LA Pueblo Canyon meets the Rio Grande so
that we can more accurately than the gauging system that we have had for years, know when
storm flow is in fact reaching the Rio Grande. And that was a big part of last year and so the
top of the second page is where the recommendations for this item primarily are articulated.
We have an annual review according to the MOU which is a staff and consultants meeting
with our peers at LANL and we’ve already got the planning underway for that. It will be in
either April or May.

This Board asked for a tour of the Early Notification System last year. It wasn’t
something that we were able to organize last fall. I have already started the ball rolling to
try and get a tour organized for this spring but I’d love to know from the Board your level of
interest in doing a tour. It would likely be April, May at the earliest. After the session,
before the summer, every month is crazy as we know these days. But if that is of interest, it
would be great to get a sense of who might want to go on a tour. [All present Board
members indicated a desire to tour the system] All right, so we’ll go ahead and continue to
work on scheduling a tour with Mr. Mikolanis and his staff to take a look at the Early
Notification System and that should be — those are always very informative because there is
nothing quite like seeing a thing to understand how it works.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Are you still on that same topic because I know we
have at least one question on that before you go to item 2.

MR. HARWOOD: And I was just going to say as the end of this
recommendation section notes, the Intake Sampling Program will continue with the grant
money we received under the MOU. I would be happy to take any questions.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Commissioner Hansen.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I was wondering if the Board would think it
would be appropriate for Mr. Mikolanis to come and give a presentation to the Board?
We’ve done this in the past.

MR. HARWOOD: Are there particular topics that you’d like us to ask him
to present on, Madam Commissioner?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: The hexavalent chromium plume and
chromium-3. I think it might be advantageous to have both NMED and Mr. Mikolanis
come. Maybe not at the same meeting but at different meetings.

MR. HARWOOD: Very good. And we will address the chromium-6
remediation well protest later in the —

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Iknow. I saw that. I just since we were on
the MOU with DOE, I thought I would bring up that suggestion of having him come and
speak now.

MR. HARWOOD: I would be happy to communicate that request to LANL
if it’s the wishes of the Board. Okay. I don’t think we need a vote but I’ll request it and work
with the Chair on the agendas as we do in the normal course of informational items if that is
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acceptable. Okay. Great. Any other questions about the MOU which as we all know is one
of our main pillars of water quality for the Board.

The next item which you’ve heard about over the years is NMED’s Triennial
Review of the state’s surface water quality standards. I should also note that we have our
two amazing consultants on technical issues here with us today, Mr. Lazarus and Mr.
Bearzi. So if you want to hear from the technical side, please don’t hesitate to ask because
they are here for this matter this evening.

We understand that the Triennial Review will be initiated this year in the normal
schedule but probably not public involvement until next calendar year and that’s the normal
sequence of things it is called the Triennial Review. And we hope to monitor that process as
we have in the past and bring to the Board issues of concern that they Board may want to
speak to and I’ll leave that one there for now unless there are any questions.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I’ll just comment that I think it was very
beneficial for us to participate in the Triennial Review and I want to thank Mr. Bearzi for his
comments at the Triennial Review which were, I think, very important.

MR. HARWOOD: Yes. I think it was a good round of engagement and it’s
important for us to participate in that. There’s only a couple of water projects in the state,
drinking water project I should clarify, that divert directly out of flowing rivers and many of
them don’t have, in Albuquerque’s case, Cochiti upstream from them to mitigate the system
wide issues. The San Juan Water Commission, the BDD and other entities do participate in
that and that seems very appropriate given the nature of the regulations that they are
reviewing. Very good.

With respect to WOTUS there is a lot going on, with respect to Waters of the United
States under this federal administration and the challenges to that rule set and I think we will
bring you some news on WOTUS when there is something emerging from the fog. That’s
the best way to describe it. There’s a lot going on that we are very loosely monitoring. We
are not spending a lot of time on it because there are so many threads running every which
direction with litigation and threatened litigation. So when there’s more to come — I guess I
should say that the Biden Administration did reset the WOTUS issue back to something
more conservative and protective. That probably was the first sentence I should have
mentioned but it’s getting challenged around the country. Are there any questions on
WOTUS?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Madam Chair, so I appreciate you following
up on this. It will go into effect on March 20™ this month and it was a hot topic at NACo
but it does really protect us at the moment. We regained 90 percent of our protection that
we had lost under the Navigable Waters Rule. So it’s good for us not so good for people
who don’t want regulation but we’ll see where it goes and thank you for keeping an eye on
1t.

MR. HARWOOD: Thank you. Any other questions from the Board
regarding WOTUS? Sorry if [ went too quickly there. Okay, very good.

The next item is a regular NMED report regarding stream segments and the
applicable standards to those stream segments. As some of you know, we’ve engaged with
NMED on their delayed implementation of what are called “TMDLs,” total maximum daily
loads and how that might be implemented to improve water quality in general. And just
jumping down to the recommendation section on this is that the new integrated report
process for the 24 to 26 timeframe will be initiated sometime this year and we will monitor
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that for issues of concern to the Board. We don’t quite know what the new report will
address that will be of interest but we’ll bring you back an update on that when it becomes
clearer. Are there any questions about the integrated report process?

Next one is we generally try to monitor LANL’s NPDES permits especially if
they’re in the half of the LANL campus that drains to the Rio Grande above the BDD
intake. We’ve come to you in the past with proposed comment letters that have gone in and
I think that those have been useful. We don’t know of any specific actions on that front for
the near term but we will again bring you any updates as those permit changes or additions
or new permits come to light. Any questions on that?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Thank you, Madam Chair. On that issue,
when I was in D.C. I did speak with EPA and EPA is coming here at the end of the month to
meet about a number of different issues and since they oversee all of our NPDES permits,
I’1l just ask them if there’s any updates when they’re here.

MR. HARWOOD: That would be great. Very good.

The next one is a little bit of trouble but there is an NMED LANL consent order
process that we’ve briefed you on the past and you’ve had guests to the Board, like some of
the NGOs that have come and spoken to you about these consent order issues. We continue
to hope that we would like to see some changes made at the consent order. We’re not a
party to the consent order so our input is important but not essential in this process so we
will continue to monitor this litigation. We don’t expect any specific action but as this
matter continues forward we hope that some of the requests we’ve made at NMED will be
accommodated. As you may or may not know, there have been a number of folks departing
NMED over the recent months including the lawyer that we worked with on this matter,
John Verheul, he has gone on to work at PNM. So we will continue to monitor this matter
and bring you any updates as appropriate. Is there any question about — this is s little bit of a
black box but we keep it on the list because it is of significant importance if a settlement has
come forward on this particular topic.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Yes, Mr. Ives.

MEMBER IVES: Thank you, Madam Chair. Just one quick question which
is, is it unusual for NMED not to provide any response for such an extended period of time?

MR. HARWOOD: This is another series of stays that apparently are
providing space for negotiation of some kind and it is not — since we’re not a party we don’t
really learn much until that process is concluded and with the change in staffing I’'m not
exactly sure where it is and what its schedule is. We do an annual meeting with NMED
leadership that we’re trying to organize and we will ask after this topic when we meet with
them.

MEMBER IVES: Very good. Thank you. Thank you, Madam Chair.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Thank you.

MR. HARWOOD: Any other questions on this particular item? Okay. I am
happy to report that we are halfway through. The next item is one that we are expecting
some activity on this calendar year. LANL after much delay and some obfuscation I think,
did decide to initiate a Sitewide Environmental Impact Statement for the lab and the draft
Sitewide Environmental Impact Statement is expected to be released for public comment
sometime in the middle of the year so we are planning on bringing that to the Board. When
we submitted our comments we tried to request that an extended comment period be
provided since for organizations such as ours that meet monthly, a 30- or 45-day window
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can be a real burden because we rushing to bring it early or at the last minute or god forbid a
special meeting so that we can be timely on whenever they happen to start their deadline.

So we are very much hoping that they’ll give, I think we requested a 120-day window to
comment so that we can come to the Board in a measured way and get your feedback on that
process. So this is one that, unlike many of the other ones I’ve already referenced, this is
one that we are planning on budgeting to participate in and we’ll let, of course, the Board
direct us on how to participate in that process when it becomes a little clearer.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Kyle.

MR. HARWOOD: Yes.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Weren’t there scoping comments provided.

MR. HARWOOD: That’s what we provided.

CHAIR HAMILTON: So do you know whether they took any of those
responses or — the next thing we’ll see is the draft report itself.

MR. HARWOOD: We know we got them in on time. They don’t really tell
you what they’re going to do about them until they do the next step.

CHAIR HAMILTON: They just do it. They don’t have to provide a
comment response thing as part of the process? Okay.

MR. HARWOOD: They will have to provide the comments they received
and their response to them in an appendix to their draft and then final. So we will see all of
our comments and everyone else’s comments. When we do these ourselves, when Rick and
I did the EIS for this project, there’s an art and a science to responding to comments as we
know.

CHAIR HAMILTON: I'm quite aware of that.

MR. HARWOOD: I expect we’ll experience the same and we’ll need to,
obviously, respond appropriately and hope to get our questions answered.

CHAIR HAMILTON: And how that art is applied can be the light side of
the Force or the dark side of the Force. Commissioner Hansen.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: So on the topic of NNSA, I also had the
pleasure of meeting with under secretary Jill Hruby when I was in Washington, D.C. and |
specifically asked her to come here and do a townhall on definitely the surplus plutonium
but also anything constituents in New Mexico are concerned about. And lo and behold she
agreed to come here and she will be here on April 6™ and the townhall will be the same day
as our meeting but it will be from 6:30 to 8:30 and I’'m hoping that it will be at the
Convention Center. But I have been very clear with them about the type of townhall that we
need to have here for constituents to be able to participate. One is that participants are
allowed to ask questions and that those questions be answered at the time that they’re asked
and not written on cards and not selected by the people who are running the meeting. So
they have agreed to all of those things and the fact that the undersecretary for NNSA is
coming here I think is a big deal.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Could you do us a favor and maybe send the date and
information for that meeting to the Board?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Yeah, but it will be April 6 the same day as
our next meeting and I will be sending out a newsletter, obviously, and I’ll make sure that
the Board gets all that information.

MR. HARWOOD: Maybe we can have pizza and beer and then go to that.
[laughter]
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CHAIR HAMILTON: We’ll set the agenda accordingly. Mr. Ives.

MEMBER IVES: Thank you, Madam Chair. Kyle, if we’ve submitted
recommendations on the scope presumably the DOE would be contracted with somebody to
perform the environmental impact and do the reporting. Is it something that we can FOIA
and —

MR. HARWOOD: Jay, do you happen to know anything about the services
for that? No.

JAY LAZARUS (Glorieta Geoscience): I'm Jay Lazarus, Glorieta
Geoscience, thank you. Generally, the lab has the choice of doing it in-house through
NNSA or they hire outside contractors to do it. That’s their choice on how they want to do
it. It will probably be done in-house is my guess.

MR. HARWOOD: That’s my understanding at this point is that they are
proceeding, at least so far, with in-house staff and we’ll let you know whether there’s an
outside contractor or not. I think a lot of those materials are generally protected as draft
until they’re released.

CHAIR HAMILTON: That would be typical.

MR. HARWOOD: We can always FOIA stuff after the fact and see all the
gory history that led to the process.

MEMBER IVES: It just seems to be besides the point to wait for the report
to see whether or not anything made it in there.

CHAIR HAMILTON: It is a catch-22; isn’t it?

MR. HARWOOD: Yeah.

MEMBER IVES: I know that drafts are protectable generally under IPRA
but —

MR. HARWOOD: Yeah, you know, it’s funny being on either side of these
NEPA procedures you — the NEPA procedures themselves try to balance out opportunities
for input but then letting folks turn the crank but NEPA doesn’t on its own select
alternatives. It is providing the background for an alternative selected. I suspect they got a
fair number of comments and I suspect that we’ll be talking about this in some detail later in
the year. Is that okay for now?

MEMBER IVES: Thank you, Madam Chair.

CHAIR HAMILTON: More questions on this? Okay, than k you.

MR. HARWOOD: Number eight is kind of like the LANL discharge permits
where we keep an eye on them and recommend comments where we think it’s appropriate.
This is not a LANL permit directly. This is a Los Alamos County MS4 permit and we’ll
continue to monitor the development of that permit. This is again related to stormwater and
sewer interconnections and — I’m sorry, let me not stay that.

This permit deals with the stormwater discharges in the county outside of LANL as
the description here describes. So we will be monitoring this permit and bring you back any
updates or any other opportunities to contribute to that permit. Any questions on the MS4
Los Alamos County permit?

Next is we did approach the Office of Natural Resources Trustee, that was already
two years ago, a year and a half ago now, and we have shared with them some basic
information that fits into their rubric which is looking at harm to natural resources and I
don’t think we are expecting anything in the near term on that. That tends to be a very, very
slow process. And if there is any feedback from the Office of Natural Resources Trustee on
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evaluating NRDA claims and incorporating the affects of LANL on the Rio Grande we’ll let
you know. Any questions on that initiative? Okay.

Number 10, there was a consent order entered into the Nuke Watch litigation against
LANL and in that settlement agreement the new gauge was described which we have
successfully installed. So that’s that one unless you have any questions.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Commissioner Hansen.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Thank you, Madam Chair. So I want to
thank Nuke Watch for making that valiant effort to make sure that we got the flow station
and that that was part of their lawsuit for us to be able to get that even though DOE EM
pretended like they were being really the good guys when they knew that this was coming.

MR. HARWOOD: Yes, I will email them and convey the Board’s thanks
for including a BDD issue in their settlement agreement.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Yeah, I think it was incredibly generous of
them.

