AGENDA ~
BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD
22 OCTOBER 07, 2021 AT 4:00 PM

SANTA FE &un ATTEND VIRTUALLY Buckman Direct Diversion

SPECIAL PROCEDURES FOR BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD MEETING

Attendance: In response to the State’s declaration of a Public Health Emergency, the
Mayor’s Proclamation of Emergency, and the ban on public gatherings in excess of those
permitted in the current Public Health Order, and the need to incorporate technology and
practices to re-institute in-person meetings consistent with the limitations established by
the Order, the Buckman Direct Diversion Board meeting will be conducted virtually.

Viewing: Members of the public may join the Zoom meeting by internet or phone, as
follows:

Internet: To join the Zoom meeting on the internet using a computer, laptop, smartphone,
or tablet, use the following link: https://santafenm-gov.zoom.us/j/990336674397
pwd=0G1o0WIMxSFV3WEVmMYWixcDVFRG9QQT09

Passcode: 950709

Attendees should use the “Raise Hand” function to be recognized by the Chair to speak
at the appropriate time.

Phone: To join the Zoom meeting using a phone, use the following phone numbers and
Webinar ID: US: 1 346 248 7799 - Webinar ID: 872 5196 7896 - Passcode: 950709
Phone attendees should press *9 to use the “Raise Hand” function to be recognized by
the Chair to speak at the appropriate time.

The agenda and packet for the meeting will be posted at
https://santafe.primegov.com/public/portal.

Public Comment: To provide live public comment during the Public Comment section,
you must join the Zoom meeting by internet or phone, as follows:

Internet: To join the Zoom meeting on the internet using a computer, laptop,
smartphone, or tablet, use the following link: https://santafenm-
gov.zoom.us/j/99033667439?pwd=0G1o0WIMxSFV3WEVmMYWixcDVFRG9QQT09
Passcode: 950709

Attendees should use the “Raise Hand” function to be recognized by the Chairman to
speak at the appropriate time. Phone: To join the Zoom meeting using a phone, use the
following phone numbers and

Webinar ID: 8725196 7896 - US: 1 346 248 7799 — Passcode: 950709

BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD MEETING
Thursday, October 7, 2021
Page 1 of 50


https://santafenm-gov.zoom.us/j/99033667439?pwd=OG1oWlMxSFV3WEVmYWtxcDVFRG9QQT09
https://santafenm-gov.zoom.us/j/99033667439?pwd=OG1oWlMxSFV3WEVmYWtxcDVFRG9QQT09
https://santafe.primegov.com/public/portal
https://santafenm-gov.zoom.us/j/99033667439?pwd=OG1oWlMxSFV3WEVmYWtxcDVFRG9QQT09
https://santafenm-gov.zoom.us/j/99033667439?pwd=OG1oWlMxSFV3WEVmYWtxcDVFRG9QQT09

AGENDA ~
BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD
22 OCTOBER 07, 2021 AT 4:00 PM

SANTA FE Sur ATTEND VIRTUALLY Buckman Direct Diversion

Phone attendees should press *9 to use the “Raise Hand” function to be recognized by
the Chairman to speak at the appropriate time

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

4. MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC:

To provide a live comment you must join the Zoom meeting by internet or phone, please
e-mail or call Jamie-Rae Diaz, Administrative Manager, Public Utilities,
jldiaz@santafenm.gov, 955-4233 by 1 :00 p.m. the day of the meeting for the meeting
link and/or call in number. To provide written comment please email Jamie-Rae Diaz,
Administrative Manager, Public Utilities, jldiaz@santafenm.gov, 955-4233 by 1 :00 p.m.
the day of meeting, emails must identify the submitting party's name. These comments
will be distributed to the Board for review prior to the meeting and placed in the minutes
of the meeting.

5. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA

6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

a. Approval of minutes from the September 2, 2021 Buckman Direct Diversion
Board Meeting.

