
MINUTES OF THE 

CITY OF SANTA FE & SANTA FE COUNTY 

	BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD MEETING

April 2, 2026


1.	Call to Order: This meeting of the City of Santa Fe & Santa Fe County Buckman Direct Diversion Board meeting was called to order by Councilor Jamie Cassutt, BDD Board Chair at 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:
	Councilor Jamie Cassutt, Chair		None
	Commissioner Justin Greene 				 
	Councilor Patricia Feghali 		
	Commissioner Hank Hughes 
	Rolf Schmidt-Petersen, Citizen Member
	T. Egelhoff, The Club at Las Campanas [non-voting member]

	Alternates Present:
	Peter Ives, Citizen Alternate
	
	Others Present:
	Bradley Prada Facilities Manager	
	Nancy Long, BDD Board Consulting Attorney
	Kyle Harwood, BDD Board Consulting Attorney
	Bernardine Padilla, BDD Public Relations Coordinator
	Matt Sandoval, BDD Operations Superintendent
	Brandi Martinez, BDD Staff
	Alexis Garcia, BDD Staff
	Bill Schneider, City of Santa Fe Water Resources and Conservation Manager
	Larry “Boots” Pierce, GZA
	John Sikora, AECOM
	Eric Spurlin, Carr, Riggs & Ingram [virtually]
	Matthew Bonifer, Carr, Riggs & Ingram [virtually]
	Kurt Travers, CLA [virtually]
	Wayne Lorenz, Wright Water
	Joni Arends, CCNS

[Chair Cassutt read the agenda captions throughout the meeting.]
	
3.	Approval of Agenda

Member Schmidt-Petersen moved to approve the agenda as published.  Commissioner Hughes seconded and the motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote. 

4.	Approval of Consent Agenda [See Page 19]

Commissioner Hughes requested that the one item on the consent agenda be removed for discussion.  Chair Cassutt noted that no action was required.  

5.	Approval of Minutes
	A.  Approval of the March 5, 2026, Buckman Direct Diversion Board Meeting

There were no changes from staff or the Board.  Councilor Feghali moved to approve the minutes as presented.  Commissioner Hughes seconded.  The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote. 

6.	 Matters from the Public – None were presented

7.	Presentations and Informational Items
	a.	Monthly Update on the BDD Operations

		CHAIR CASSUTT: We have Matt Sandoval, BDD Operations Superintendent, here to present.
		MATT SANDOVAL (BDD Operations Superintendent):  Thank you, Madam Chair, members of the Board. I'll be presenting the BDD operations report for the month of March, 2026.  The BDD diversions and deliveries have averaged a million gallons per day as follows: Raw water diversions, 7.19 million gallons per day; raw water delivery to Las Campanas at Booster Station 2A is point .40 million gallons per day. Drinking water deliveries to Booster Stations 4A and 5A, 6.56 million gallons per day. And BDD contributed 81.4 percent of the drinking water to the City and County for the month of March, 2026.  And I will stand for questions. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Thank you so much. Any questions from members of the committee? Member Ives. 
		MR. IVES:  Thank you, Madam Chair. Just a quick question.  Just looking at the 2026 numbers, of course, you've just recited those. There's a delta between the raw water diversion and then adding the raw water delivery and drinking water deliveries through Booster Stations 4A and 5A, it's about .23 million gallons per day. What does that consist of?  
		MR. SANDOVAL:  Thank you, Madam Chair and Board member Ives.  Las Campanas does factor into that equation. They did pull .4 million gallons per day. And then we do have some on-site storage, which is 8 million gallons of storage. I believe the difference is –
		BRAD PRADA (Facilities Manager):  Matt, if I could add.  Mr. Ives. there's variability in the storage that we have at the facility between the raw water booster stations and then the presets and finished water. So the 230,000 gallon difference could be just shuffling of the water in that system.
		MR. IVES:  Very good. Thank you.  One other question. Just looking at the next,   number two, it talks about the differences between the water produced from different sources  between now and last year and the biggest delta was the BDD being up, and then, of course, the Buckman Wells being down. And just curious as to why those significant differences.
		MR. SANDOVAL:  Thank you, Madam Chair and Board member Ives. So we have a difference and Canyon Road is undergoing construction now. They're upgrading their clarifier system. And I think the strategic plan was to rest the wells for the summer months and go more heavy on the surface water. So that's why there's a larger difference there.
		MR. IVES:  Okay. Thank you. I think that's all I have. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Thank you so much, Member Ives. Any other questions from the Board? If not, looking like so. Thank you so much, Matt. 
		MR. SANDOVAL:  Thank you. 

	b.	Report from BDD Facilities Manager

		MR. PRADA: Thank you, Madam Chair. Good afternoon. Board members, I have several updates for your afternoon.  Regarding our current facility project procurement staffing as of early April ‘26. Starting with our MRR fund, the PLC or control systems upgrade is progressing exactly as planned. We've wrapped up the proposal reviews and are currently in the process of finalizing the contract terms. We expect to make an official offer shortly, and we will bring the contract back to you for your execution. 
	On the facility side, there's a security camera upgrade currently going on and nearing completion. We’re just finalizing some final change orders at this stage, and should be completed shortly.
	Moving on to the design-build project. The request for information phase concluded successfully with twelve interested parties. The team has reviewed these firms, and we are very pleased with the high number of qualified respondents. We'll notify all parties once the formal RFQ is officially re-released.
	Additionally, the feasibility study conducted by AECOM and Wright Water, and our staff is finalized and ready for Board presentation, which will happen today. Following your review and feedback, we'll proceed with the RFQ to secure an engineering team and advance the rebuild project to the thirty percent design phase.
	Finally, onto a brief update for our job vacancies. We are currently collaborating closely with City staff to fill our open positions. For the accounting manager, interviews are complete and under review. We are currently waiting for the reposting for the journeyman electrician and the lead operator position. Thank you. I'll stand for questions. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Thank you so much. Any questions, comments from the Board? Good choice with a lot of presentations coming up. Thanks so much, Brad.