MR. HARWOOD: Excellent. And now we get down to the last couple.
The next one, if you remember some years ago now we noticed a legal notice in the
newspaper which is a required step for a State Engineer application and it described the
remediation wells for the chromium-6 plume and we felt that that application was missing
some very significant pieces. So both this Board and Santa Fe County separately filed
protests against that water right application because on the face of it, it contemplates
diverting quite a bit of water much closer to the river and then the application as it was filed
didn’t describe the reinjection. Fast forward to the last couple of months and that reinjection
has been in the paper, I think you all know, a couple of times. NMED has directed LANL to
cease that part of the process and they are and I understand the late breaking news they’re
waiting to get an answer back from LANL that they are in fact going to cease that
reinjection. And so this State Engineer protest which has been long simmering and which
we had hoped several times last year was getting close to settlement seems to be kind of
appropriately delayed until NMED and LANL can figure out what the remediation program
is going to be and then whether there are changes to the State Engineer permitting and
whether they will need to start over again or amend their current permit and that will have
implications for our protest. So we will bring that whole story back to you when there’s
more to know. But that whole story has definitely gotten — I shouldn’t say story. That
whole program has gotten very complicated recently and we probably need to let the actual
remediation plan get to a place where both the regulator and LANL know what they’re
doing and then we’ll see what implications are for the State Engineer permitting will be.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Before I got to Commissioner Hansen because she
has a broader question I’'m sure. But specifically, are you saying that despite the protest for
the application to do these — to operate these wells, they have been operating them?

MR. HARWOOD: Yes, ma’am. I’'m sorry if [ didn’t add that piece of —

CHAIR HAMILTON: Isn’t that a little bit egregious?

MR. HARWOOD: Well, no. They are operating under an emergency
authorization. They are operating under an emergency authorization that they applied for
and was granted. It’s the full permitting of the remediation wells both diversion and
injection that was legally noticed and protested. So, yes, it —how do I say this — certain
projects are eligible for emergency authorizations and will operate under emergency
authorizations for awhile. This was deemed by the State Engineer to be one of those
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projects that was eligible for an emergency authorization in part because they needed to
collect the data to refine the reinjection plan. At least that was one of the reasons early on.
Then they kept delaying and now we find ourselves where we are now that that are real
concerns that the injection is added to the problem and not helping to fix it.

CHAIR HAMILTON: And that was part of the basis for having the protest
in the first place because the wells are closer to the river and whatnot. That should have been
obvious and they nevertheless granted emergency operation anyway?

MR. HARWOOD: Yes.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Mr. Bearzi, are you surprised at this?

JAMES BEARZI (Consultant): No, ma’am.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Okay, thank you.

MR. HARWOOD: I think at the time, part of the emergency authorization
was that this is a plume that is moving and that they should get started trying to remediate it.

CHAIR HAMILTON: By increasing the problem — yeah, that makes total
sense.

MR. HARWOOD: That wasn’t the plan, I know. And of course there is
what we call “LANL Time,” right where everything seems to take so much longer than it
ought to or could. So we’re now multiple years into the emergency authorization on finding
these problems with the remediation plan.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Okay. Commissioner Hansen.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Thank you, Madam Chair. So since we’re
under this emergency authorization, don’t you think that we should be testing for hexavalent
chromium in our wells and BDD? And get information from NMED, like where is — is the
hexavalent chromium in the Buckman Wells? Is the hexavalent chromium moving down
towards the river? These are all unknown questions.

MR. HARWOOD: As you know, with respect to the Buckman Wellfield
that’s a City facility and we should really have someone from the City answer questions
about chromium-6 and the groundwater because that’s not something we work on directly
and I try not to, if I can, to not give answers to City staff because I’'m not in those
conversations these days. With respect to chromium-6 discharging from groundwater to
surface water in the vicinity of the intake — Rick, do you want to say something about that?

MR. CARPENTER: We’re tracking it. The City is tracking it through their
water resources program. We’ve had numerous conversations among the esteemed
technical experts and it’s something that we’re following very closely.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay, because hexavalent chromium has an
ability to move and travel and just because there’s a plume somewhere doesn’t mean that
that plume hasn’t seeped down to somewhere or moved into somewhere else so | think it’s
due diligence for us to know what’s happening.

MR. CARPENTER: I couldn’t agree more. As far as the Buckman Wells
are concerned that’s what the City’s resources group is following directly. The BDD I think
should be probably more interested in whether or not or the extent to which there is surface
water groundwater interaction that could involve that plume.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I agree. I think that’s definitely necessary.
And even knowing what level of chromium-3 is in the mix because that’s supposedly what
they are diluting the choromium-6 to chromium-3 even though chromium-3 is not as toxic
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chromium-6 is very toxic. And I’m using the words chromium-6 and hexavalent chromium
interchangeably because they’re the same thing.

MR. HARWOOD: Ifit’s okay, Madam Chair, I think this probably is one of
the topics that we should bring back an informational half-page memo on or something in
the near term if that makes sense.

CHAIR HAMILTON: If the City cares to share data and that’s an
appropriate thing to do. If NMED is not sampling in surface waters and — I would think that
our colleagues from Glorieta Geoscience would actually know if there are any studies on —
and Mr. Carpenter might know himself — surface water groundwater interactions in that
vicinity.

MR. HARWOOD: My suggestion, if it’s okay, Madam Chair, is this update
was really on the State Engineer permitting related to the chromium-6 project and the water
being withdrawn much closer to the river. I think what I would like to recommend if it’s
okay is that we bring you back just a quick update on what sampling is being conducted so
that you’ll understand that piece of these questions, if that’s okay.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Sure. Sounds great. Thank you.

MR. HARWOOD: Almost done. We —

CHAIR HAMILTON: Oh, I’'m sorry. Mr. Ives, I apologize.

MEMBER IVES: No worries. It was a late question. Thank you, Madam
Chair. In the past my recollection is that the director of environmental services at LANL
has indicated that there is no hydrologic connection between as a geological circumstance
was always my understanding between the plume and certainly Buckman Wells. It sounds
like that is not necessarily so clear anymore. So if we do have any look-see I’d love to have
somebody address the geology so we can understand that. Surface discharge is obviously a
different circumstance in terms of entering the river. But I’d love to have an update on that
because that is my specific recollection of what we’ve been told in the past at different
meetings. So if we could include that that would be great.

MR. HARWOOD: Thank you, citizen member Ives. I will pass that on and
hope to get the question related to the City wellfield answered by City staff and then we’ll
bring you back a short summary of sampling activities if that’s okay.

MEMBER IVES: Yep. Thank you and thank you, Madam Chair.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Thank you.

MR. HARWOOD: Any other questions on anything before number 12?
Okay, number 12. Primacy, we often raise with NMED leadership that we really think it
would be appropriate if New Mexico had primacy and I think with primacy under the Clean
Water Act, I think my observation today as with some of the important staffers that were
working on that topic who have departed, I think we’re going to find this item is probably
delayed again. There was a report prepared on funding and FTEs required to take over
primacy and it’s a daunting project for the state but when we have our leadership meeting
with NMED we will get an update and report it back.

CHAIR HAMILTON: So a quick question. I saw that and I don’t
remember that report. If we got it and you distributed it, I failed to look at it. Do we have
that?

MR. HARWOOD: We got it from staff after our leadership meeting in
August and I think we didn’t forward it because it’s like a big, thick programmatic staffing
report.
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CHAIR HAMILTON: Didn’t have an executive summary, maybe.

MR. HARWOOD: I am happy to send it to the Board. I didn’t do so then
because it seemed to argue the case of how hard it was going to be for New Mexico to
actually do primacy. But that was not a good reason to not send it to you. So let me
forward it to you now.

CHAIR HAMILTON: That’s great. Thank you. Commissioner Hansen.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: The other thing I mentioned to EPA when I
did meet with them in D.C. was that they should think about funding primacy for us since
New Mexico —

MR. HARWOOD: For BDD?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: No, for the state.

MR. HARWOOD: Oh, I see. I'm sorry.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: For the state to have primacy and for them to
help create that because we are under their auspices at the moment.

MR. HARWOOD: I am sure they loved that idea.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: They loved all my ideas including the idea
of moving us out of District 6.

MR. HARWOOD: Lots of institutional moving parts there that have been
long stuck and if there’s any movement, we’ll bring an update back to the Board.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: And if the Board doesn’t understand, District
6 — we’re in the same district with Louisiana, Texas and Alabama —

CHAIR HAMILTON: Oklahoma.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Oklahoma and it seems that we should really
be in the same district with at least Arizona and Colorado and Utah, or something like that.
They did like the idea of a four-corner district.

MR. HARWOOD: When you overlay the way that all of these federal
agencies set up their districts, the BLM, the Bureau, the Corps, EPA, Fish and Wildlife
Service — it looks like one of those prints where you’re suppose to see multiple figures if you
blur your eyes. \

Lastly, we come to the PFAS monitoring item. We think that PFAS may be an issue
of higher profile this year given what’s going on generally and also with respect to LANL’s
annual data reports regarding PFAS. This is a very important issue and one that we think
will probably be moving forward this year. So it is on our work plan and I don’t have a lot
of specifics to share with you today but this is one of the two or three topics out of these 13
items that we do think will be active this calendar year. I don’t know if you have any
questions right now. This is one that we’re developing —

CHAIR HAMILTON: Mr. Ives, we’ll just work our way down.

MEMBER IVES: Thank you, Madam Chair. Kyle, a couple of questions.
First I’d love to see the annual data report so I can understand this better because it does
sound like an issue of significant concern. In the brief statement here you indicate that they
sampled 15 locations in terms of putting data together for that report. Three of which were
supposed to be in the Los Alamos Canyon Watershed. and it states, none of which were
sampleable — able to be sampled; why not?

MR. BEARZI: Good evening. I am James Bearzi one of the technical
consultants. I took a look at this report which was part of a settlement agreement on one of
the protests to the state certification of the NPDES permits for the stormwater. So that’s one
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of the reasons we pay attention to that. So to try to clarify, as part of the settlement
agreement the parties, which would be LANL and NMED, agreed on 15 locations to
sample. Only three of those locations were sampleable because there wasn’t flow or there
were other problems at the other 12. And none of those three samples were in the Los
Alamos Watershed. So that’s the answer there. There was one Ancho Canyon and two in
Sandia.

MEMBER IVES: Would there be no way to do sampling showing the
presence of the PFAS through other mechanisms? Sampling, for instance, dirt as opposed to
actual flow?

MR. BEARZI: This was settlement of the stormwater NPDES permit so it is
specifically targeted at sampling stormwater that runs off of solid waste management units
that are in the hazardous waste facility permit so it has to be stormwater. It has to come
from one of these solid waste management units. LANL has done a bunch of sampling on
soils and sediments but it is not in this particular data report that we’re talking about tonight.

MEMBER IVES: Do you know whether those other sampling regimes have
found PFAS is soil samples?

MR. BEARZI: I do and they have, sir. In fact, if I could just add to that, the
three stormwater samples that they were able to take even though they are not in Los
Alamos Canyon, you may recall that two of the PFAS have EPA Drinking Water advisory
levels. Three of the PFAS are toxic pollutants under state Water Quality Standards. All
three were detected at one or more of these three samples. And one of them, known as
PFOA was detected at a concentration that is above the drinking water advisory level. This
is stormwater, nobody is going to be drinking stormwater. But it does show that it’s there
and in more than just detectable concentrations.

MEMBER IVES: And were the three samples that were able to be taken
upstream from any introduction of stormwater from any LANL facility?

MR. BEARZI: These three, remember all of these proposed locations
including the three that were sampled are sampling stormwater running off from solid waste
management units which means they’re polluted sites. Now, no one prior to 2016 nobody
thought about PFAS. But the chances that LANL, industrial or waste disposal practices
have created PFAS reservoirs, as it were, doesn’t really come to any surprise to anyone who
is an environmental professional looking at this. No surprises just disappointment.

MEMBER IVES: Well said. I was going to ask as a follow-up what’s the
threat level given those samples but it sounds like if they are described as toxic and there is a
good potential that there would be a significant impact there.

MR. BEARZI: That’s right. The framework for the sampling is like with an
NPDES permit. So if they find something that shouldn’t be there in the contaminants, then
they have to build these best management practices of BMPs. So they have to control the
stormwater, keep runoff from happening and build physical things to keep the stormwater
from running off. It really isn’t a risk reduction exercise. It is more of a stormwater and
sediment migration mitigation exercise.

MEMBER IVES: So does the report address what is proposed by way of
remediation or management and what those best management practices are or would be in
this case?

MR. BEARZI: No. Itis just a data dump.

MEMBER IVES: Thank you.
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CHAIR HAMILTON: Thank you. Councilor Romero-Wirth.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: I have a question when we get done
with this one.

CHAIR HAMILTON: With PFAS? Are there any other PFAS questions? 1
was forwarded a link to a new study which showed PFAS at unexpectedly high levels from
waste water treatment plants source being toilet paper in the paper pulp processing PFAS
use as a hydrator and to make the pulping process more efficient. And so they’re finding
contamination from PFAS in treated wastewater. So I’'m wondering what the implications
in the short term are going to be of that study in terms of — and given the interest in PFAS, it
is certainly an interest to BDD since we’re downstream from the Espafiola wastewater
treatment plant and the City pipeline might take treated wastewater and put it upstream of
our intakes. Oh, wait it’s putting it right downstream, still putting it in the water, but you’re
right it is immediately downstream. My bad.

MR. BEARZI: My comment would be more of an anecdote. I noted that
one of the most serious PFAS contamination problems in the country is in the State of
Maine and it was due to state sanctioned and urging people to use biosolids on their farms.
And the biosolids come from wastewater treatment plants and it was chock full of PFAS, as
they say technically, and contaminated a number of agricultural operations including a
major dairy that has since been put out of business which is another linkage with the State of
New Mexico.