7. PRESENTATION/INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

a. Monthly update on the BDD Operations. (Randy Sugrue, BDD Operations
Superintendent, rcsugrue@santafenm.gov, 955-4501)

b.  Report from the Facilities Manager. (Verbal)(Rick Carpenter, BDD Facilities
Manager, rrcarpenter@santafenm.gov, 955-4507)

c. Update on 2021 Triennial Review of Proposed Amendments to Standards
for Interstate and Intrastate surface water quality, 20.6.4 NMAC, Water
Quality Control Commission Hearing WQCC 20-51 (R). (Rick Carpenter,
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8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

City of Santa Fe
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BDD Facilities Manager, rrcarpenter@santafenm.gov, 955-4501; Kyle
Harwood, BDD Legal Counsel, kyle@egolflaw.com, 986-9641).

ACTION ITEMS: CONSENT

a.

Request for Approval of the 2022 Buckman Direct Diversion Board Meeting
Dates. (Jamie-Rae Diaz, Public Utilities Administrative Manager,
jldiaz@santafenm.gov, 955-4233)

Request for Approval of the 2022 Fiscal Services and Audit Committee
(FSAC) Meeting Calendar. (Antoinette Armijo-Rougemont, BDD
Accounting Manager, amarmijo@santafenm.gov, 955-4506).

ACTION ITEMS: DISCUSSION AND ACTION

a.

MATTERS FROM THE BOARD
NEXT MEETING: Thursday, November 4, 2021 at 4:00 PM
ADJOURN

EXECUTIVE SESSION

In accordance with the New Mexico Open Meetings Act NMSA 1978,
§10-15-1(H)(7), discussion regarding pending litigation in which the BDDB
is a participant, or may become a participant, including, without limitation: (i)
Buckman Direct Diversion Board v. CDM Smith, et al., First Judicial District
Court Case No. D-101-CV-2018-01610; and (ii) New Mexico Environment
Department v. U.S. Department of Energy, Case No. 1:21-CV-00278-KG-
JFR.(Nancy R. Long and Kyle Harwood, BDD Legal Counsel,
nancy@longkomer.com, 982-8405, kyle@egolflaw.com, 986-9641)

Persons with disabilities in need of accommodations, contact the City Clerk’s

office at 955-6521, five (5) working days prior to meeting date.
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1.

MINUTES OF THE

THE CITY OF SANTA FE & SANTA FE COUNTY

BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD MEETING

September 2, 2021

CALL TO ORDER

This meeting of the Santa Fe County & City Buckman Direct Diversion Board
meeting was called to order by Chair Anna Hansen at approximately 4:00 p.m.

In accordance with the Public Health Emergency Order issued by the State of
New Mexico, and pursuant to the New Mexico Attorney General’s Open Government
Division Advisory during COVID-19, public entities are authorized to conduct virtual

meetings. All votes were conducted by roll call.

[For clarity purposes, repetitive identification and confirmations of those on the line and

their audibility have been eliminated and/or condensed in this transcript.]

2.

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

BDD Board Members Present: Member(s) Excused:
Commissioner Anna Hansen, Chair None

Councilor Carol Romero-Wirth

Commissioner Anna Hamilton

Councilor JoAnne Vigil Coppler

J.C. Helms, Citizen Member

Tom Egelhoft, Las Campanas [non-voting]

BDD Board Alternate Members Present:
Peter Ives, Citizen
Ben Lee, Las Campanas

Others Present:

Rick Carpenter, BDD Facilities Manager

Nancy Long, BDD Legal Counsel

Kyle Harwood, BDD Legal Counsel

Bernardine Padilla, BDD Public Relations Coordinator
Randy Sugrue, BDD Operations Superintendent
Jamie-Rae Diaz, City Administrative Assistant
Antoinette Armijo-Rougemont, BDD Financial Manager




Others Present (cont.):

Jesse Roach, City Water Division Director
Marcos Martinez, City Assistant Attorney
James Bearzi, Glorieta Geoscience

Jay Lazarus, Glorieta Geoscience

Andres Gamez, CliftonLarsonAllen

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Councilor Vigil Coppler moved to approve the agenda as published. Mr. Helms
seconded.