	c.	Presentation of the 2025 BDD Audit

		CHAIR CASSUTT:  All right, perfect. I will send it over to Eric and Matt to 
take us through the audit for this year or for the last year rather.  Thank you. 
		ERIC SPURLIN:  Excellent. Madam Chair, members of the Board, first of all, thank you for having me, for accommodating this remotely today.  For those of you who I've,   presented to or met previously in person, my name is Eric Spurlin, partner with Carr, Riggs & Ingram, you is responsible for BDD's annual audit. And today we'll be going over the results of the fiscal year 2025 audit.   There will be a handful of items that we go through. First and foremost, we'll do a quick recap of the timeline also go through our auditor's reports. And so if I were to draw attention to this presentation, the audit report slides are most important, that's really the high-level overarching results of the FY 25 audit.  So looking back at the timeline, our engagement letter is dated December 11. 2025, but we were actually engaged with both the City and BDD back in the May timeframe of 2025. The audit execution for BDD specifically took place between October and December of last year. We did an exit conference presentation, which is really an internal presentation, December 12th to over the preliminary results of the audit.   After that meeting and submission to the State Auditor's Office. The State Auditor will also do a review of your financial statements and provide feedback to us.  We respond to that feedback and they issue a release letter. Once that release letter is received, they finally release the report. So all said and done, the final release of the audited financial statements to the public and posting to the State Auditor's website was complete as of March 22nd, so just a couple of weeks ago.  The independent auditor's report is dated December 15th and everything was submitted by the statutory deadline on that front, so everything was on time. And then, of course, today we're doing a Board presentation to give you all and the public the results for that audit. 
	So to quickly recap the scope of work and what we were hired to do.  Firstly, we were auditing financial statements for the year ended June 30, 2025.  In addition, your audit falls under the review of the New Mexico State Audit Rule, and that state audit rule requires that we also test a number of different statutory requirements, you know, verify that you're complying with those. So that's something that gets sort of added into the scope of work of what we're doing for you. 
	Now, ultimately, I believe you all have digital copies of the financial statements in your board packet. They may have been printed for you as well, I'm not sure.  But, that document ultimately belongs to management of Buckman Direct Diversion.  And so you all take responsibility of the completeness and accuracy of that document.   But within the document, there are two letters that we issue that we're primarily responsible for. The first one is going to be the independent auditor's report. So that'll be more the front end of the financial statement document And this is our opinion on the financial statements. And essentially, it's speaking as to whether we have been able to gather evidence in order to say the financial statements are presented fairly in accordance with US GAAP. And what US GAAP is, is the list of regulation and laws that dictates how transactions get recorded and how your financial statements actually get presented. So that's kind of the framework that gets followed for what goes into that document.  
	And I'm pleased to report to you that BDD once again this year, is receiving an unmodified opinion, which is the best opinion available, and there were no audit areas that we could not render an opinion on. So an audit area is something like the cash area, revenue collections, accounts payable, things of that nature. So there were no areas that we could not render an opinion on. 
	Now, additionally, the state audit rule, that I mentioned earlier, requires that your audit be performed in accordance with governmental auditing standards, and the governmental auditing standards require a secondary letter be provided to you, which appears in the back of the financial statement document.  And this is a report on internal control, compliance, and other matters.   The important thing to know is that this is a negative assurance report, which essentially means that we're not rendering any type of opinion on internal controls or compliance.  We're simply reporting things that come to our attention as we go through that state audit rule testing that's required, as we go through and look at internal controls and different things. If things come to our attention, we report them to you. And I'm happy to report that there were no findings for the FY 25 audit, that's really a positive, so you won't see any findings referenced within your financial statements other than the one prior year finding that got resolved in 2025.
	Our responsibility under the US government and government auditing standards that I mentioned earlier includes a number of different things, and I think it's important to go through these to kind of give you a little bit of a flavor of what we're actually doing.  We're forming and expressing an opinion on the financial statements and whether they're prepared and fairly presented in accordance with US GAAP, as I mentioned earlier. That's that first opinion letter that I mentioned.  We're obtaining reasonable rather than absolute assurance. And what that means is that we're using materiality thresholds, risk assessment, and things to sort of narrow down what it is that we're looking at and make sure that things are correct to a material level. If we looked at every single transaction, we probably would never leave. So, you know, we're not looking at – it’s not an exhaustive audit. We're not looking at every transaction. We're looking at the things that are most important based on that risk assessment process.  In order to do that, we consider your internal controls, policies, and procedures. That helps us understand your organization, what risk factors there might be, how you do things. That all informs how we perform our audit. And then finally, communication of significant matters related to the financial statement audit. So this is something we really discuss throughout the course of the audit through an entrance conference with management,   and communications throughout the audit and also the exit conference that I mentioned earlier.
	So moving on, we'll quickly go over a few of the new standard implementations. So these are new provisions in that US GAAP that I mentioned earlier. So firstly, GASB statement number 101 went into effect for FY 25 and this relates to how your compensated absences,  it's also called accrued vacation, how that liability gets reported in your financial statements. But ultimately, there was no significant impact on BDD's financial statements for 2025. Additionally, there was one other statement, GASB statement 102, certain risk disclosures, it's a fairly narrow scope, but essentially there was no impact on your financial statements that arose from this standard either for FY 25.
	Then, as go forward, the GASB statements in US GAAP are rapidly changing. The standard-setting board is very busy and constantly trying to make those financial statements more meaningful, more uniform across the industry, things of that nature. So there are three upcoming standards. GASB statements 103 and 104, will go into effect for FY26.  The first one relates to financial reporting model improvements. 104 relates to disclosures of certain,   capital asset categories, things like assets held for sale in some different buckets. So I think that the two of those most likely won't have a significant impact on BDD, but we will work with management to evaluate those going forward for FY26. And then GASB statement 105 was just issued recently. I believe that was released in January, and so that one's going to be impacting subsequent events reporting, and that's applicable to FY27.  
	Then there's a couple of quick value-added suggestions. First and foremost, the audit takes place over a short period of time, which I'm sure you noticed from the timeline recap. 
But please, treat CRI as a year-round resource. We're here to help you and because the best way to prevent issues is to consult early and often. In particular, that GAAP reporting framework, you know, US GAAP framework, those are things that we're very familiar with. And as these new standards go into effect please feel free to reach out we're more than happy to help in that capacity especially.   
	But I do want to give a big thank you to BDD's team. We work in intensively with Kurt and Brad as well. And so you all are very helpful. Thank you for making us a priority.   Audits are a team sport. It really takes both of us as a member of a team in order for these to get completed. And an auditor is a heavy lift. We ask for a lot of information, so we appreciate your help, and we appreciate the opportunity to build on that.  But with that, I will stand for any questions that you all might have. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Wonderful. Thank you. Eric. Matt, did you have anything to add before we go to questions from the Board?
		MATT BONIFER (CRI):  I did not. I think it's a good reflection of how they're continuing to maintain sound financial things, especially with Kurt. I want to give a call-out to Kurt, who has been filling over there and has at least maintained the standards that we're at least trying to build, not just at the City, but across the components as well. So that’s great to see.
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Thank you. Any questions from the Board?   Member Greene. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  Thank you very much.    When I see the line item for 81 million and change for major repair and replacement, is that the current balance of what we have for the next item that we're talking about, or is it a, a combination of two things?  So that's with all the interest that we've accrued. So the next number is the $81 million until w3 – oh, okay, great. 
		MR. SPURLIN: I believe, and Kurt might be able to answer this one a little bit more accurately, but I believe that is just the major repair and replacement reserve. 
		KURT TRAVERS: So that's a combined number. The settlement fund at the end of June 2025 had roughly 79 million; it accrues an average of 2.5 million per year in interest over the last three years. So really, you'll earn something more approaching 300 or so for this fiscal year we're currently inside of that and just north of 89 million, strictly for the settlement fund. The rest of that is the major repair and replacement balance that we're carrying forward –
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  Okay.  So I guess maybe we'll start spending that depending on what kind of decision we make later today or in the next few months. But it would seem that that would be good to have a line item just for that so that we sort of track those two, one big thing that we're going to spend and one that's we sort of carry over year, over year.  But that's fine. Ask questions, I guess, to find out what that number is. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Thank you.   Member Ives, then Member Hughes. 
		MR. IVES:  Thank you, Madam Chair.   Not so much a question as a compliment to the City, to the County, to staff, to our auditors for getting this one done and unmodified and with no findings. Brilliant. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:   Yeah, it's such a fun change of events from our normal conversations around audits. Plus how spread out they are right now. I mean, I'm loving audit season right now. Member Hughes. 
		COMMISSIONER HUGHES:  It's actually very good that there's no findings. I appreciate that, and I'm very impressed.
	My question is, and this may prove how ignorant I am of how this works, but where on this balance sheet or on page 14, again, where is the value of all the capital assets that you own, including the whole plant and the diversion apparatus? I mean, I see 13 million, but I don't imagine that captures the whole value of what we own here.
		MR. SPURLIN: Sure. I can do my best to answer with what you have in front of you. So I would say that your net investment in capital assets, which is capital assets net of related debt, is going to be on the next page under net position, which is about $8 million and then additionally, what you're going to see – let me make sure I find it and I don't lead you astray here.   So note 6 is going to disclose, the makeup of all of those capital assets. And then there's a portion of those, essentially sitting with on the books of the City and the County, I believe. So if you feel like that value is not – that $13 million seems low, that's probably the reason for that. And Kurt, you have your hand raised, so feel free to, to chime in. 
		MR. TRAVERS:  I was looking at that schedule in the notes, but I want to say that it’s on page 30 of the audit report. there's capital assets note 6 on the [inaudible]  it does mention that the assets that are held by the City and County. 
		COMMISSIONER HUGHES:  Okay. So that's makes a lot more sense. There's, 115 million of assets held by the City and 101 million owned by the County.  So the total value of our assets is something like 200 hundred million; is that correct? 
		MR. SPURLIN:  The value of the entire system I think is kind of what we're, trying to summarize it. I think that, that answer would be a yes. 
		COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Okay. Okay, that makes sense because I just saw the small number, and I said that can't all be there. 
		MR. SPURLIN:  Sure. 
		COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Thank you. That answers my question.
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Thank you. Any other questions, comments at this time? Member Egelhoff. 		
		MEMBER EGELHOFF:  Today is a milestone. We got billed today for February. So Kurt, and I don't know who's been helping Kurt, but they've gone from eighteen months, twelve months behind, to finally we got billed for February, and it's close. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:   Are you ready to pay for it?
		MEMBER EGELHOFF:  It makes it easier to be able to pay for things in the same budget year. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Thank you, and congrats to the team for improving on that. Any other questions, comments at this time? Don't believe so. Eric, Matt, thank you so much for being here and thanks for your work. We appreciate it. And Kurt, you as well. 