CHAIR HAMILTON: So this is apparently a concern in the [inaudible]
primary and in toilet paper made from recycled papers for the same reason. This is a
concern that I had not ever anticipated and it seems like a big one. I will forward the link
around.

MR. BEARZI: And if I can add that paper is something to pay attention to.
The incinerator ash pile by the Los Alamos airport is an old solid waste management unit
that had screaming high PCB levels. They got it cleaned up and nobody could figure out
where it came from and it turns out that in the ‘50s the sole source for paper for Los Alamos
company had a process for making paper that used a lot of PCBs and all of that paper got
incinerated and dumped off the side of the canyon. So not a surprise again just another
disappointment.

CHAIR HAMILTON: A new philosophy. Any other questions on this?
Mr. Harwood, does that wrap it up for you?

MR. HARWOOD: Yes, Madam Chair. That completes my memo. I think I
have stood for questions so I think I am done.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Not quite. Not quite, Madam Chair.

MR. HARWOOD: Oh, sorry.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Councilor.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: So this is the first time that we’ve seen
this memo in conjunction with the resolution that we passed and I guess I would be curious
—well just a couple of things. One, I think it would be helpful if from one year to the next
have whether it’s the proceeding year’s list just so we can see year-to-year what’s changing
and how your shifting the direction. And then I don’t know — again, the whole idea behind
the resolution was really to kind of direct in a constructive way where the Board should be
focusing attention and making sure that we don’t — I mean there are so many things and
we’re all very curious and you know we probably could quickly get astray from what we
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really need to be concerned about in terms of the risk assessment and where we should be
putting limited resources. So, I guess I don’t know whether each one of these things if you
can pinpoint to the resolution kind of how it fits under what we said we wanted to be
looking at. And I guess I would also be interested if while a lot of this stuff is nothing
specific at this point, just sort of keeping an eye out, maybe it’s all fine. Jay, do you have a —
have you looked at this? Do you have thoughts about whether we’re capturing where the
Board’s attention should be. Are we casting the net too far? Not far enough? Just right?

MR. LAZARUS: Thank you, Councilor. I go back and forth on it. I like
the way that the memo has been structured with specific items recommending action, and
specific items recommending no action. And I think you’re on the right track to compare it
year to year to see if the action items need to be continued for action. If the no action items
remain that way and if there’s other items that we need to bring to you. So I think that’s a
great idea.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Okay, and would you advise anything
else we ought to do — again, to make sure that we’re really targeting our focus in appropriate
ways given the type of facility we are and where we should be focusing our attention.

MR. LAZARUS: I think really the type of facility LANL is guides us to
where we should be focusing our attention.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Okay.

MR. LAZARUS: The wastewater treatment plants upstream are all in
compliance with their permits — I can tell you the Abiquiu plant is not in compliance with its
permit, they’re on a notice of violation but that’s further upstream on the Chama. But I
think the focus should be on both Los Alamos and Los Alamos County. Los Alamos
County more because of the stormwater and then, of course, the protest on the chromium-6
plume.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Okay.

MR. LAZARUS: Thank you.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Thank you. I think that’s — although I
guess | am kind of curious, besides the year-to-year if we wanted, and I don’t know that I
want to go through, we passed a resolution and I want to make sure that it’s connected to
your memo and that we don’t — that the resolution doesn’t become just something that is out
there but that we — when you put this together did you reference the resolution in your mind
that these things fall under the things that we have acknowledged in the resolution that
should be of concern to us.

MR. HARWOOD: So Madam Vice Chair, I think that since we are sort of
doing this for the first time these are all really wonderful questions for sort of focusing the
work that the resolution directs us to do. So this memo perhaps is doing two things: it’s
both kind of reminding us the issues that were on this same memo a year ago and then it’s
talking about which topics we expect to have activity on at this point in the year anyway and
the coming year. And so I think what I understand you’re asking there are sort of several
pieces, right. We may bring you something in May or September and we may want to
capture that and we’ll want to next year show you progress from this memo. What'’s fallen
off the list, what’s come on the list, what have we updated you on between the two
resolution directed updates, it’ll happen in the first quarter of each year. And so I think I
understand what you’re getting at and this memo doesn’t do that so I need to do that in order
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to show that continuity and so this becomes a working work plan, a functional and
transparent work plan for the resolution’s goals.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Okay. And it is the first time that
we’ve had it in connection to the resolution. So I just want to make sure that this is an
evolving thing, for sure. I think having the context in time and across years would be
helpful.

MR. HARWOOD: What I’d like to suggest, if it’s okay, because as we all
know, Councilor you were one of the driving forces behind the resolution, maybe if I could
get a couple of minutes of your time to map out a tool that will help us track this and you
and I could just talk about that and we could bring something back to the Board for their
update.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Right. And last year’s memo didn’t
have the benefit of the direction that is in this resolution too. So there might things that as a
result of the resolution that don’t fit anymore and was part of the reason for the resolution.

MR. HARWOOD: Right. So part of what I’'m thinking in my mind is
there’s some kind of easily digestible code that maybe is at the bottom of each item next to
the recommendation that tells us, Hey, this has been on the memo for three years and it’s
still important or a list of the things that have fallen off the memo because they’ve moved
on. So there will be an easy way to track those but if I could get a minute with you to just
sort of talk through that then make sure that what I bring back to you is what you’re
requesting.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Okay. I think that’s all I had. Thank
you, Madam Chair.

CHAIR HAMILTON: That was good. Great, thank you.

MR. HARWOOD: Thank you, Madam Chair and the Board.

7. ACTION ITEM: CONSENT
A. Request for approval to award RFP 3/29P to Long, Komer &
Associates, P.A. to provide legal services for the Buckman Direct
Diversion Board and for a total amount of $120,000.00 plus NMGRT
tax for the remainder of Fiscal Year 2023

CHAIR HAMILTON: This is the item that we pulled from consent
regarding the contract for Long, Komer & Associates; right? There were questions? Mr.
Ives.

MEMBER IVES: Thank you, Madam Chair. And it’s just a question really
on format and possibility. And it’s probably a question to Ms. Long. I’'m looking at page 9
under what is section 18, insurance, C.3 it identifies professional liability for the contractor
and all contractor employees who perform professional services. It later on in that same
paragraph under G it says that each policy shall expressly provide an endorsement and an
endorsement shall be submitted to the BDD of the policy or policies providing coverage,
and here it states for commercial general liability must be endorsed to include additional
insurers. And I just wasn’t sure about each policy reference and then the reference to the
commercial general liability because as far as professional liability insurance I don’t think
you can — at least I’ve never seen an endorsement like that.
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So just to make clear that we’re specifically talking about only the commercial
general liability as opposed to broadly stated each policy and that was my only concern.

MS. LONG: Yes. Madam Chair and member Ives, you are correct I do not
think that professional liability insurance could be written to include an addition insured so
this is just for the commercial general liability. And, of course, the contract was not drafted
by us but was taken from the standard contracts that BDD issues for all of its vendors. But,
yes, [ would interpret that to be just commercial general liability that we also have in
addition to professional liability.

MEMBER IVES: Good. That was the only thing [ wanted. Because I have
dealt with the standard forms and every now and then I see things that in my mind don’t
make sense and just wanted to make sure I understood this one so it did make sense.

Thank you, Madam Chair. That’s all I had. I move to approve.

CHAIR HAMILTON: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Second.

CHAIR HAMILTON: I have a motion and second. Is there further
discussion? Were there any other questions? Good, I have a motion and a second.

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

8. Deleted at agenda approval.

9. MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC

None were presented.

10. MATTERS FROM THE BOARD

None were presented.

11.  NEXT MEETING: Thursday, April 6, 2023 at 4:00 p.m.

Chair Hamilton reminded the Board that the townhall meeting with Jill Hruby, Under
Secretary of Energy for Nuclear Security and Administrator of the National Nuclear

Security Administration, is scheduled for April 6% 6:30 to 8:30.

12. ADJOURN

Having completed the agenda and with no further business to come before the
Board, Chair Hamilton declared this meeting adjourned at approximately 5:16 p.m.

Approved by:

Anna Hamilton, Board Chair
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Respectfully submitted:

Karen Farrell, Wordswork

ATTEST TO

KATHARINE E. CLARK
SANTA FE COUNTY CLERK
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7% Buckman Direc! Diversion

Date: April 6, 2023

To: Buckman Direct Diversion Board

From: Randy Sugrue, BDD Operations Superintendent

Subject: Update on BDD Operations for the Month of March 2023
ITEM:

1. This memorandum is to update the Buckman Direct Diversion Board (BDDB) on BDD operations during
the month of March 2023. The BDD diversions and deliveries have averaged, in Million Gallons Per Day
(MGD), as follows:

a. Raw water diversions: 2.34 MGD.

b. Drinking water deliveries through Booster Station 4A/5A: 2.10 MGD.
c. Raw water delivery to Las Campanas at BS2A: 0.12 MG

d. Onsite treated and non-treated water storage: 0.12 MGD Average.

2. The BDD is providing approximately 35% 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

250

200

150 [~

1D
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IIJAverage Monthly 129.83 105.71 12353 137.26 205.65 21230 172.36 134.89 173.80 167.85 123.02 109.13
IIThis month 65.88 64.72 7254
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4. Regional Demand/Drought Summary and Storage-see page 2.



7% Buckman Direc! Diversion

Regional Water Overview

Daily metered regional water demand for the month of March 2023 is approximately 6.3 MGD.

Rio Grande flows for March 2023 averaged approximately 1000 CFS (cubic feet per second.)

CRWTP reservoir storage: Nichols: 59.9%/McClure: 33.6% (38.0% combined) Watershed Inflow: 0.25 MGD

City/County/LC Storage- as updated by partners. As of Mar. 13, 2023 City of SF Abiquiu/Heron SJC storage is
at about 12,731AF.

As of Jan. 1, 2023 the City of Santa Fe has been allocated 0.0AF of 5230AF and SF County 0.0AF of 375AF of
SJCP water. April 15, 2023 is the next scheduled allocation.
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ENSO Summary
Mar. 13, 2023

Final La Nifia Advisory- ENSO-neutral conditions are observed.

Equatorial sea surface temperatures (SSTs) are near average across most of the Pacific Ocean.

The tropical Pacific atmosphere is still consistent with a weak La Nifia signal.

ENSO-neutral conditions are expected to continue through the Northern Hemisphere spring and early summer
2023.



Buckman Direct Diversion Monthly SJC and Native Diversions

Buckman Direcl Diversion

Mar-23 In Acre-Feet
Total | spga | SODTEN spagar.p| SP284TN-A| SP2BITE | b rtners
Month SJC, i R(,; VIA SFC SJC Call SIC Call S.JC Conveyance
Native Native LAS SJC Call CITY LAS Undiverted Losses
Rights |COUNTY| -\ \maNAS Total CAMPANAS CITY
JAN 202.766 | 170.639 0.000 32.127 32.127 0.000 0.000 0.316
FEB 198.863 | 198.863 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
MAR | 222.700 | 222.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
APR 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
MAY 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
JUN 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
JUL 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
AUG 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
SEP 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
OCT 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
NOV 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
DEC 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
TOTAL| 624.329 | 592.202 0.000 r 32.127 32.127 0.000 0.000 0.316
In Million Gallons
Month Native SFCLIZZI e SIC SIC SJC Undsi;fleC rted Pa;:lllers
COUNTY Campanas TOTAL CITY Las Campanas CITY Diversions
JAN 55.583 0.000 10.347 10.347 0.000 0.000 65.930
FEB 64.776 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 64.776
MAR 72.541 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 72.541
APR 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
MAY 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
JUN 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
JUL 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
AUG 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
SEP 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
OCT 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
NOV 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
DEC 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
TOTAL | 192.900 0.000 10.347 10.347 0.000 0.000 203.247




Buckman Direct Diversion Monthly SJC and Native Diversions

Buckman Direcl Diversion

Dec-22 In Acre-Feet
Total | SP-4842 | SD-034 18 Spogqrp| SP-2847-N-A| SP-2847-E |
Month SJ(.: i R(,; RG Native SJC Call SIC Call S.JC Conveyance
Native Native LAS SJC Call CITY LAS Undiverted Losses
Rights |COUNTY|CAMPANAS Total CAMPANAS CITY
JAN 511.288 | 154.905 0.000 356.382 356.382 0.000 0.000 3.203
FEB 421.814 | 421.814 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
MAR | 376.496 | 302.219 0.000 74.277 74.277 0.000 0.000 0.758
APR | 538.222 | 408.237 0.000 129.985 129.985 0.000 0.000 1.327
MAY | 596.137 | 596.137 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
JUN 660.831 | 300.636 0.000 360.194 360.194 0.000 0.000 2.397
JUL 582.150 | 122.961 0.000 459.189 459.189 0.000 0.000 2.232
AUG | 166.030 0.000 0.000 221.847 221.847 0.000 55.818 1.067
SEP 439.944 | 30.356 0.000 409.588 383.240 26.348 0.000 1.982
OCT | 505.999 [ 25.135 0.000 480.864 456.039 24.825 0.000 4.780
NOV | 263.142 0.000 0.000 270.146 259.271 10.875 7.004 2.699
DEC 177.158 9.051 0.000 168.107 168.107 0.000 0.000 1.650
TOTAL| 5,239.210 | 2,371.451 0.000 r 2,930.579 | 2,868.532 62.047 62.821 22.095
In Million Gallons
Month Native NE:sV ) SIC SIC SJC Undsi;fleC rted Pa::llllers
COUNTY Campanas TOTAL CITY Las Campanas CITY Diversions
JAN 50.458 0.000 114.878 114.878 0.000 0.000 165.336
FEB 137.399 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 137.399
MAR 98.443 0.000 23.913 23.913 0.000 0.000 122.356
APR 132.976 0.000 41.848 41.848 0.000 0.000 174.825
MAY 194.181 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 194.181
JUN 97.927 0.000 115.951 115.951 0.000 0.000 213.878
JUL 40.052 0.000 147.861 147.861 0.000 0.000 187.914
AUG 0.000 0.000 71.472 71.472 0.000 18.182 71.472
SEP 9.888 0.000 131.951 123.448 8.503 0.000 141.839
OCT 8.187 0.000 154.855 147.123 8.009 0.000 163.042
NOV 0.000 0.000 86.992 83.484 3.508 2.281 86.992
DEC 2.948 0.000 54.143 54.143 0.000 0.000 57.092
TOTAL | 772.460 0.000 943.866 924.123 20.020 r 20.463 1,716.326
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Date: April 03,2023