Facilities Manager Carpenter’s internet connection was lost and in the interim,
Chair Hansen invited Ben Lee to introduce himself. Mr. Lee stated that he was present to
learn about the Buckman system as well as water sustainability and conservation. He
said he was a chemical engineer in the industrial sector and involved with a desalination
of sea water project. He looked forward to participating. Chair Hansen welcomed him.

With his connection back up, Mr. Carpenter confirmed there were no changes to
the published agenda.

The motion to approve the agenda passed by unanimous [5-0] roll call vote.
4. MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC

Chair Hansen asked for public comments. Jamie-Rae Diaz confirmed no one
signed up nor was anyone in the waiting room asking to speak.

S. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA

CHAIR HANSEN: Does anyone have anything they would like to pull off
the Consent Agenda or can [ have a motion? Commissioner Hamilton.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: I wonder if we shouldn’t pull off item
8.b. on how much it would cost to do that and whatnot.

CHAIR HANSEN: Okay, that is fine we will pull off item b. Can I have a
motion to approve the Consent Agenda with the removal of item 8.b.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: So moved.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Second.

CHAIR HANSEN: Motion from Commissioner Hamilton and second
from Council Romero-Wirth.

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] roll call vote.
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CONSENT ITEMS
a. Request for Approval for letter from BDD Board Concerning Los
Alamos National Laboratory Consent Order Public Participation

6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
a. August 5, 2021 Buckman Direct Diversion Board Meeting

There were no changes offered and Mr. Helms moved to approve. Councilor Romero-
Wirth seconded. The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] roll call vote.

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

CHAIR HANSEN: Randy Sugrue. Welcome, Randy.

RANDY SUGRUE (Operations Superintendent): Thank you very much,
Madam Chair and members of the Board. This is my report for the BDD operations for
the month of August 2021: BDD diversions, raw water diversions averaged 7.89 million
gallons per day. Our drinking water deliveries through Booster Stations 4A/5A averaged
7.37 million gallons per day. Our delivery to Las Campanas at 2A averaged .39 million
gallons per day. Our onsite treated and non-treated water storage was about .13 million
gallons per day. BDD is providing approximately 70 percent of water supply to the City
and County for the month of August. Our year-to-date diversion are depicted in the
graph. In August we were able to produce significantly more than the average due to the
City request for such. On the second page, item 4, our regional demand drought
summery. Our daily metered regional demand was about 11.3 million gallons per day,
perhaps a little bit more. Rio Grande flows for August, actually averaged approximately
500 cubic feet per second. We have fallen as low as about 300 cubic feet per second. As
we speak flows are somewhat over 400 cubic feet per second because of rainfall. So the
river is fairly healthy. Canyon Road water treatment plant storage levels, Nichols about
61 percent. That has actually gained near to actually 70 percent now due to storm water.
McClure, 34 percent — about 38 to 39 percent combined storage at Canyon Road. The
inflow is a little less than 4.4 million gallons per day at this time.

City, County, Las Campanas storage as updated by our partners, here’s the City
San Juan-Chama, storage in a graph, combined storage, still over 10,000 acre-feet. And
our ENSO summary as of August 16, neutral conditions are still present to the end of
summer and into fall with La Nifia possibly emerging later in fall. So, that’s my report at
this time. If you have any questions, please ask.

CHAIR HANSEN: Okay, are there any questions from the Board? I was
waiting for you Member Ives, I was expecting a question from you. Please join us. And
nice to see you, welcome.

PETER IVES (Community Alternate): Yes, I apologize for being a few
minutes late. Simple question and you may not know the answer which is what’s the cfs
running in the Santa Fe River?