	d.	Presentation of the Evaluation Performed of Options to Repair and/or 		Rebuild the Intake Structure at the BDD Facility
   
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  We have John Sikora,. P.E., D.WRD, CFM, I forgot
 what all this stood for.  Principal Water Resources Engineer with AECOM,  and also Brad Prada, our BDD Facilities Manager, here to present. So I will hand it over to you two.  And also to Nancy as well.  Both Nancy and Brad, if you guys want to give an intro about we're in a procurement. We're in like the little window in a procurement process where we can have this conversation. I do want to make sure that we stay within the confines of what is allowed, knowing that we are about to go into an active procurement. Nancy, do you want to take it away from there? 
		NANCY LONG (BDD Board Counsel): Yes, Madam Chair, and you're exactly right. We are in that window where the RFI has closed, and we are about to issue the RFQ, which was the next step in the process, which hopefully will be in the next couple of weeks.   And so once that issues, then we really have to keep that process confidential and separate, although you will still receive high-level updates, and you will hear about the timeline for that.
	So it's a very general overview that I'm providing, and of course, there are nuances and there may be some exceptions to it as we move along in this procurement. But the Board may provide policy direction and weigh in on the objectives of the project and will ultimately, of course, award the contract.  However, once a procurement process is underway, there are important restrictions, and that's all to ensure fairness, to keep the integrity of the process intact and to make sure we have full and open competition. The Board is limited to that and the development of specifications, evaluations of proposals, and vendor communications are handled only by staff and the designated procurement manager, and that's in accordance with procurement law and city policies.
	The Board should avoid discussing or requesting information about potential or actual offerors, proposal contents, or evaluation of proposals prior to award.  And of course, as you know, all of our discussions occur in public meetings, and the procurement is not subject to any exception until we get to the negotiation stage to go into executive session. All of our minutes are public. All of your discussions are public, which makes it challenging to keep this process intact and make sure that we are ensuring a fair process. And it's really the appearance, right? There can be an appearance of undue influence even if there is not.
And that's what we're trying to protect against by making sure that we stay within these windows when we make these kinds of presentations and also in the updates that you will receive once the procurement is released. Then we'll really have to stay out of the details of that. Thank you.
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Thank you so much, Nancy. I appreciate it. I will hand it on over to you. Thank you so much. 
		JOHN SIKORA (AECOM):  Thank you, Madam Chair and members of the Board. I want to recognize Wayne Lorenz is here today to help with the presentation and also answer questions. And feel free to ask questions as we're making this presentation.
	We're trying to summarize literally months of work, and more importantly, like days of work that we've done over the last couple months to get to this point. It's been super successful, I believe. And really the objective here is to pick BDD staff and Brad's brains about what they really want in the structure. And, and so we're trying to provide some,   sideboards to the consultants that are going to be bidding on this, so they know what we're looking for. So that the sideboards are wide enough so that they can provide the creativity and engineering to come up with their own designs. But we don't want something that doesn't meet Brad's needs and waste months of time. That's what we're trying to summarize today in this presentation. Anything to add there, Wayne? 
		WAYNE LORENZ (Wright Water):  No, we're good. 
		MR. SIKORA:  So we're going to start with an overview of some of the existing issues at the BDD intake. I'm going to talk a little bit about why they’re a challenge for the staff, and also why they may be necessary. And then we're going to talk about everything that we looked at. We threw a lot of stuff on the table and then have basically honed it down to about three concepts.  So we'll talk about those three concepts and then talk about the path forward.
	Some of this I talked about months ago in a presentation and it's really that the sediment in the Rio Grande is highly variable.  What we're trying to do is siphon off or, or take only the top six inches or so of water in the river column. And we know that that water river column is constantly moving by how much flow we have in the river. So the cleanest water we're going to get on a given day is in that top six inches. So by only getting that top six inches, we're probably excluding on the order of 70 percent of the sediment that's flowing in the river that day. And you compare that with – and the first issue here is the intake elevation, they were taking water from the entire water column. And so they're pulling – the existing intake pulls in the bed load that is traveling on the bottom of the bed. And depending on, and this is a difficult concept, but when the river is flowing at higher flows, we actually have dunes of sediment that flow down the river as bed load. And so as those dunes pass by, they could cake the screened intakes, and you're also just pulling in probably more solids than water in that bottom part of the, the river. So that's again why we want to get the, the top six inches.   
	The screens that are on the front of the intake structure, they're really designed for fish exclusion. One of the things that came out of the EIS that was performed is that the protection of the silvery minnow. We all know the silvery minnow is much bigger than the 1.75 millimeter screens, but they were screening out the eggs of the silvery minnow. And so one of the things that we thought long and hard is that if we don't have that tight spacing of screens it makes the operation and maintenance much easier. The silvery minnow spawns basically six weeks out of the year and it spawns in slack water, which is not what we have at the intake. We have a deep pool section and fast-flowing water. It's not a spawning area. So there's some things here that in the future we want to revisit with the, the consultant that's selected. 
	They chose an air burst system to maintain these screens, and that air burst system just wasn't adequate to flush the sediment, flush the algae, flush ice away from the intake screens. Because of the low profile of the structure during higher flow events operation and maintenance access to the structure is very difficult.  And as I mentioned earlier, and then the last point here, is that we've really got a dynamic system here. So you've got a river that's flowing, and it can change pretty rapidly day to day and you've got to have a structure that can handle or can be maintained through that wide range of flow events.
	Just some photos of the intake to give you a mental picture of what I was trying to describe. And here's a really good photo of how the sediment actually clogs those screens. So you can see that this fine-grained sediment is actually sitting on top of the screens. The air burst system isn't adequate to dislodge that sediment, push it back into the river. And so at this point, particularly when the BDD did this maintenance, they actually had to cofferdam off back in the river. I want to say the cost was north of a million dollars just to cofferdam off and maintain the structure. And here's an aerial view of once it's cleaned and what that cofferdam looks like.
	One of the challenges with diversion and intake design is all of these different components have to work in concert with one another. You can't just pick one thing, and let's say that one thing is fish exclusion. And you can't pick that one thing and say, I got the perfect fish exclusion, because it has to work with the intake design, it has to work with the sediment sluicing ability, and it has to work with the hydraulics of the system. And that's one of the biggest challenges that I'm going to be talking about today is really to get fish excluded to sluice sediment, we need a difference in elevation in the river system. And so we don't have that across this existing structure.
	Here's a list of the things that we looked at, all the different options for each one of those boxes that I just talked about. So the location and configuration, we looked at all these different options. The things in red, we immediately – we just felt they were a fatal flaw and we didn't consider them further. So this was our initial screening on how we were going to put all these components together to actually develop the different concepts. And on this page, you'll see some blue items. And what we've chosen to do with where we're at in this process with selecting a consultant is we're going to first look at the intake, and we're going to get the best sediment removal that we can. And all of these items that are in this, we call it sediment handling here, are going to be add-ons at the end of this. Because these different   components that are here, some of them, depending on what the selected consultant chooses, they may not be valid, if that makes sense. So as I mentioned, all these things got to work together in concert.  So once we have the best intake for all the different criteria that we're trying to develop, we will then look at how best to finally remove the last little bit of sediment. 
	And then I want to mention right now, one of the things that we have on here, the hydro cyclones or LACOs, those are already existing in BDD. And one of the issues that was brought up as part of settlement was they weren't fine-tuned, if you will. So we're looking right now at how best to fine-tune those separators and see if we can tweak them enough to get some better performance out of them sooner than later. Rolf.