To: BDD Board (/

Re: BDD Facilities Manager Monthly Update to the BDD Board

From: Rick Carpenter, BDD Facilities Manager

Item and Issue

The BDD Facilities Manager provides a monthly update to the BDD Board as part of regular Board meetings. These
updates usually are in the form of a verbal presentation; however, going forward, these presentations will be in the form
of a written memo. The following items are being presented to the Board as part of the April, 2023 Board meeting:

e (City Finance Department Update. Staff has engaged with representatives from the City’s Finance Department
with requests for an update on legal settlement funds investment strategy and status (e.g., interest), and also a
request for an update on the possible need to separate legal settlement fund accounts for investment purposes
vs. accessibility purposes. Staff had hoped for such a presentation for the April Board meeting, but
representatives of the Finance Department have indicated that they hope to be ready to present to the BDD
Board at the May Board meeting.

e Wildfire Defensible Space Brush Clearing at BDD Booter Station2A and Solar Array. After several months of
coordinating with the federal Bureau of Land Management (the land owner), during the week of 3/27/23, a crew
of specialized fire personnel arrived at the booster station/solar array site and began clearing selected trees and
brush, creating a defensible space zone, and thereby minimizing the threat of wildfire damage to BDD facilities
at this site.

e BDD Maintenance and Repair Group Vacancies. This group has several vacancies that the BDD staff has been
trying to fill for a significant period of time. The Journeyman Electrician position successfully posted last week.
The Entry Level Maintenance and Repairman position produced a list of eligibles (one candidate), but the
candidate eventually withdrew the application. This position will post again as soon as possible. The
Warehouse Scheduler/Planner and the Instrumentation and Control Tech positions are currently being re-
evaluated for possible re-classification to a higher pay range since BDD staff has been unsuccessful in recruiting
eligible candidates for both positions.

e Major Repair and Replacement Policy Updates. BDD staff and consultants, as well and City and County staff
have been working over the last several weeks to update and improve clarity of certain sections of the policy.
Staff was hopeful that the revised policy would be ready for the April BDD Board meeting, but it appears that the
revised policy will not be completely ready for Board discussion and action until the May BDD Board meeting.

AN\
Buckman Direct Diversion 341 Caja del Rio  Santa Fe, NM 87506 E Hu
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Date: March 31, 2023
To: BDD Board
From: Rick Carpenter, BDD Facilities Manager

Re: 2022 BDD Consumer Confidence Report

Item and Issue

The BDD Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) is presented to the BDD Board pursuant to the requirements of 40 C.F.R,,
section 141. The BDD, water system number NM3502826, is a drinking water wholesaler, and supplies water to the City
and Santa Fe and Santa Fe County. Both of these water systems obtain drinking water from other sources in addition to
the BDD. Both the City and County publish their own respective CCR’s.

The BDD’s CCR is attached to this memo. It is an informational item and staff is not requesting that any action be taken
by the BDD Board.

Buckman Direct Diversion 341 Caja del Rio  Santa Fe, NM 87506 a
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2022 Consumer Confidence Report (CCR)

for the Buckman Direct Diversion (BDD)

Introduction

This Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) is presented pursuant to the requirements of 40 C.F.R.
§ 141 Subpart O. The Buckman Direct Diversion (BDD), also known as the Buckman Regional
Water Treatment Plant, water system number NM3502826, is a wholesaler of treated drinking
water. The BDD supplies water to only two entities, the County of Santa Fe, New Mexico and the
City of Santa Fe, New Mexico. Both the County of Santa Fe and the City of Santa Fe obtain water
from other sources in addition to water obtained from the BDD. Members of the public who are
interested in the quality of the water supplied by the County of Santa Fe or the City of Santa Fe
are urged to refer to the CCR published by the county or the CCR published by the city in addition
to this CCR.

Source of Water

The BDD diverts surface water from the Rio Grande. The diversion structure is located on the
east bank of the Rio Grande near the northern terminus of Old Buckman Road in Santa Fe County,
New Mexico.

Why Are There Contaminants in My Drinking Water

The following text is included in this CCR pursuant to 40 CFR § 141.153(h):

The sources of drinking water (both tap water and bottled water) include rivers, lakes, streams, ponds,
reservoirs, springs, and wells. As water travels over the surface of the land or through the ground, it dissolves
naturally-occurring minerals and, in some cases, radioactive material, and can pick up substances resulting
from the presence of animals or from human activity. Contaminants that may be present in source water
include: microbial contaminants, such as viruses and bacteria, which may come from sewage treatment plants,
septic systems, agricultural livestock operations, and wildlife; inorganic contaminants, such as salts and
metals, which can be naturally-occurring or result from urban stormwater runoff, industrial or domestic
wastewater discharges, oil and gas production, mining, or farming; pesticides and herbicides, which may come
from a variety of sources such as a griculture, urban stormwater runoff, and residential uses; organic chemical
contaminants, including synthetic and volatile organic chemicals, which are by-products of industrial processes
and petroleum production, and can also come from gas stations, urban stormwater runoff, and septic systems;
and radioactive contaminants, which can be naturally-occurring or be the result of oil and gas production and
mining activities. In order to ensure that tap water is safe to drink, EPA prescribes regulations which limit the
amount of certain contaminants in water provided by public water systems. FDA regulations establish limits
for contaminants in bottled water which must provide the same protection for public health. Drinking water,
including bottled water, may reasonably be expected to contain at least small amounts of some contaminants.
The presence of contaminants does not necessarily indicate that water poses a health risk. More information
about contaminants and potential health effects can be obtained by calling the Environmental Protection
Agency's Safe Drinking Water Hotline (800-426-4791).



Do I Need to take Special Precautions

The following text is included in this CCR pursuant to 40 CFR § 141.154(a):

Some people may be more vulnerable to contaminants in drinking water than the general population. Immuno-
compromised persons such as persons with cancer undergoing chemotherapy, persons who have undergone
organ transplants, people with HIV/AIDS or other immune system disorders, some elderly, and infants can be
particularly at risk from infections. These people should seek advice about drinking water from their health
care providers. EPA/CDC guidelines on appropriate means to lessen the rtisk of infection
by Cryptosporidium and other microbial contaminants are available from the Safe Drinking Water Hotline
(800-426-4791).

Additional Information for Lead

The following text is included in this CCR pursuant to 40 CFR § 141.154(a):

Lead can cause serious health problems, especially for pregnant women and young children. Lead in drinking
water is primarily from materials and components associated with service lines and home plumbing. BDD is
responsible for providing high quality drinking water and removing lead pipes, but cannot control the variety
of materials used in plumbing components in your home. You share the responsibility for protecting yourself
and your family from the lead in your home plumbing. You can take responsibility by identifying and removing
lead materials within your home plumbing and taking steps to reduce your family's risk. Before drinking tap
water, flush your pipes for several minutes by running your tap, taking a shower, doing laundry or a load of
dishes. You can also use a filter certified by an American National Standards Institute accredited certifier to
reduce lead in drinking water. If you are concerned about lead in your water and wish to have your water tested,
contact the BDD using the contact information located at the end of this CCR Information on lead in drinking
water, testing methods, and steps you can take to minimize exposure is available at
http://www.epa.gov/safewater/lead.

Opportunities for Public Participation

The BDD is directed by the Buckman Direct Diversion Board. The Buckman Direct Diversion
Board was created by a Joint Powers Agreement between the County of Santa Fe, New Mexico
and the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico. The Buckman Direct Diversion Board usually meets on
the first Thursday of each month. For more information about the date, time, and location of these
meetings go to the BDD website at www.bddproject.org.

Source Water Assessment and its Availability

The BDD submitted a Source Water Protection Plan to the New Mexico Environment Department
(NMED) in October of 2017. Minor revisions and updates to this plan were made in February of
2023. To obtain a copy of this document contact the BDD using the contact information located
at the end of this CCR.



Water Quality Data Table

Terms and Definitions

Term Definition
MCLG Maximum Contaminant Level Goal: Thfe level of a contaminant in drinking water below which there is no known or expected
risk to health. MCLGs allow for a margin of safety.
MCL Maximum Contami'nam L_evel: The highe_st level of a contaminant that is allowed in drinking water. MCLs are set as close to
the MCLGs as feasible using the best available treatment technology.
ppm parts per million or milligrams per liter (mg/L)
ppb parts per billion or micrograms per liter (ug/L)
pCi/L | picocuries per liter (a measure of rad ioactivity)
ug/L | micrograms per liter
T Treatment Technique: A required process intended to reduce the level of a contaminant in drinking
water.
NTU | nephelometric turbidity units
Contaminants
Contaminant | MCLG |  MCL | Concentration | Sample Date | Violation | Typical Source(s)
Disinfection By-Products:
bromate 0 ppb 10 ppb 2.2 ppb! 2022 no by-product of drinking water

disinfection

'This is the highest value of four Running Annual Averages (RAAs) computed guarterly, The values ranged from 1.8 ppb to 2.2 ppb.

Inorganic Contaminants:

barium

2 ppm 2 ppm 0.048 ppm 2022 no discharge of drilling wastes, discharge
from metal refineries erosion of

natural deposits

selenium

50ppb | 50 ppb 1.2 ppb 2022 no discharge from petroleum and metal

refineries, erosion of natural deposits,
discharge from mines

fluoride

4 ppm 4 ppm 0.32 ppm 2022 no erosion of natural deposits, water
additive which promotes strong teeth,

discharge from fertilizer and aluminum

Turbidity

factories

Radioactive Contaminants:
gross alpha,
excluding 0pCi/L | 15pCi/L | 0.9 pCi/L 20212 no erosion of natural deposits
radon and
uranium
gross beta 50 pCi/L
particle 0pCIL | “deveiof | 39pCiL | 20212 no | gorey ofnaturaland man-made
activity concern)
radium
(combined 0 5pCi/L | 0.03 pCi/L 20212 no erosion of natural deposits
226 and 228)
Uranium Opg/L | 30 pg/L 2.0 pg/L 20217 no erosion of natural deposits
*This data is from the most recent testing done in accordance with the applicable regulations.
Microbiological Contaminants (TT):

<95% 100 % 2022 no soil runoff

(mone) | . o3nTU | <03NTU

100 % of the measurements werc below the TT value of 0.3 NTU. A value of less than 95 % constitutes a TT violation. Individual
turbidity measurement ranged from 0.01 NTU to 0.07 NTU. Any measurement in excess of 1 NTU is a violation unless otherwise
approved by the state. The highest single measurement was 0.07 NTU.




Other Sampling and Testing

In addition to the sampling and testing for regulated contaminants, the New Mexico Environment
Department (NMED) sampled and tested for the following substances in 2022:

Nickel: not detected (less than 0.01 mg/L)
Sodium: 23 mg/L

Zinc: 0.038 mg/L

Strontium-90: not detected (less than 0.34 pCi/L)
Tritium: not detected (less than 270 pCi/L)

Contact Information

Danny Carter, Chemist
Buckman Direct Diversion
341 Caja del Rio Rd.
Santa Fe NM 87506
Phone: 505-955-4511
djcarter@santafenm.gov
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#% Buckman Direct Diversion

Date: April 6,2023

To: Buckman Direct Diversion Board

From: Antoinette Armijo-Rougemont, BDD Accounting Supervisor
Via: Rick Carpenter, BDD Facilities Manager

Re: Request for Approval of Technical Budget Adjustment from Legal Contracts to Gas Service and
Service Contracts

ITEM AND ISSUE:

Request for approval of Technical Budget Adjustment from Legal Contracts to Gas Service in the amount of
$80,000, and to Service Contracts in the amount of $25,000 for Munis configurations.

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY:

The Buckman Direct Diversion Board approved $40,000 in the FY2023 budget for Natural Gas. From July
through October, the average invoice received was $178.60. In November and through March, the invoices
were significantly higher. January was $17,148.21, February was $54,917.50, and March was $19,554.30, for a
total of $91,620.01 for three months. An email was received on February 27, 2023 from our vendor Symmetry
explaining the causes of unusually high natural gas invoices and payment options. Our staff reached out to the
vendor to confirm that our invoices are accurate, and it was confirmed. In order to supply the additional funds
needed for this unexpected increase, we will decrease the Snell & Wilmer PO. by the total amount of
$105,000. We will increase the Gas Service Line by $80,000, and the Service Contract line by $25,000.

The Service Contract line is for the unexpected Munis configurations that IT has identified for three Munis
modules that are utilized by only BDD, which includes the Inventory Module, the General Billing Module, and
the Project Ledger Module. IT recently determined that these modules should be fully configured for use by
BDD and has been working on a plan. The timeline provided for this project is May — July. The estimate we
were given for the work that needs to be completed is up to $25,000. The FY23 PO for Snell & Wilmer is
$195,178.50. To date, we’ve paid out $36,407.17. This reduction will leave a balance of $53,780 for the
remainder of the year on their PO and has been determined to be sufficient.

ACTION REQUESTED:

Staff Recommends approval of the Technical Budget Adjustment Request in the total amount of $105,000.