		MEMBER SCHMIDT-PETERSEN:  Thank you, John. I just was looking at your components and I'm trying to make sure I'm understanding. You had said, I think, that a primary goal here is trying to exclude perhaps like 70 percent of the bed load.
		MR. SIKORA:  Yes, 70 percent of total sediment.
		MEMBER SCHMIDT-PETERSEN:  Oh, so total sediment is coming in, and, and so essentially that would be applied to these three major categories. Would the ultimate goal then perhaps, you know, at the end to get to that point not at the first step, the first category? 
		MR. SIKORA:  If I understood your question, challenge me on this so that we make sure we, we get it out. So the way we're going to exclude 70-ish percent of the sediment is taking the top six inches of the water column, and we got the river moving like this every day though.  So the way we do that is with an intake gate, which is on the top up here. And so we want a movable gate. We, we use the [inaudible] slag term top-down, so that as the river moves down, that the top of the gate moves down, and that way we're keeping the bed load and the rest of the sediment, the heavier sediment particles down below, and so that's why they're excluded from the intake.  Did I answer your question? 
		MEMBER SCHMIDT-PETERSEN:  I think so, yeah. I think it's important to have something that ultimately is measurable. To say, Here's what we're trying to achieve. And we're trying to get to the 70 percent number, and that's something that we can assess in the future.
		MR. SIKORA:  I'll go ahead and talk about this right now. And so the easiest way for us to get that top six inches is if we were able to control the river elevations. So some of our alternatives or concepts that we have is putting in some in-river structures that help control that water surface. Where things become a challenge with this type of design is on very low flows. I believe this last year, BDD hit a 180 at the Rio Grande. So we've got six inches of water and we're trying to take six inches. So the math doesn't work. 
	We've got survey going on, or we've got a contract out for survey right now.  So those are the types of things that we’ve got to really look hard at with computer models and just see what we can achieve at that lower end. 
		MEMBER SCHMIDT-PETERSEN:  Thank you.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  I don’t know if this is the right time, I'm going to ask it. You can tell me later that we'll get to it. But given last year, probably this year and probably years to come with lower and lower flows, are we designing for the future of low flows?  And I remember we talked about Ranney Wells and other sort of ways that might do that. I see that the Ranney Wells are in here, but undergoing further –
		MR. SIKORA:  Yep. And I'll go ahead and talk about Ranney Wells right now. Ranney Wells are actually a proprietary well. And so we've subcontracted with Ranney to do a high-level concept design. They're currently working on that, and we've got a site visit with them next Thursday out at BDD to look at the on, on-ground conditions.  The City with JSAI and Buckman Well Field has been supplying a lot of information to Ranney to help in that assessment that they're doing. So we'll have a whole presentation on that at some point in the future.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  And then just generalized climate change and low flows. 
		MR. SIKORA:  BDD's permit, correct me if I'm wrong here, Brad, is limited To – if there's 150 cfs the Rio Grande, you can't divert. So we've got a bottom. And with climate change and variability, I would suspect, even though you haven't hit 150 yet, 180, you know, you're getting close. There's going to be some days we hit 150 and BDD just has to shut off due to permit restrictions. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  And Ranney Wells could augment that, or do we have to turn those off as well at those at that point? 
		MR. SIKORA:  I would imagine it's turned off at that point. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  It's just because we have to let everything go past us.
		MR. SIKORA:  Yes.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  And then if the new normal is between 150 and 300 instead of 300 to 600 or whatever the old normal was, are we designing for that lower target area or do we – 
		MR. SIKORA:  We're designing for 150 and that'll be the criteria. We’ve got to understand what happens at 150, There's lots of trade-offs in these diversion designs. So the big – there’s a couple big ones that I'm going to touch on today. One of the big ones is that if we can put a structure in the river, there's challenges with that due to recreation and everything else that's going on. If we can do that, you're more likely to get that bottom. If we can't do that and we're reliant on the riffle, the naturally occurring riffle that's downstream, - we may not be able to do – we may not be able to divert at 150. We just don’t know yet.   Anything else?
	So this is just an example of what a top-down gate, this is, is a weir gate, just taking water off the top of the, the water column. This is another type of weir gate. We call it a hinge crest gate. On the right side, you'll see it down, on the left side, it's in the up position. You'll see the hydraulic cylinders on each side of the gate, and that's what moves the gate. 
These gates are preferable to really fine-tune the amount of water at the intake, just because it's a fixed crest.  These are Obermeyer gates and the way they work is there's a steel plate   on the upstream side, and there's a rubber bladder that raises and lowers those plates. These are super durable, very reliable. The challenge is because they're using air in that rubber bladder, you can't fine-tune it as much as the, as the weir crest gates. But there are some advantages. We're going to be looking at all three of these very hard.
	I got several options of fish screens, and I'm going to talk now a little bit about the design challenges with these fish screens. So the silvery minnow fish eggs are two millimeters. That's why the existing screens are 1.75 millimeters. And so the existing screens relied on air blast behind to dislodge debris, algae, sediment and we've seen that they're not effective. What we're looking at now, these are called cone screens, and so that those wands that you see, the three wands on each one of them, rotate and they mechanically clean the screens. The challenge is those mechanical parts got to get repaired maintained. And so in this example that's here, I'm not a fan of this example because there's not a good way to maintain those mechanical parts. Ad so from a design perspective, we generally like to see,   the gates in front or upstream from our fish exclusion. And to do that we've got to be able t0 because fish or eggs can get over the top of the gate, and then they’re excluded in these screens. So you would basically have in this case, a pipe underneath the screen that the water would go through so the fish eggs can't go through that screen. But the issue is unless you can sluice or move those downstream, they get trapped there. So you know, it's not a fatal flaw, if you will. And so that's why the existing structure with the screens out front is that there's not enough head differential to sluice sediment and get fish back to the river. So they need velocity and to do that you need a differential head. And so that's one of the bigger components or one of the bigger things that we're dealing with and that's what one of the,   concepts that we have hits this hard. 
	You can see these screens moving.   It's a different version and an easier way to maintain the screens is that you can bring them up out of the water, to maintain them. But you end up with a pretty massive concrete structure out there in the river. These are called traveling screens. So they move vertically up, and then up on top they've got a rake system that will move the debris.  One of the challenges with these types of systems is that all that algae, wood debris, everything else that's coming off, you actually have to put it into a dumpster and haul it away. So you have to have a whole system on just managing the debris that this pulls out. So this doesn't, the other two options, the debris gets flushed by the river   downstream, and you don't have to handle it. 
	And so I'm talking through all this stuff to communicate that there's trade-offs in these intakes designs. There's not the perfect one that's out there. And we've got to find the perfect one for BDD, and that's, you know, understanding the operations and the maintenance and everything that goes into that diversion structure.  And so that's part of this whole process is being able to describe the good parts as well as the bad parts of all these different components that we got to look at.
	What we're looking at here, and we're now just talking about the locations, this is the Albuquerque diversion.  They've got the gates in the river, they’re Obermeyer gates in the river, and then there's Obermeyer gates at the intake so that they can take the top six inches of water. But as probably most of you know, this structure can dry up the Rio Grande downstream. And so that's why, if we didn't have the end stream structures on this one, water would be half an inch deep and 200 yards wide. But there's been great operation and maintenance on this structure. It was designed to be maintained. It's a challenge, but,   because of the gates being out front, in front of the fish screens, they can close the gates. They can get in, they actually can get in with skid steers and move material out.   Just again, pros and cons of all this.
	Another structure that's in Washington, and they're doing a similar thing here. They've got a, a fixed crest on the left side.   I'm assuming that this one is for boat passage on the left side and then you can focus more of your flows into that channel on the right. And then you've got your screens to exclude fish.
	And this is actually one of our designs, near Granby, Colorado.  This is a hinged crest gate. It's an engineered riffle, so we actually built the riffle downstream and we allow fish to go in, but if you look at the structure on the left side of the intake, we actually have a way for the fish to swim back out.  There's a reservoir downstream from this. So it allows fish to move as they want to. And it's mainly during spawning seasons for the rainbow and the brown trout, where they'll move in and out of the fish ladder on the right side of the structure. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  So you mentioned that it was a six week, is that a system that you can put in place just for six weeks or should we have to operate it all year round? 
		MR. SIKORA:  That is a question I want to ask the agencies. Because one of the – the other design challenges is that in the fish exclusion, you'll see we fatal flawed what's called a bioacoustic fish fence. We call them a BAFF. And a BAFF is super easy to maintain, and it will keep the adult silvery minnows out. It's basically a bubble curtain, followed by strobe lights, followed by sound. And, fish don't like to swim through that. It scares them and so they just stay away. One of the concepts we're considering, if we're allowed, would be, can we screen for fish eggs for those six weeks, which is generally May through mid-June, and then use the BAFF the other 10.5 months? Because again, all these trade-offs, you can get 11 months of good operation, maybe you can tolerate the two bad ones, and you've got 10 months to maintain those screens. And, generally, in those two months with the spawning, you're not dealing with ice and low probability on algae.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE: When are the spawning months?  
		MR. SIKORA:  Generally, May 1 through June 15.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  So normally when the higher flow is –
		MR. SIKORA:  Yes.  And this is actually the structure where I show the cone screens, just kind of out in front, difficult to maintain. And then this was also part of the screen options.  
	This is a structure and we ruled this one out; fatal flawed it,  You could actually put an intake out into the river. You got cleaner water generally out there. But they're just super difficult to maintain, particularly in the Rio Grande environment.
	So, we've talked a lot about what kind of criteria we're going to judge the future designs on. And this is going to be a living document until we get it done. But, I will say, at least from my standpoint, we've covered a lot of ground in the last couple of months with Brad and his team trying to understand what's important to BDD. So we're trying to capture that in this evaluation performance. And I would imagine as we continue the list will grow. And it's just want to make sure we get everything on the table when we're considering it as we move forward. 
	The big topics are sediment and debris management capability, hydraulic performance, diversion, capability. But these next two are kind of a little bit more difficult   to describe, particularly at this level: the implementation, feasibility and risk.  We got to be able to build something while we're still producing water. Maybe there's going to be short disruptions, but we really don't want to try to – you’re going to be probably looking at a couple of years of construction here. There's no way we can take this facility offline. So we got to find a way to how we can implement it, the risk to the facilities, and then the operation and maintenance. And I like to tell clients as we get started in diversion and intake design, generally, if your capital costs go up, your operation and maintenance go down. If your capex is low, your operation and maintenance generally go up. So they kind of work in direct opposite of one another, and so we got to be able to capture both of them and find what's important to BDD.  
	Somebody's got to have questions after all that. All good? All right. Brad, am I 
good? 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  I'm just going to go with one back to the climate change, low flow, typical new condition, right?  Like, maybe the original version was with 300 to 600 all the time or 600 to 1,000; I don't know what that volume was. But the future doesn't look like it's going to be –
		MR. SIKORA:  It's going to be different.  And depending on what models and which study you're looking at, our higher highs could be higher. And so sharper – we got to consider both ends of the spectrum. We're not operating in the averages.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  And those averages are being sort of targeted, right? Is that one of the things here –
		MR. SIKORA: It's actually, we've, we've talked about that in the RFQ that's coming out, and that'll definitely be part of the scope of work.  
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  So you give everybody sort of a 25year and maybe looking back on a 25 year, looking forward on a 25 year range.
		MR. SIKORA:  Yep. You can apply Monte Carlo simulations to your flows to try to get. And there is data that's out there from different agencies on the global simulation models that will help bracket what they think could happen in the future with.  I'm familiar with one of them I did, there were 26 different climate models that gave you different things that could happen because right now nobody can say for sure what's going to happen. So anyway, you’ve got to figure out a way to bracket all that and be able to look at it.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  Do they put probability to like, you know, every year snow runoff, like this is a terrible year for that, and you've got monsoon. These are the things that we kind of know happen regularly, and then there's freak sort of –
		MR. SIKORA:  Yeah. I wish I was smart enough to figure it all out. So we've really boiled everything down to three general concepts. And there's still as our component list was up there, we're still looking at all those components as part of these concepts. 
	The first one is, let's generally try to stay in the, in the existing footprint.  As I've mentioned, sluicing becomes a problem in that because we don't have that differential head across that existing intake.  But maybe we can look at some in-stream structures to provide that differential head. And then the next one is – first of all, if we build in the existing footprint, construction becomes a big challenge because we got to find a way to divert water and rebuild a new structure all in the same footprint. So it becomes very difficult. ‘	The second one helps alleviate that by, let's build a secondary intake adjacent to it, and maybe we can change a few things, improve some few things, and then learn from that structure, and then improve the existing footprint. 
	And then the third one is, let's move the diversion and the intake upstream, build an in-stream feature that will give us that differential head and solve our sediment issues and solve our fish sluicing issues.
	In general, these are what they look like.  We're still showing in here a sluice.  That sluice is very flat.  We’ve got to get far enough downstream to get the differential head to sluice sediment and fish.  
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  Are we looking at abandoning the old, the existing one once this new one comes in or using both?
		MR. SIKORA:  This particular alternative is staying within the footprint, just adding a sluice. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  Okay. But on the other ones it would be something upstream.
		MR. SIKORA:  We would use them both. Some of the things we're improving here, we use the term trash rack. Sometimes we'll use a term called bollards. It's keeping the bigger debris away from our intakes. So we generally have big spacing. It could be anywhere from six to 18 inches in spacing to keep bigger debris away from our intake, followed by   gates, followed by screens. And so that's why in between the gate and the screen, we've got the sluice because fish and still some sediment can come over the top, our top six inches of the gate. But our screens stop the fish, and we still get some sediment that will settle.  So we want to be able to flush that downstream. 
	This is the kind of the dual intake option.  You can see on the far right is the existing intake, and in this case, we're showing gates followed by the cone screens and then the sediment and sluice that can take fish and, and sediment downstream. And just a close-up of that. 
	We're showing as an option, I keep mentioning this, that if, if we can build an in-stream feature that that would help us provide that differential head, and it shortens that sluice way on how far we got to go downstream. 
		MEMBER SCHMIDT-PETERSEN:  I’ve just got a couple of thoughts on, on that piece.  Just thinking about the constructed river diversions that are upstream, particularly of Okhay Owingeh. They all use, it’s not really a riffle. It's like a little waterfall. But they're all basically having a controlled elevation associated with it and then some sluicing ability through some kind of SoloWay-type system like the acequias or just a regular irrigation waste way. And those work, but they don't allow passage for rafters and things like that. So if you could find some alternative in there that has a kayak wave, the ability for recreationists to use it and get past it, I think it'd be much more supported. And clearly that works upstream because some of these structures, some of them have lasted for hundreds of years, but they get wiped out, and they get rebuilt, and they're always maintaining an elevation.  Other ones have been there for 40 or 50 years and seem to work because we're not getting a lot of sediment on the ag lands, right?  We know there's sediment in the river, but it's not getting to the point where those lands are essentially being elevated.  That just seems like something that – I mean there are some trade-offs associated with it. But finding something that maintains an elevation that allows rafters, kayakers to use it and pass by would be really good if you could get that, that'd be really great. 
		MR. SIKORA:  And that's exactly what this is.  So we use the term engineered riffle. And so if it's fish – first of all, it will have to be fish passable, period. And if it's fish passable, you can raft it. It's less velocity, so those downstream slopes are less.  