Approved/Date Denied/Date

Buckman Direct Diversion 341 Caja del Rio  Santa Fe, NM 87506 E
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Log # {Finance use only}:

Batch # {Finance use only}:

City of Santa Fe, New Mexico
TECHNICAL BUDGET ADJUSTMENT REQUEST (TBAR)

DEPARTMENT / DIVISION NAME DATE
PUPB/Buckman Direct Diversion 4/6/2023
BUSINESS SUBSIDIARY | SUBLEDGER
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT LINE ITEM £.000000} 70000} INCREASE DECREASE
EXPENDITURES {enter as positive #} | {enter as negative #}
Gas Service 8000801 513950 80,000
Service Contracts 8000801 510310 25,000
Legal Contract 8000801 510200 105,000
REVENUES {enter as negative #} | {enter as positive #}
JUSTIFICATION: (use additional page if needed)
--Attach supporting documentation/memo $ 105,000 | $ 105,000

We need to move funds into Gas Service for unexpected significant increases in Natural Gas during the winter months, and we need

to cover expenses, up to the amount of $25,000, for Munis upgrades for modules that are currenlty exclusively used by BDD, to include

the Inventory module, the General Billing module, and the Project Ledger module.

Antoinette Armijo-Rougemont

4/6/2022

Prepared By {print name}

Date

Division Director {optional}

Date

{NOTE: use this
form ONLY for
adjustments
between/among
revenue lines or
between/among
expense lines
within a single
Business Unit}

Department Director

Date

Budget Officer

Date
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Date: March 31, 2023
To: BDD Board
From: Rick Carpenter, BDD Facilities Manager I?\L/

Re: Summary and Update of BDD Source Water Protection Plan

Item and Issue
Summary

Source Water Protection is a voluntary program established by Congress in 1996. That program encourages
individual water systems to develop a Source Water Protection Plan (SWPP). The United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) provides
templates and procedures to assist water systems in developing standardized SWPPs to monitor and
protect the sources of their water supply.

The Buckman Direct Diversion (BDD) produced its first written SWPP in 2017. It was produced primarily by
Daniel B. Stephens & Associates, Inc. Comments on the first proposed draft were received from the Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), the NMED Drinking Water Bureau, and the BDD. The final draft was
submitted to the NMED in October of 2017.

An updated and revised version of the original SWPP was produced by Daniela Bowman, BDD Regulatory
Compliance Officer in April of 2019. Ms. Bowman continued to updated and revise the SWPP up until her
retirement in December of 2022. Danny Carter, BDD Chemist, made a few minor revisions and updates to
the SWPP in 2023. This final revision was submitted to the NMED on March 10, 2023.

The revised/updated SWPP includes the following components:
1. Anintroduction explaining the background and purposes of an SWPP.

2. The identification of the Source Water Protection Team which includes members from the BDD, the
NMED, the city of Santa Fe, Santa Fe County, and Las Campanas.

3. A description of the BDD including (a) an explanation of its governing body (the BDD Board), (b) the
sources of the BDD’s water including native Rio Grande water and San Juan Chama project water, (c) the
BDD’s customers, and (d) the BDD’s diversion and treatment systems.

4. A description of the geology, hydrology, quality, and historic use of the BDD’s water sources.

5. Definitions of the SWPP’s Source Water Protection Area.

Buckman Direct Diversion 341 Caja del Rio  Santa Fe, NM 87506 E
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6. Descriptions of specific Potential Sources of Contamination in the Source Water Protection Area.
7. An overview of actions to be taken by the BDD to avoid potential contamination of its source water.
8. Extensive, detailed appendices giving further information related to the SWPP.

The latest revision/update of the SWPP is quite large, over 100 pages, so the entire document was not
included in the packet materials for this agenda; however, the entire SWPP may be found on the BDD’s
website at www.BDDProject.org at the following link: Buckman Direct Diversion — Environmental

Stewardship (bddproject.org); however, the BDD Board may wish to direct staff to prepare an expanded

and more detailed version of this plan.


http://www.bddproject.org/
https://bddproject.org/environment/environmental-stewardship/
https://bddproject.org/environment/environmental-stewardship/

Source
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Buckman Direct Diversion
Source Water Protection Plan
Public Water System # 3502826

COLLABORATORS

New Mexico Environment Department Drinking Water Bureau (NMED
DWB) assisted greatly with this plan.

” BDD staff reviewed and revised this plan

Buckman Direct Diversion

bddproject.org
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1. INTRODUCTION

The original source water protection plan (SWPP) was prepared by Daniel B. Stephens &
Associates, Inc. (DBS&A) for the Buckman Direct Diversion (BDD) (Figure 1) under contract with
the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) Drinking Water Bureau (DWB) in 2017.

The NMED DWB assists communities in the protection of their drinking water systems through
the Source Water Protection Program. By participating in this voluntary program, communities
can assess a water system to identify and manage actual or potential sources of contamination
to the drinking water supply. The program consists of a two-step process. The first step in the
process is developing a SWPP by describing the area(s) to be protected, identifying actual and
potential contamination sources, and evaluating the risk each source of contamination poses to

the drinking water source area.

The second step of the process is implementing the developed SWPP. The SWPP benefits the
public water system by providing management and implementation strategies to ensure the
protection of the drinking water supply. Preventing contamination is much easier and less

expensive than cleaning up a contaminated source or finding a new source.

The original (2017) SWPP for the BDD was developed using the New Mexico Source Water and
Wellhead Protection Toolkit (NMED DWB, 2013). That SWPP was updated by BDD staff using a
revised risk assessment approach in order to produce the 2023 version. The plan identifies a
Source Water Protection Team that has the responsibility of program development and
implementation, thereby providing the community with the tools needed to prevent contamination
of BDD’s Source Water Protection Area.

This document identifies actual and potential sources of contamination to BDD’s water sources
and makes an action plan for preventing future contamination. BDD Board and the BDD Source
Water Protection Team are responsible for implementing the SWPP and updating the plan on a

regular basis.



Figure 1. BDD and Vicinity Map
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1.1 Purpose

The Source Water Protection Plan (SWPP) is a tool for BDD to ensure clean and high-quality
drinking water sources for current and future generations. This Source Water Protection Plan is

designed to:
+ Create an awareness of the community’s drinking water sources and the
potential risks to surface water and/or groundwater quality within the watershed:;
% Encourage education and voluntary solutions to alleviate pollution risks;
% Promote management practices to protect and enhance the drinking water
supply; and
< Provide for a comprehensive action plan in case of an emergency that threatens

or disrupts the community water supply.

Developing and implementing source water protection measures at the local level (i.e. county and
municipal) will complement existing regulatory protection measures implemented at the state and

federal governmental levels by filling protection gaps that can only be addressed at the local level.
1.2 Source Water Protection Program Background

The U.S. Congress amended the Safe Drinking Water Act in 1996 to provide for the assessment
and protection of sources of public water supply. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) provides information and encourages partnerships for source water protection planning.
States completed source water assessments for all public water systems between 2002 and 20086.
States are now implementing strategies to help local communities use the information obtained
from these assessments. States may also provide resources to help fund local protection
activities, such as wellhead protection programs for groundwater and watershed management

programs for surface water.
1.3 Components of a Source Water Protection Program
The primary objective of a source water protection program is to safeguard and improve source

water quality for current and future use. A program may include several fundamental components,

such as:



“

“*

An inventory and characterization of the contaminant threads in the source water
protection area;

An action plan outlining strategies and resources required for the long-term
management of the source to prevent contamination; and

Implementation of the management measures identified in the planning process.

When developing a program, partners should account for a variety of factors such as local

environmental conditions, the needs and capacity of water providers, stakeholder interests, and
other site-specific factors. See Figure 2.

Figure 2. Phases in development and implementation of SWPP
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1.4 Assessment Phase

1.4.1 Step 1- Delineate the source water protection area (SWPA).

A source water protection plan includes a delineated area that shows the area to be assessed
and protected based on where the public water system draws drinking water supplies.

1.4.2 Step 2 - Inventory known and potential sources of contamination (PSOC).

A contaminant source inventory lists all documented and potential contaminant sources or

activities of concern within the SWPA that may pose a threat to drinking water supplies.

1.4.3 Step 3 — Determine the susceptibility of the public water system to contaminant

sources or activities within the SWPA.

Determining the susceptibility of the public water system to threats included on the contaminant
source inventory list is an important step for connecting the nature and severity of the threat to

the likelihood of the threat contaminating source water.
1.4.4 Step 4 — Engage the public about threats identified in the assessment.

Effective source water protection programs ensure that the public has the information necessary
to act to prevent contamination. Early involvement in the planning process helps build consensus

on the need for action, leading to more comprehensive source water protection.

1.5 Protection Phase

1.5.1 Step 5 - Develop an action plan to identify and prioritize specific implementation

activities.

Communities can use the information gathered from the source water assessment process to
develop action plans identifying long-term management strategies for preventing contamination

of sources of drinking water.



1.5.2 Step 6 — Protect source of drinking water by implementing protective actions.

Communities use many different source water protection practices to prevent contamination of
their drinking water supplies. These measures can be tailored to address each threat or an array

of risks specific to each public water system.

1.5.3 Step 7 - Evaluate and update action plan periodically.

Plans should be evaluated and, if necessary, revised in response to new information, such as
changes to the watershed or source water protection area or other factors that could affect the

relevance and efficacy of the plan.

1.6 Revisions

1.6.1 Revision 2019

In 2019 BDD revised the original SWPP dated October 2017. The revision of February 2019
included revising the Source Water Protection Team members, updating the BDD production
rates for 2017 and 2018 and the corresponding tables and graphs, updating the Santa Fe County
per capita daily use for 2017 and its corresponding table and graph, and selecting the BDD

Actions Items.
1.6.2 Revision 2023

In 2023 BDD revised a few sections of the 2019 SWPP including Section 4.2 and the risk
assessment of the PSOCs in Section 7. A search of the NMED database of PSOCs revealed the
same PSOCs present in 2017.



2. SOURCE WATER PROTECTION TEAM

The Source Water Protection Team has the responsibility for input to the SWPP and also for the
implementation of the recommended action items in the SWPP. The BDD serves Santa Fe County
(the County), the City of Santa Fe (the City), and Las Campanas, and members from each of
these entities are represented on the Source Water Protection Team. Members of the Source

Water Protection Team are identified in Table 1.

Table 1. Source Water Protection Team

Name Affiliation E-mail
Rick Carpenter Buckman Direct Diversion rrcarpenter@santafenm.gov
Randy Sugrue Buckman Direct Diversion recsugrue@santafenm.gov
Danny Carter Buckman Direct Diversion djcarter@santafenm.gov
Jill Turner New Mexico Environment Department | jill.turner@state.nm.us
Alan Hook City of Santa Fe aghook@santafenm.gov
Melissa McDonald City of Santa Fe mamcdonald@santafenm.gov
Michelle Hunter County of Santa Fe mghunter@santafecountynm.gov
Tom Egelhoff Las Campanas tegelhoff@clublc.com




3. WATER SYSTEM INFORMATION

BDD is jointly owned by the City and the County of Santa Fe, with Las Campanas as a limited
partner. By agreement between the City and County, the City currently provides financial and

administrative support.

The BDD is governed by the BDD Board, established in 2005 by the Joint Powers Agreement.
According to the agreement, “[glovernance will be through a five member board consisting of two
County Commissioners and two City Councilors and a qualified person (to serve a one year term
but without term limits) appointed by a majority of the four elected officials.” The board also

includes a non-voting member that represents Las Campanas.

The BDD Board's powers include:
% The authority to enter into a contract with an entity to maintain and operate the BDD. The
current contract to maintain and operate the BDD is with the City of Santa Fe.

% The authority to enter into a contract with an entity to act as the fiscal agent the BDD. The City
of Santa Fe is currently contracted with the BDD to serve as the BDD's fiscal agent. The fiscal
agent must receive the BDD Board’s approval for expenditures over an amount specified in the
contract.

4 Entering into a Facility Operations and Procedures Agreement with Las Campanas.

The BDD Board’s authority and duties do not encompass:

= The distribution of water to customers;
= The assessment or collection of water charges;
= The regulation of water use by customers or the ownership;

* Acquisition or permitting of use of water rights or contract rights.

The BDD diverts water from the Rio Grande for use by its customers. The water is ultimately

derived from two sources:

% San Juan-Chama (SJC) Project water. This is water that is artificially transferred
from the Colorado River basin to the Rio Grande basin. The rights to this water

are primarily regulated by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), and



=+ Native Rio Grande water. This is water that naturally occurs in the Rio Grande
watershed. The rights to this water are primarily regulated by the New Mexico
Office of the State Engineer (OSE).

BDD began supplying water to its customers in 2011. The BDD's customers and BDD water

system are discussed in more detail in Sections 3.2 and 3.3, respectively.

3.1 San Juan-Chama Project

The SJC Project is a U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) trans-basin transfer project and makes
New Mexico’s 11 percent allocation of Colorado River Basin water available to users in the north-
central part of the state (hamely, the Middle Rio Grande Basin). This project diverts water from
three different headwater streams of the San Juan River in Colorado (Rio Blanco, Little Navajo
River, and Navajo River). Diversions can occur anytime during the year as long as streamflow
exceeds the minimum allowable amount, and total diversions cannot exceed 1,350,000 acre-feet
in any 10-year period. The average annual yield is 96,200 acre-feet per year (ac-ft/yr). Diverted
water travels underground for 27 miles across the Continental Divide into Heron Reservoir,
located in Rio Arriba County, New Mexico at the confluence of Willow Creek and Rio Chama. The
reservoir has a capacity of 400,000 acre-feet, approximately 4 years supply for its designated
downstream contractors (Table 2). Water flows from Heron Reservoir southeast on the Rio
Chama until it reaches the Rio Grande, approximately 5 miles north of Espafiola (30 miles north
of Santa Fe). Rio Grande water used by the City and County of Santa Fe under the SJC Project
is diverted at the BDD and treated at the Buckman Regional Water Treatment Plant (BRWTP).
Appendix A shows how water is transferred from Colorado into Heron Reservoir and into the Rio

Grande.