But yeah, that's exactly what you do right there. 
		MEMBER SCHMIDT-PETERSEN:  Okay. And then have you guys looked, I know you had kind of   excluded the idea of some type of filtered system kind of like a French drain type of a system, but if you built a riffle, and you could build that within it, maybe there'd be a reliable base flow that BDD could get, you know, without having to utilize the main intake.
		MR. SIKORA: And we're kind of relying on the Ranney Well for that because first of all, the geology that's there, doesn't have a high yield. There's a lot of sediment in it. It's the same even upstream. And so, your Ranney Well is going to be the most efficient, bank infiltration or ground infiltration that we can get.  We're just not even sure that a Ranney Well, can provide enough yield that it makes it worthwhile. We just don't know yet. 
		MEMBER SCHMIDT-PETERSEN:  Yeah, that’s my concern in that area. I know it's been looked at two or three times in the past.  But if you put in a riffle and you design the materials, you might be able to have more reliability of what you can get.
		MR. SIKORA:  We'll ask that next week to Ranney.  I'll pick a number, two feet, if I gave you two feet of head in the river, what does that improve your yield? 
		MEMBER SCHMIDT-PETERSEN:  There you go. Thank you. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  And have you looked at what Pojoaque Basin, where they put their Ranney Well? 
		MR. SIKORA:  Yeah. In fact, the people that we're dealing with on Thursday are the same people. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  And has Pojoaque Basin started up their Ranney Wells at all to test them to see? 
		MR. SIKORA:  I can't answer that. 	
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  Do you have a good contact over there? Should I ask Albie? Have you got a good relationships with him? As good as you want?
		MR. PRADA:  Yeah, it's good. 
		MR. SIKORA:  We got a little bit more drafting to do on these concepts and then we're going to put them as an appendix in the RFQ that'll be going out here in a couple of weeks. We've been pedal to the metal to get to this point, so we're going to document in a written report what I summarized today.  And then we'll issue the final RFQ for alternatives analysis and design. Probably not in that order. The report may take a little bit longer.
		MR. PRADA: I'd like to add something real quick here and reiterate what John was talking about at the beginning. This is for guard rails for the RFQ. This isn't final design. So just to make that clear.
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  All right. Are we ready for questions? Are there more, any questions, additional questions at this time?  Member Ives.
		MR. IVES:  Thank you, Madam Chair. I don't know what the world of possibilities out there are, obviously, the analysis that you've been doing has narrowed it down to the alternatives that have been presented here. And, certainly the evaluation criteria seem   relevant and on point, although not necessarily described to a degree that would measure ultimate performance. But you have the 20.8 million gallons per day consistent diversion. That's a sort of hard figure. But a lot of it is still, in my mind, not superbly defined.
		MR. SIKORA:  Conceptual, yes.
		MR. IVES:  And so I'm not sure what this Board is being asked to do. I mean, presumably you guys are the experts. 
		MR. PRADA:  Thank you, Madam Chair and Member Ives.  This is just a presentation to show before we move into RFQ where it's closed. So this is our way of coming to you expressing some of the ideas that we have generated to put guard rails up for the RFQ.  So if you have comment or you want to weigh in on a certain system maybe that,   Member Schmidt-Peteresen wants to see, this would be the time to do that.  
		MR. IVES: And I was an expert on river flow and such issues, I would probably have many more questions. I'm not. I'm just pointing out that we're entirely reliant, I think the folks up here at least, upon the recommendations that are being made. 
		MEMBER SCHMIDT-PETERSEN:  I like the idea in here that you've excluded a number of things because you basically evaluate them and say, We're not interested in this or we're interested in discussing these things, and we'd really like you to look at these three kind of sets of conceptual alternatives. I think that's really helpful for anybody who might propose, and we have a lot of people who are interested. So I think that's great. I do agree with Board member Ives that ultimately when it comes down to the evaluation criteria, they're going to need to be   more specific than this. But, you guys know that.   So I think it's a, it's a great step forward. So thank you. 
		MR. SIKORA:  And as I mentioned, that part of this is a living document. It’s just helping us get our thoughts on paper on what's important. The other thing I would like to add, is that we're planning on convening a board of review.  Basically professors that study and teach this.  They'll be involved in this future process of providing recommendations and guidance on all these topics. 'Because like I said, it's a series of trade-offs and we all probably have different opinions on those trade-offs. So I think it's important on a structure like this that because of the importance of it, because of the challenges with the Rio Grande, that we bring the best minds to bear on it. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Commissioner Greene.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  Thank you.   I think, you know, one of the other not so guard rail, guardrails is how much money we have, right? So are you going to allow somebody to come forward and say, Look, reality is, is to do this right, it's a $120 million. Right? And then you can do it in phases, or you can do these things and to get it or we're going to have to go raise from our partners here, you know, $40 million to get something that just has a 50-year lifespan in there, or we have to make some hard choices and say, No, no, we're not going to do that. That's one question. 
		MR. SIKORA:  And the answer is, yes we're not limiting ourselves to the top end. If this is what we got to do, we got to come back and we got to talk about 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  Are you going to ask them to, if you're going to shoot that high, to try to also shoot within what we got or within –
		MR. SIKORA:  I’m pretty sure we've captured all those ranges in these three.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  Okay. 
		MR. SIKORA:  That last one I presented is going to be your capex, the highest capex and the lowest O&M.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  And given that, should we be going to our boards, the city and the county, and saying, What is our capacity? You know, if it's $40 million and it's $20 million a partner, more or less, can we do that? Or if it's $10 million, well, that's easy, we can go to the legislature and go get that. 
		MR. SIKORA:  And unfortunately, we don't know that till the end of the 30 percent design when we can provide reasonable cost estimates for these structures. So we're months off from that – a year off from that. 
		MR. PRADA:  And I’ll add to that, it's just a little bit too early in the game to 
really decide. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  But maybe not too early to start talking about our capacities, right? To go if this was a $50 million ask, do you think the City and or the County could each do their share, right? And how would you do that if you, if we put that to you? And I don't know what the answer would be at the County, and I doubt they know what the answer would be at the City. But nobody wants to go down that road, but could you is a whole another question that we might be able to suss out with a question to our individual – I’ll let that be for the next question and to say, but maybe we should put that to our finance teams at both organizations. 
	Second one is, is a resilience sort of question. Again, going back to climate change and the fact that low flows might be the new norm, is that going to be a screen to ask everybody to say, put that lens on to look at this based on make sure this thing produces when things are really, really tight.
		MR. SIKORA:  And the answer is yes. We will look at that for all alternatives. And I'm guessing that if we have an in-stream structure, we have more resilience than if we don't have an in-stream structure. So that will be something that we look at for sure. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  Okay. I think I have a third question that I'm not supposed to ask, so I'll forget it.
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  And John to your earlier point, you were mentioning that low flows, that we're looking at a future of more extreme weather in both directions. So it needs to be able to be flexible enough to capture periods of low flow and thousand-year floods that weren't supposed to show up except for every thousand years and suddenly there they are; correct?
		MR. SIKORA:  That’s correct.
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Additional questions? 
		MEMBER SCHMIDT-PETERSEN:  I just wonder, what are you guys looking at for design life?   
		MR. SIKORA:  Generally, we shoot for 50 to 100 years with our concrete structures. There's going to be consumables in here we just got to identify and figure it out. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Any other questions? If I understand the process correctly, we will not be receiving another presentation on this in the near future because we should be getting that RFQ out soon. So, I really do want to thank you all for getting this to us when you could.   Member Ives, to your earlier point, there was a lot of expressed interest in what was going on and in what was being looked at. And so really appreciate the team figuring out how and when to be able to get this to us at the appropriate time and the appropriate way so that we can continue to move forward and make sure that we are going to be getting proposals that are useful to guiding this team. 
	Thank you so much. Really appreciate it. 
		MR. SIKORA:  You're welcome. 

8.	Action Items – Consent Agenda
	a.	Request for approval of a General Services Agreement with Andritz 			Separation, Inc. to Service and Repair the Water Treatment Plan 			Centrifuge in the Amount of $104,905.00 plus NMGRT with funding 			from the MR&R Fund

		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Okay, moving on to our one item that has been pulled off consent.  And we have Bradley Prada here to present. And Commissioner Hughes, you pulled it, you found something to bring to our attention, so I'll bring it directly to you.
		COMMISSIONER HUGHES:  Just a very simple mistake, but it bugs me after I saw it. On the very first page, we have the table with the budget in it, $99,905 plus $5,000 equals $104,905 and then the next sentence says, Unless otherwise stated herein, the total compensation under this agreement shall not exceed $104,905.00 plus freight charges and New Mexico gross receipts tax.  So basically, freight charges are in there twice. So I would suggest we just take freight charges out of that sentence. 
		MS. LONG:  Yes, Madam Chair, and thank you for your careful eye on that, Commissioner Hughes. I think what the words to remove would be "freight charges and," so it'd still say, "Plus New Mexico gross receipts tax."
		COMMISSIONER HUGHES:  Yeah, that's what I was saying. 
		MS. LONG:  Just those words. We can make that change to the contract and approve it today with that change. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT: Okay. And so is there a motion with stated amendment to contract page and –
		MS. LONG:  Yes, exactly. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Okay. Very good. Any other questions or comments?  Commissioner Hughes, would you like to make a motion? 
		COMMISSIONER HUGHES:  I move that we approve the contract with the change we just talked about on page one. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  And I'll second. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  We have a motion and a second.  Nancy, does that capture the amendment satisfactorily? 
		MS. LONG:  Yes. Madam Chair, it does. Thank you. 