Table 2. Contractors of San Juan-Chama Project Water

Contractor SJ((:as_lfls;;t)lon
Municipal
Albuquerque 48,200
City of Santa Fe 5,230
Santa Fe County 375
Los Alamos 1,200




Contractor SJ?ai\_lfls;:;t)lon
Los Lunas 400
Twining Water and Sanitation District 15
Espafriola 1,000
Taos 400
Belen 500
Bernalillo 400
Jicarilla Apache Nation 6,500
Ohkay Owingeh Pueblo 2,000
Irrigation
Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District 20,900
Pojoaque Valley Irrigation District 1,030
Other
Cochiti Reservoir (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) 5,000
Taos Pueblo Settlement 2,990

*ac-ft/yr = acre-feet per year

In 1976, the City, the Public Service Company of New Mexico (PNM) (which owned and operated
the Santa Fe public water system at the time), and the County signed a 40-year contract with the
BOR. The contract allotted 5,230 ac-ft/yr of SJC Project water to the City and 375 ac-ft/yr to the
County, 5,605 ac-ft/yr total. In 20086, two permanent but separate contracts were signed between
BOR and the City and County of Santa Fe for the same allocations of water.

10



Figure 3. City and County of Santa Fe Water System
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3.2 BDD Customers

BDD has three customers: the City of Santa Fe, the County of Santa Fe, and Las Campanas.
BDD's total annual allocations are 8,730 ac-ft/yr of which large percent belongs to the City of

Santa Fe.

3.2.1 City of Santa Fe

The City of Santa Fe water system serves approximately 78,200 customers through 33,297
metered connections. The bulk of these customers are within the City limits. In total, the City of
Santa Fe system serves a population of 90,810, making it the fourth-largest system in New
Mexico. (Hook, 2021)

Also, the City has several water service agreements to serve customers within Santa Fe County.
The City of Santa Fe Water System is unique among public water systems in the Southwest due
to its diverse portfolio of source waters, including two groundwater well fields, surface water from
the Santa Fe River stored in two reservoirs, and surface water from the San Juan-Chama Project
obtained from the Rio Grande at the Buckman Direct Diversion. The City purchases water from

the latter, a separate public water system. See (Hook, 2021).

< Surface water from the Santa Fe River stored in two reservoirs,
% Surface water from the Rio Grande River from Buckman Direct Diversion, and
< Groundwater from the Tesuque Formation at

e City Well Field (CWF), and
e Buckman Well Field (BWF).

From 2013 to 2019, the approximate average contributions of Santa Fe River surface water, Rio
Grande surface water, and ground water were 35%, 45%, and 20%, respectively. However, as
much as 80% of the City’s water is derived from BDD at certain times of the year. The 2013-2019
average annual production by the City of Santa Fe Water System from all sources was 8,600

ac-ft.

12



3.2.2 Santa Fe County

The Santa Fe County water system is divided into two sectors, West and South, and serves
approximately 3,500 accounts. The County’s consumer confidence reports (CCRs)
(https://www.santafecountynm.gov/public works/utilities) describe the sectors as follows:

The West Sector supplies potable water to users outside of the western boundary of the City of
Santa Fe and within the boundary of the Historic Village of Agua Fria. These users are located
in the areas of: Las Campanas Estates | & II, Aldea, Tessera, El Prado, La Serena, Los Suefios,
Sonrisa, Northwest Ranches, and Vista Aurora Subdivisién. Water is also provided to the Las
Campanas Water and Sewer Cooperative and to the Agua Fria Community Water System.

The South Sector supplies potable water to users outside of the boundary of the City of Santa Fe
in the areas including Campo Conejos, Turquoise Trail South, Rancho Viejo, Oshara Village, La
Pradera, Valle Vista, the County Public Safety Complex, Turquoise Trail School, Las Lagunitas,
and parts of La Cienega. Water is also provided to other systems, including the New Mexico
National Guard, the New Mexico State Penitentiary, and the La Cienega Mutual Domestic Water

Consumers Association.

The 2010 Census estimated that there were 6,992 housing units in the County water system, with
an average household size of 2.52, giving a population of 17,620 served by the County water
system. The Census estimated that 6,104 of these houses were occupied (888 were not), with a

vacancy rate of 12.7 percent.

In addition to BDD, the County relies on the City of Santa Fe’s water sources. The County uses
much of the City's water system infrastructure, although the County also owns and maintains its

own storage tank, booster station, and pipelines (Figure 3).

The 2017 County’s system-wide average daily demand (ADD) was 833,365 gallons of which the
residential 2017 ADD was 529,904 gallons. Figure 4 shows the County’s per capita daily use from
2010 to 2017. The system-wide per capita daily use during this period ranged from 62 to 140
gallons per capita per day (gpcd) (Table 3), with an average of 86 gpcd.

13



Table 3. Santa Fe County Per Capita Daily Use, 2010-2017

: Per Capita Daily Use
e “Tapeat)
2010 62
2011 68
2012 67
2013 84
2014 140
2015 92
2016 74
2017 100
Average 86

*gped = Gallons per capita per day

In the future, the County’s water system commitments will be expanding in accordance with the
Aamodt Settlement. The following excerpts from Water Matters! (2015) provide a brief overview

of this case:

The “Aamodt case” is a complex, long-running adjudication of water rights in the Pojoaque River
watershed northwest of Santa Fe. In 1966, it was filed in federal court as State of New Mexico, ex
rel. State Engineer, et al. v. Aamodt, et al. The parties include the State, through the State Engineer,
about 5,600 non-Indian claimants, the Pueblos of Nambé, Pojoaque, San lidefonso, and Tesuque,
and governmental entities such as the county of Santa Fe, many acequias, the Pojoaque Valley
Irrigation District, and several federal and state agencies. The rights being adjudicated include, but
are not limited to, State water rights of non-Indians and government agencies for irrigation,
domestic and commercial uses as well as the federal water rights of the Pueblos to historic, present,
and future uses.

14
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[Aamodt Settlement highlights continues]

The Aamodt settling parties, seven governmental entities, including the state, and representatives
from the non-Indian community, began negotiations in 2000. By 2004, a settlement was drafted
and presented to the public. The settlement featured a regional water supply system for both
Pueblos and non-Indians. In this first version of the settlement, all non-Indians had to hook up to
the water system. After review and public discussion, the settling parties returned to the table to
address non-Indian communities’ concerns and to remove the mandatory provision for water-
system hookup. The State of New Mexico, Santa Fe County, City of Santa Fe, representatives from
non-Indian communities, and the four Pueblos signed the 2006 Settlement Agreement and sent it
to Congress. For more information about the settlement process, please see the chapter “American
Indian Water Right Settlements” in this edition of Water Matters!.

In the spring of 2010, the Stell Ombudsman Program conducted eleven public meetings for the
County of Santa Fe to explain the settlement agreement. In December of 2010, Congress passed
the Claims Resolution Act, which approved the Aamodt and other settiements, and the President
signed it into law. The parties then adjusted the 2006 Settlement Agreement to conform to the Act,
and in March of 2013, the agreement was formally signed by the Secretary of the Interior, Pueblo
leaders, and state officials. In the early months of 2014, the Stell Ombudsman Program held thirty
public meetings and office hours for the county of Santa Fe to explain the settlement agreement.
Other interests also held public meetings.

The key provisions of the Aamodt settlement include:

* constructing a regional water system;

*  providing non-Indians with a choice of whether to join the settlement, and upon joining, a choice
of whether to hook up to the regional water system;

* relinquishing existing Pueblo claims against non-Indians who join the settlement;

* closing the basin to new water right development following the entry of a Pueblo final decree
by the court;

* metering all water uses in the basin;

* limiting Pueblo water use; and

* protecting existing uses.

The Regional Water System is a pipeline and water-distribution system which will have capacity to
deliver water from the Rio Grande to the four Pueblos and to non-Indian residents. The system
provides 2,500 acre-feet per year for Pueblo consumptive use. Santa Fe County is allowed to “piggy
back” on the system with an extension to serve non-Pueblo domestic well owners who choose to

connect and all future water development. The county portion of the system will accommodate up

16



to 1,600 acre feet per year. Water for the regional water system will be diverted from the Rio Grande
through infiltration well structures along the river banks on San lldefonso Pueblo land above Otowi
gage. This project is separate from Santa Fe's Buckman Diversion Project. The Bureau of

Reclamation will build the system.

Prior to the passage of the Aamodt Litigation Settlement Act, the cost estimate for the settlement
in 2006 dollars was $177.3 million ($106.4 million for the federal contribution, $49.5 mitlion for the
state contribution, and $21.4 million for the county's contribution). This cost estimate is indexed to
accommodate economic changes. The majority of the funding is for the construction of the regional
water system and for the acquisition of water rights for the Pueblos. In the Claims Resolution Act,
Congress appropriated $81.8 million of the federal contribution and authorized an additional $92.5

million.

3.2.3 Las Campanas

BDD has two customers from the Las Campanas community: Las Campanas Water and Sewer
Cooperative (the Co-op) and the Club at Las Campanas (the Club).

3.2.3.1 Las Campanas Water and Sewer Cooperative

The Co-op provides treated drinking water for domestic use in Las Campanas and serves 656
water connections — an estimated population of 1,500 people (656 connections x 2.3 people per
household). In 2016, the Co-op's ADD was 236,921 gallons, with a peak daily demand of 498,379

gallons.

Finished treated water travels via gravity flow from the City’s 10 million-gallon storage tank to the
Co-op’s receiving station, where it is treated with sodium hypochlorite. The Co-op owns and
maintains two underground storage tanks (0.75 million-gallon and 0.5 million-gallon) and 45 miles
of pipeline, sized 4 to 18 inches, distributed among four pressure zones.

Table 4 shows the monthly water flow into the Las Campanas receiving station for the period of
2011 to 2016.

17



Table 4. Water Flow at Las Campanas Co-op Receiving Station, 2011-2016

Flow (million galions)
Month

2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 2016

January 25 1.9 24 2.4 1.9 20
February 25 1.4 1.6 21 1.4 1.8
March 1.7 25 24 25 22 2.7
April 6.7 5.0 53 5.6 42 4.8
May 9.7 9.7 10.2 8.9 7.5 9.2
June 11.9 11.2 12.7 10.9 10.4 12.0
July 13.0 11.0 13.0 11.0 9.7 14.5
August 1.2 11.5 11.5 10.2 10.8 10.2
September 8.6 9.6 84 9.6 10.3 124
October 55 7.0 57 7.1 6.9 11.5
November 20 23 22 25 1.9 3.3
December 2.0 26 23 2.3 22 21
Total Annual 77.3 75.6 77.9 75.0 69.5 86.5

3.2.3.2 The Club at Las Campanas

The Club has two 18-hole golf courses and a driving range that make up a total of 140 acres of
irrigated turf grass. On average, from 2010 to 2016, the Club has applied just shy of 600 acre-feet
(200 million gallons) of raw (untreated) water per year to maintain the turf grass. The water used
for irrigation is a combination of treated effluent from the Co-op and untreated, raw water diverted
from the Rio Grande by the BDD. Table 5 shows the Club’s monthly raw water usage from 2010
to 2021.

The Club derives its water rights to water diverted from the Rio Grande from several sources:

% The Club has access to around 250 ac-ft/yr of native Rio Grande raw (untreated) water

purchased through the Las Campanas and Sewer Water Co-op.
% The Club leases 600 ac-ft/yr of SJC water from the Jicarilla Apache Tribe.

=+ The Club has a contract with the County for up to 600 ac-ft/yr of native Rio Grande water.

18



< In addition, the city has occasionally supplied the Club with water from the city’s Buckman

wells during emergencies.

Table 5. Water Usage by the Club at Las Campanas, 2010-2016

Irrigation Water Use (million gallons)
Month Average
2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021
January 0.3 0.8 0.6 0.1 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.6 3.6 0.0 1.0
February 0.0 1.1 1.2 27 5.1 03 1.3 1.1 4.2 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.5
March 0.7 9.2 10.6 6.9 9.2 11.7 18.9 14.4 13.2 0.0 1.7 0.0 8.0
April 12.2 20.9 18.9 23.7 25.8 22.9 17.9 20.6 32.3 16.3 20.4 13.5 20.4
May 25.3 29.6 32.6 31.2 29.4 22.8 29.0 247 36.2 33.9 413 20.0 29.7
June 35.0 41.2 40.6 43.3 36.1 35.6 36.9 39.4 441 38.3 38.9 22.4 37.7
July 19.2 38.3 27.8 29.5 29.8 19.6 33.0 371 28.7 33.5 35.6 14.4 28.9
August 21.8 221 26.9 22.5 23.7 26.7 13.9 25,6 20.1 27.2 28.5 14.1 22.8
September 23.6 18.2 21.0 16.7 21.3 221 20.3 19.8 17.8 27.6 24.2 9.0 201
October 11.2 11.4 17.9 15.3 16.0 14.6 221 0.0 111 18.0 17.0 5.4 133
Nowember 3.1 4.6 5.1 3.7 6.7 54 3.4 14.2 1.8 0.6 0.0 0.2 4.1
December 1.6 0.1 0.0 0.6 1.2 0.5 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4
Total Annual 154.1 | 197.6 | 203.1 | 195.3 | 207.0 | 182.2 | 197.6 | 196.7 | 211.0 | 198.6 | 211.2 99.0 187.8

The Club has one booster station (BS2A), three irrigation system pump-houses, two transfer
pump stations, and five holding ponds. The holding ponds provide approximately 100 acre-feet of
combined water storage capacity. Approximately 10 miles of 12-inch pipelines connect BS2A to
the holding ponds. Watering requirements for the turf grass are determined by three on-site

weather stations.