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] roll call vote.  
	Rolf Schmidt-Petersen 		Yes
	Commissioner Hank Hughes 		Yes
	Commissioner Justin Greene		Yes
	Councilor Patricia Feghali		Yes
	Chair Jamie Cassutt			Yes

9.	Action Items: Discussion Agenda – None were presented.

10.	 Matters from the Board  

		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Yes, Commissioner Greene.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  So I've had a number of people tell me that it's tough to find this agenda on the City's website or on our website. I don't know if there's a better way to do it. But I'm wondering if it's allowable to post this on the County's website as well. 
		BERNARDINE PADILLA:  They do.
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  They don’t.
		MS. PADILLA:  I do send it up to the County. I don't know what changed.   I can speak to Sara Smith. I’m happy to do that if that's what they want me to do. 
		COMMISSIONER GREENE:  It would be great for us. Thank you. Because we don't quite have the same access that you do to your docs there, and we post agendas pretty easy to find.
		MS. PADILLA:  I'm happy to do that for sure. 
		CHAIR CASSUTT:  Any other matters from the Board? I only have one matter, which is I want to thank Brad, who gave myself and Member Schmidt-Petersen a wonderful tour of BDD.  It was really helpful, and actually John's presentation made a lot more sense having been down to the diversion site.  Thank you, Brad. That was really helpful and plus I took a lot of pictures for my kid, who kept asking me about water, and how we get water to our faucet. That was really helpful, so thank you. You made me a hero mom that night.

11.	Next Meeting: Thursday, May 7, 2026

12. 	Adjourn
		
Having completed the agenda and with no further business to come before the Board, Chair Cassutt declared this meeting adjourned at 5:25 p.m.
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