3.3 BDD Water System

The intake for the BDD system is located on the east bank of the Rio Grande in the historic ghost
town of Buckman, approximately 3.5 miles downstream of the Otowi Bridge. The U.S. Forest
Service owns the land at the BDD intake. The surrounding area is a mix of Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), San lidefonso Pueblo, and private land (Figure 3). One lift station and two
booster stations pump the raw water uphill approximately 1,100 feet in altitude and 11 miles in
length via a 30-inch pipeline from the river to the BRWTP. The BRWTP is an advanced treatment
facility. As shown in Appendix A, BDD applies the following water treatment processes (BDD,
2017):
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River water is diverted through a riverside structure with fish screens. Larger sand
particles are separated from the pumped raw water and returned to the Rio Grande. The

remaining raw water is pumped to the BRWTP.

At BRTWP, raw water passes through three pre-sedimentation basins which allow

remaining larger particles to settle to the bottom of the basins via gravity.

After the pre-sedimentation basins, water is mixed with a coagulant (ferric chloride) which
causes even the finest particles to clump together. Ozone is added to oxidize organic

material and improve the coagulation process.

Next, flocculation is achieved through gentle mixing. The tiny individual particles collide,
stick together, and become larger and heavier. Contaminants and impurities are swept up

and removed with the flocculated particles.

Plate settlers are used to provide very still conditions to separate by gravity the heavier
floc particles from the water. The settled solids from this process are concentrated and

dewatered in a centrifuge, and then disposed of appropriately.

After the plate settling the clarified water is filtered under low pressure through membranes
with small pore size. This membrane filtration removes all of the particulate matter larger

than 0.1 micrometer.

Ozone is applied once again to the clean water. It oxidizes dissolved organic material not
previously removed and kills microbes. Residual ozone is then destroyed.

The water passes through granular activated carbon (GAC) contactors. The oxidized
organics are removed by the biologically active carbon, which also works as a “polishing”

process.

Chlorine and sodium hydroxide are added to disinfect the water and to correct the pH of
the treated water. This protects against any contamination that might occur downstream
in the pipes. Fluoride is added for dental health. Lastly, a corrosion inhibitor is included to
help control lead and copper release from the pipes. The finished drinking water is stored
in a 4 million-gallon tank. Two booster stations pump the treated water north and south
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sending it to the City and County drinking water distribution systems for consumption by

the public.

Finished water is pumped from BRWTP to BDD'’s booster station 4A (BS-4A), where it goes to
the City's Buckman Wellfield Booster Station 3 and eventually on to the City's 10 million-gallon
storage tank, or to booster station 5A (BS-5A), where it travels directly into the City’s and County’s
distribution systems (Appendix A). The maximum daily capacity of the BDD water treatment
facility is about15 million gallons. The BDD typically operates at an average of bout 6 mgd.

21



4. HYDROGEOLOGY

4.1 Regional Hydrogeology

Santa Fe County is located between the Jemez Mountains to the west and the Sangre de Cristo

Mountains to the northeast. Both surface water and groundwater are available in the area.

BDD obtains surface water from the Rio Grande. The 2016 Jemez y Sangre Regional Water Plan
(NM ISC and OSE, 2016) provides the following description of rivers in the area:

The Rio Grande, which drains south through the region from Embudo to Cochiti Reservoir, is the
major surface water feature (Figure 3-1), although use of this water is limited by provisions of the
Rio Grande Compact. The provisions of the Rio Grande Compact effectively split the available
surface water supply for the Rio Grande Basin above Elephant Butte Reservoir into the part north
of the Otowi gage and the part south of the gage (see Section 5 for discussion of the Rio Grande
Compact). The Rio Chama, which flows into the Rio Grande near the northwest boundary of the
planning region, also contributes a significant amount of water to the region, much of it imported
water from the San Juan-Chama Project. The Santa Fe River, which supplies a portion of the City
of Santa Fe water supply, Galisteo Creek south of Santa Fe, and the Rio Nambe, Rio Tesuque and
Pojoaque River north of Santa Fe are also important tributaries in the region. The quality of the

surface water in the region is generally very good to excellent.

The Tesuque Formation, part of the Santa Fe Group aquifer, underlies the BDD area. Spiegel
and Baldwin (1963) provides the following description of the Tesuque Formation:

The Tesuque formation of middle Miocene to early Pliocene age, here named for the town of
Tesuque, 5 miles north of Santa Fe ..., consists of several thousand feet of pinkish-tan soft arkosic,
silty sandstone and minor conglomerate and siltstone...

In the Santa Fe area, the Tesuque formation is generally exposed north of the Santa Fe River, and
it is best exposed along the north edge of the Santa Fe area. The Tesuque, which represents the
greater part of the Santa Fe group in the Santa Fe area, rests with at least local angular
unconformity on the volcanic rocks of Oligocene and Miocene age and is overlain with angular
unconformity by the Ancha formation. Although near its base the Tesuque includes sediments
derived from Tertiary igneous rocks, it consists principally of debris from Precambrian rocks.
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The color of the Tesuque formation ranges from grayish orange to moderate reddish orange and
light brown. The usual pinkish color is due largely to the predominance of reddish grains of
microcline. Crossbedding is common, and molds of desiccation cracks have been noted on the
under surfaces of sandstones that rest on siltstones. Cementation by calcium carbonate is
common, and in many specimens the cement is crystalline. The conglomerate, which is coarse, is
common near the mountain front but less common farther west, partly because in general the lower
beds are exposed only near the mountains. Clay is present only in very small amounts, but silt and
very fine sand form a large proportion of the unit. The sand in many of the sandstone beds is fairly

well sorted.

Due to the depth of the City’s Buckman wells and the hydrogeology of the area, there has been
no evidence of any Buckman wells being under the influence of surface water, despite close

proximity of several wells to the river, namely Buckman wells (BW) 1 and 8.

4.2 Water Sources

4.2.1 Rio Grande Source Water Quality

According to BDD (Bowman, 2017):

The water quality of the Upper and Middle Rio Grande under base flow (“normal” or ambient)
conditions is good overall, with few and occasional minor exceedances of individual water quality
standards (NMED/DOE/OB, 2012). Sediments carried in stormwater flow conditions generally
exhibit concentrations that are elevated above ambient levels for certain constituents that are
attached to soil and sediment particles. Stormwater studies show a strong correlation between
certain surface water contaminants such as radionuclides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
metals and suspended sediment concentrations. That is, many of the contaminants of concern and
other chemical compounds have a strong affinity for and are bound to the particles and organic
matter in suspended sediments. Storm flow events are short lived, transient, and their sediment

loads fluctuate proportionately with changing flow.

The quality of the surface water in the Rio Grande is subject to the Clean Water Act (CWA), and
thus subject to the water quality standard listed in 20.6.4 NMAC. Specifically, BDD falls under the
20.6.4.114 NMAC segment of the river, and potential uses are listed in that subsection of the rules,
which includes "public water supply.” As such, even though the general water quality of this stretch
is “good overall,” this segment of the Rio Grande is impaired for uses such as irrigation and livestock

watering due to the presence of contaminants at concentrations exceeding certain standards. The
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2018-2020 State of New Mexico Clean Water Act §303(d)/§305(b) Integrated List (pg. 190)
hitps://www.env.nm.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Appendix-A-Integrated-List.pdf details all

impaired uses and exceedances from standards for this stretch of the river. The figure below depicts
many other stretches impaired for different uses in the region of BDD (NM ISC and OSE, 2016.)

Source: NMED, 2014a and 2014¢
Note: See Table 5-81or IR Category definitions
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BDD monitors the quality of the Rio Grande as part of their National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit. EPA Region 6 was satisfied with the results of the first three years of
BDD’s monitoring of the Rio Grande. In subsequent renewals of the NPDES permit, the EPA has
reduced the initial lengthy list of monitored constituents to a more limited list of turbidity, pH, and
Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET). However, water quality of the Rio Grande continues to be monitored
by other environmental entities, some of them being USGS and NMED under the CWA 303(d)

program.

4.2.2 Drinking Water Quality Reports

Drinking water quality is monitored by the NMED DWB under the Safe Drinking Water Act. To
protect public health, drinking water quality is checked against the national primary standards
(maximum contaminant levels [MCLs]) for 87 constituents and secondary standards (secondary
MCLs [SMCLs]) for 15 constituents.

U.S. EPA (2017b) defines primary and secondary standards as follows:

EPA has established National Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWRs) that set mandatory
water quality standards for drinking water contaminants. These are enforceable standards called
‘maximum contaminant levels” (MCLs) which are established to protect the public against
consumption of drinking water contaminants that present a risk to human health. An MCL is the

maximum allowable amount of a contaminant in drinking water which is delivered to the consumer.

In addition, EPA has established National Secondary Drinking Water Regulations (NSDWRs) that
set non-mandatory water quality standards for 15 contaminants. EPA does not enforce these
“secondary maximum contaminant levels” (SMCLs). They are established as guidelines to assist
public water systems in managing their drinking water for aesthetic considerations, such as taste,
color, and odor. These contaminants are not considered to present a risk to human health at the
SMCL.

As required by the Safe Drinking Water Act, NMED DWB samples BDD'’s finished drinking water.
Of the 70 primary contaminants monitored by the NMED DWB, none have ever been detected at
levels exceeding the MCL. A summary of the results from 158 monitored constituents at BDD
from 2011 to 2016 is presented in Appendix B. For each tested constituent, the table provides the

number of detected results, and the minimum, maximum and average value of all detected values.
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Public water systems report the results of required water quality sampling to their customers in a
consumer confidence report (CCR.) due July 1% of every year. Results of BDD water quality
testing are published under the Santa Fe City's CCR. The CCRs for 2019, 2020, and 2021 are
provided in Appendix B, and show concentrations of the monitored constituents in comparison to
MCLs. The results from the additional and voluntary drinking water testing are reported on the
BDD web site. BDD had not exceeded any MCL for primary contaminant since its start of
operation in 2011.

4.2.3 Production Rates

Table 6 summarizes the BDD monthly production of finished water from BS-4A and BS-5A from
2011 to 2021. Figure 5 depicts the total annual production over this time period, while Figure 6
shows these data split by production from BS-4A and BS-5A. The lowest annual production
since BDD opening was 1,271 million gallons in 2019; the highest was 2,035 million gallons in
2021.
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Table 6. BDD Monthly Production, 2011-2021

27

Production (million gallons)

Month 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

BS4A | BS-5A | Total | BS4A| BS-5A | Total | BS-4A [BS-5A| Total | BS-4A |BS-5A| Total | BS<4A|BS-5A| Total | BS-4A|BS-5A| Total
January 63.7 0 63.7 | 101.9| 259 | 127.8 | 1004 | 48.7 | 149.1 | 88.7 | 345 | 123.2| 494 | 451 | 945 | 87.2 | 27.3 | 114.4
February | 97.3 0 973 | 569 | 218 | 787 | 337 | 431 | 768 | 799 | 306 | 1105| 688 | 30 | 98.7 | 658 | 329 | 98.8
March 117.9 | 1.1 19 | 609 | 433 | 1042 | 743 | 492 | 1235 | 111.1 | 454 | 1565 | 651 | 329 | 98 | 121 | 447 | 165.7
April 1948 | 47 [1995( 1182 | 579 | 176.1 | 159.2 | 56.2 | 2154 | 439 | 635 | 974 | 45 | 6.4 | 109 | 1621 | 426 | 2047
May 130.8 | 11.3 | 1421 | 1554 | 689 | 2243 | 230.4 | 68.8 | 299.2 | 1745 | 63.9 | 238.4 | 66.6 | 37.8 | 104.4 | 1036 | 48.7 | 152.2
June 2438 | 6 |2498]| 131 81.7 | 2127 | 209.1 | 838 | 2929 | 117.9| 70.3 | 188.3 | 127.7 | 53.8 | 181.5| 38.2 | 30.1 | 66.3
July 1104 | 283 | 1387 | 228 | 179 | 407 | 71.7 | 556 | 127.3 | 682 | 586 | 1268 | 70.3 [ 49 | 1193 536 | 61.3 | 114.9
August 10 | 239 | 339 | 343 | 433 | 776 | 00 [ 82 | 82 | 911 | 65 | 1561 | 83.8 | 466 | 130.4 | 18.4 | 27.9 | 46.3
September| 929 | 633 | 1562 | 157.7| 572 | 2149 | 79 | 98 | 17.7 | 109.4 | 75.4 | 1848 | 134 | 60.3 | 1942 | 1212 | 56.2 | 177.4
October | 1186 | 59.1 | 177.7| 179 | 575 | 2365 | 304 | 564 | 86.8 | 81.2 | 69 | 150.1 | 161.9 | 49.7 | 2015 | 181.6 | 32.1 | 213.7
Nowember | 95.2 | 47.6 | 142.8| 1281 | 403 | 168.4 | 47.9 | 436 | 9156 | 71.7 | 60.3 | 131.9| 109.3 | 436 | 1528 | 113 | 18.1 | 131.1
December | 97 | 39.2 | 1362 | 129.2| 446 | 1738 | 532 | 326 | 858 | 81.8 | 59.7 | 141.5| 69.3 | 23.7 | 929 | 101.2| 128 | 114
I"’It:‘:a"y 1372.4| 284.5 | 1656.9(1275.4| 560.3 | 1835.7 | 1018.2| 556.0 | 1574.2| 1119.4| 686.2 | 1805.5 | 1000.7 | 478.9 | 1479.2| 1166.9| 434.7 | 1601.5

Production (million gallons)

Month 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

BS4A | BS-5A | Total | BS4A| BS-5A | Total || BS4A |BS-5A| Total | BS4A|BS-5A| Total ||BS-4A|BS-5A| Total
January 90.3 | 34.1 | 1243 | 65.1 476 | 1127 | 709 | 28.3 | 992 [ 1289 | 6.4 | 1353 | 86.3 | 31.4 | 117.7
February | 851 | 336 | 1187 | 61.8 | 425 | 1043 | 541 | 254 | 78.5 || 1023 | 21.8 | 1241 || 95.0 | 31.2 | 126.2
March 104.9 | 50.8 | 155.7 | 41.1 50.1 912 | 209 | 21.0 | 41.9 | 79.2 | 28.2 | 107.4 | 102.0 | 36.7 | 138.7
April 99.8 | 645 | 1643 | 133.3| 436 | 1769 | 121 | 136 | 257 | 671 | 35.0 | 1021 | 133.1 | 47.2 | 180.3
May 64.0 | 650 | 129.0 | 2045 | 529 | 257.4 || 929 | 41.3 | 1342 || 103.1 | 55.0 | 158.1 | 194.3 | 56.5 | 250.8
June 821 | 71.3 | 1534 | 170.9 | 593 | 230.2 || 81,5 | 491 | 130.6 | 949 | 652 | 160.1 | 178.8 | 70.0 | 248.8
July 856 | 74.0 | 1597 | 166.9| 61.8 | 228.7 | 111.6 | 50.4 | 171.0 | 141.3 | 66.0 | 207.3 || 100.9 | 59.9 | 160.8
August 814 | 68.9 | 150.2 | 1402 | 566 | 196.7 | 60.7 | 44.6 | 105.3 | 180.0 | 71.0 | 251.0 | 158.4 | 65.7 | 224.1
September| 117.2 | 66.7 | 183.9| 95.0 | 450 | 139.9 | 111.3 | 26.7 | 138.0 || 155.7 | 50.0 | 205.7 || 118.1 | 43.7 | 161.8
October 79.3 | 54.8 | 1341 | 1191 | 346 | 153.8 | 115.3 | 30.4 | 145.7 |[ 121.1 | 50.0 | 171.1 [ 146.4 | 19.6 | 166.0
Nowember | 47.4 | 478 | 952 | 993 | 268 | 1260 | 69.8 | 26.7 | 96.5 | 87.1 | 27.8 | 114.9 | 100.0 | 31.7 | 131.7
December | 61.8 | 48.7 | 1105 | 863 | 264 | 1127 || 944 | 91 | 1035 924 | 28.7 | 1211 || 97.5 | 30.4 | 127.9
I:':l:a"y 998.8 | 680.1 | 1679.0 1383.3| 547.2 | 1930.5| 895.5 | 375.6 | 1271.1 1353.1| 505.1 | 1858.2|( 1510.8| 524.0 | 2034.8
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5. WATER SuPPLY CHANGES AND IMPACTS

5.1 Historical Change and Impacts

During the severe drought experienced by Santa Fe from the late 1990s to 2002, and despite
ongoing and very successful water conservation programs, the Santa Fe region did not have
enough reliable and sustainable drinking water sources to meet the growing needs. The City of
Santa Fe and the County of Santa Fe designed a sustainable water supply project, the BDD

project, to help protect our region from running out of water during a drought.

The project was needed to supplement the two sources of water the local community depended
on — groundwater wells and reservoirs on the Santa Fe River. The groundwater wells were not
sustainable at the pre-BDD pumping levels due to increasing demand, and the local reservoirs
can run out of water during a dry year. The BDD promised to provide a new source of surface
water in addition to the existing supplies of surface water and help the regional aquifer rest and
recharge (refill) so that it will be here for the future generations. The City or Santa Fe and the
County of Santa Fe constructed the BDD to add this source of water by diverting and treating
water available from the Rio Grande that they cannot access through groundwater pumping.

The BDD came online in January 2011. In May 2011, after nearly a decade in development, the
Buckman Direct Diversion Board (BDDB) assumed responsibility for the day-to-day operations,
management and maintenance of the Buckman Regional Water Treatment Plant (BRWTP) and
facilities. This new water supply source is reliable, sustainable and provides flexibility in how the
city and county choose to use the different supply sources for water consumption. Operation of
all four sources (Section 3.2.1) will continue to meet the needs of city and county water system
customers, improve the regional public water supply under drought conditions, and replace
unsustainable groundwater pumping making a drought reserve possible.

5.2 Need for Future Water Sources

BDD is currently able to meet the demand of its customers. There are no plans for expanding the

BDD system or water rights holdings.
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6. SOURCE WATER PROTECTION AREA

The source water protection area (SWPA) is described as a buffer around wells, reservoirs, and
on either side of rivers, streams, and canals for use in identifying potential contamination from
sources within close proximity. For the purposes of BDD’s SWPP, the SWPA begins 500 feet
downstream of the intake and ends 10 miles upstream. In reality, catastrophic contaminations
occurring upstream from BDD of even more than 10 miles may influence the river water quality
and may influence the BDD operations. However, in order to make this plan practical and feasible,
the limit of 10 miles upstream will be accepted as the upper limit of the SWPA. Tributaries within

this SWPA are included even if not specifically delineated on Figure 7.

For purposes of delineating surface water SWPAs, NMED distinguishes between two different

types of watersheds, Type A and Type B, defined as follows:

Type A watersheds are defined as having an area under 30 square miles. Buffer zones within the

watershed are defined as follows:

< Buffer Zone A is a 200-foot wide strip of land paralleling either bank of an active stream
channel and/or extending from the mouth or inlet of an impoundment to the uppermost

boundary of the watershed.

% Buffer Zone B is a 300-foot wide strip of land beginning at the outside margin of buffer
Zone A.

% Buffer Zone C is the balance of the land area extending to the topographic boundary.
Type B watersheds are defined as having an area over 30 square miles. Potential source of

contamination (PSOC) inventories and susceptibility analysis are applied only to that portion of
the watershed defined as “critical stream segments,” as follows:

= Buffer Zone A is a 200-foot wide strip of land paralleling either bank of an active stream

channel.

= Buffer Zone B is a 300-foot wide strip of land paralleling an active stream channel and

beginning at the outside margin of Buffer Zone A.

% Buffer Zone C is a “2-mile wide corridor of land paralleling either bank of an active stream

channel.
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The Rio Grande has a Type B watershed; therefore, the SWPA is subdivided into the following
three zones:

« Zone A: radius of 0 to 200 feet from each stream bank

% Zone B: radius of 201 to 500 feet from each stream bank

% Zone C: radius of 501 to 2,640 feet from each stream bank

In addition to the Rio Grande, two other large tributaries have been added to the BDD SWPA: Los
Alamos Canyon and Guaje Canyon, both being dry canyons (ephemeral) and part of the Los
Alamos Canyon watershed. When these ephemeral streams flow, they may carry the LANL
legacy waste contaminated sediments to the Rio Grande. Over the years, LANL-contaminated
sediments have settled along the banks of Los Alamos Canyon, especially in its lower portion.
Englert (NMED DOE OB, 2011) found that most contaminated sediments transported to the lower
Los Alamos Canyon from the contaminated sources (upper Los Alamos Canyon and Pueblo
Canyon) settle in the lower Los Alamos Canyon and only small part (19%) of the mobilized
contaminated sediments discharge to the Rio Grande. While Guaje Canyon is not known to be
affected by LANL contamination, it flows into the lower Los Alamos Canyon, and can therefore
remobilize contaminated sediments from the lower Los Alamos Canyon and discharge them to
the Rio Grande.

The BDD SWPA for the Rio Grande, including the delineated portions of Los Alamos Canyon
watershed, is shown in Figure 7. The total area of the delineated SWPA is 22.03 square miles:
5.76 square miles in Los Alamos Canyon, 5.41 square miles in Guaje Canyon, and 10.86 square
miles in the Rio Grande. For ease in identifying and tracing PSOCs, river miles have been added
to the map, starting 500 feet downstream of the intake and moving upstream. Guaje Canyon
meets Los Alamos Canyon between Los Alamos Canyon river miles 4 and 5; the convergence of
Los Alamos Canyon into the Rio Grande occurs between Rio Grande river miles 3 and 4. The
stream and river mile will be stated in all text and table references (e.g., Los Alamos Canyon river

mile 7 versus Guaje Canyon river mile 7 or Rio Grande river mile 7).

The delineated SWPA meets the criteria of the NMED DWB guidance for establishing an area to
evaluate for PSOCs. DBS&A requested and received geographical information system (GIS) data
used in NMED DWB's Source Water Protection Atlas (NMED DWB, 2017), an interactive mapping

tool that contains active and inactive drinking water sources, regulated sites, and other information.
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These GIS data were used to generate the maps showing the river's SWPA and PSOCs. A map
encompassing the PSOCs in all watersheds upstream from BDD is included in Appendix E.
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7. POTENTIAL SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION (PSOC)

7.1 Overview of Potential Contaminant Sources and Risk Assessment

Potential sources of contamination (PSOCs) are defined as any possible site or event that could,
under any circumstance and time frame, lead to contamination of drinking water sources. Not all
sites identified as PSOCs pose the same level of risk. Depending on the type of PSOC, some
sites may pose little to no contamination risk, while others may pose an imminent threat. Sources
of contamination (SOCs) are considered those activities or environmental accidents that are

currently threatening or contaminating the source water

The source water protection area (SWPAs) for BDD was described in the previous section and

delineated on Figure 7.

Following the identification of PSOCs, a risk assessment was performed for each contaminant.
This methodology is based on a technique developed by the Colorado Rural Water Association
(e.g., CRWA 2017) and involves estimation of risk using two parameters: the “probability of

impact” and the level of “impact to the water system.”

The “probability of impact” changes in increasing order from “rare” to “certain”, and the “impact to
the water system” changes in increasing order from “insignificant” to “catastrophic.” For definition
of each level of these parameters, see the table below. When determining the risk for a source of
contamination, one will find the “impact to the water system” along the x-axis and then along the
vertical y-axis find the level of “probability of impact” in order to determine the overall risk of that
specific source of contamination. The factors influencing both parameters will be how close the
source is to the water resource, how large the contamination is or could be, how potent or toxic
the contaminant of concern is and how fast the contamination could be transported toward the

water resource.
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Table 7. Risk Assessment Decision Table

SWAP Risk Assessment Matrix

Risk

Certain :. Low '
Likely | Low High
Possible ] .

Rare

Probability of Impact

Insignificant Minor Significant Major Catastrophic

Impact to Water System

Instructions: Use this matrix like a graph. Identify the "Impact to Water System" on the X axis, then identify
the "Probability of Impact” on the Y axis. The risk is determined by the intersection of these two lines.

Probability of Impact: The following descriptions provide a framework to estimate the relative
probability that damage or loss would occur within one to ten years.

Certain: >95% probability of impact

Likely: >70% to <95% probability of impact
Possible: >30% to <70% probability of impact
Unlikely: >5% to <30% probability of impact
Rare: <5% probability of impact

Impact to Water System: The following descriptions provide a framework to estimate the impact to the

public water system.
Irreversible damage to the water source(s). This could include the need for new treatment

Catastrophic: technologies and/or the replacement of existing water source(s).
= Substantial damage to the water source(s). This could include a loss of use for an extended
Major: : . .
period of time and/or the need for new treatment technologies.
Significant: Moderate damage to the water source(s). This could include a loss of use for an extended
B ) period of time and/or the need for increased monitoring and/or maintenance activities.
Minor: Minor damage resulting in minimal, recoverable, or localized efforts. This could include

temporarily shutting off an intake or well and/or the issuance of a boil order.

Damage that may be too small or unimportant to be worth consideration, but may need to
Insignificant: be observed for worsening conditions. This could include the development of administrative
procedures to maintain awareness of changing conditions.
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After determining the risk a source of contamination poses to the water system, it is important to
determine whether the water system can control the source by any means or control the
contamination from the source by any means. The level of water system control describes the
ability of the water system to take measures to prevent contamination or minimize impact. A
potential contaminant source that falls within a water system'’s jurisdiction (i.e. direct control),
may be of higher priority since they can take direct measures to prevent contamination or
minimize the impact.

<+ Direct Control — The water system can take direct measures to prevent.

< Indirect Control — The water system cannot directly control the issue, but can

work with another person or entity to take measures to prevent.

<+ No Control — The PSOC or issue of concern is outside the control of the public
water system and other entities.

Several different resources were used to compile a list of all possible PSOCs within BDD’s SWPA.
The Source Water Protection Atlas is a database maintained by the NMED DWB (2017)
containing information on sites that are registered with the state, such as wastewater discharge
permits and fuel storage tanks. Because information included in the Source Water Protection
Atlas is not inclusive of all potential sources of contamination, the assessment also included the
EPA interactive map (U.S. EPA, 2017a), geologic reports, previous reports provided by BDD, the
City of Santa Fe, and Santa Fe County, and input from the Source Water Protection Team and

the public.

PSOCs can be either human-caused or naturally occurring. Both types of PSOC are found within

BDD’s SWPA, as discussed in the following subsections and shown on Figure 7.

7.2 Human Sources of Contamination

The human-caused PSOCs that can be mapped and are known to occur in BDD's SWPA and the
types of those PSOCs are listed in Table 8. NMED has compiled an extensive database of human
sources of contamination and that database was used to generate the PSOCs on Figure 7 and
Figure 8. GIS data for septic tanks (map code RSF) were not included in any of the state’s
databases. Because no sewer service is available in the area, RSF sites were added for each
building using aerial imagery from the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) National Agriculture
Imagery Program (NAIP) (dated 2014).
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