MR. SUGRUE: I would have to defer that question to perhaps Jesse
Roach, Dr. Roach, with the Water Division. -

MR. IVES: I am certainly glad to hear there’s about 4 million gallons
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coming in on a daily basis, that’s great.

JESSE ROACH (City Water Division Director): Yes, I think that’s the
answer. I saw that 4 million gallons came in yesterday and I don’t know off the top of
my head what that is in cfs.

MR. IVES: So we wouldn’t be storing any of that and just allowing it to
flow through?

MR. ROACH: The Santa Fe River we have bumped up production to
about 4 million gallons per day so that’s pretty much passing right through.

MR. SUGRUE: That would be about 6 cfs, approximately.

MR. IVES: Got you. I walk across one of our bridges everyday and I
always peer down to see what’s happening and it looked like it was running well today.
So, congratulations. Thank you, Madam Chair.

CHAIR HANSEN: Thank you, Mr. Ives. Are there any other questions?
Seeing none we will move on.

7. b. Report from the Facilities Manager

MR. CARPENTER: Thank you. We have resumed our efforts on the Source
Water Protection Plan. That was sort of put on the back burner for awhile. We expect to be
back to the Board in October with a full report on the status, schedule, scope, goals on that
plan. So we’ll have a full report on that in October.

Also, we’ve had a surge in activity on MOU discussions with DOE. Mr. Harwood
and Mr. Bearzi especially and others from GGI have been helping us to make, I think, what
is some pretty significant progress and we intend to keep that momentum going forward.
And, again, we will bring a full report back to the Board in October on where we are and
what we hope to achieve in the near term. With that, Madam Chair, I would stand for
questions.

CHAIR HANSEN: Are there any questions from the Board? If not, I have a
question. Where are we in the process of hiring an administrator for you, Rick?

MR. CARPENTER: Thank you, Madam Chair. Jamie-Rae Diaz and
Antoinette have been very helpful in this. The paperwork is making its way through. It has
been approved at the lower division levels and I think it is with HR right now in terms of
getting a position on a re-class approved. So we are making progress and I’11 report back
out to the Board as we move through that.

CHAIR HANSEN: Any other hires moving their way forward?

MR. CARPENTER: The instrumentation and control technician is in a
similar position. We have done a position only re-class for that, seeking to adjust the pay
band for that. And also request to advertise and that’s about in a similar status. And I will
get back to the Board as that moves through our Human Resources Department.

CHAIR HANSEN: Okay, thank you. Any other questions? Kyle.

KYLE HARWOOD (BDD Counsel): Mr. Carpenter, did you want me to do
that other small matter under matters from the facilities manager that we discussed?

MR. CARPENTER: I do, but I am not sure whether there are any more
questions of me before we turn it over to you.

CHAIR HANSEN: Seeing none, I’ll call on Mr. Harwood.
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MR. HARWOOD: Thank you, Madam Chair. We decided that this is
probably the best spot on the agenda to just give the Board an update on a recent meeting we
had with New Mexico Environment Department Cabinet Secretary Kenney. 1 wanted to let
the Board that we addressed five topics in that discussion with Cabinet Secretary Kenney
updating him on where we are with the BDD Board -LANL MOU. We also discussed
briefly the triennial review which is a matter, as you know, which is getting towards the end
of its calendar with the transcripting issue with some final filings being made here this fall.
And we also discussed the consent order litigation between NMED and the Department of
Energy. We visited briefly on the chromium 6 plum and some of the issues related to
chromium 6. And, finally, discussed at some length stormwater and water quality
monitoring of LA Pueblo Canyon watershed, which was noticed as a watershed of concern
that drains from the lab into Rio Grande upstream and to the BDD project.

Those are all regular topics of coordination with the primary regulator for water
quality and it was a pleasant and productive meeting. That’s all I have to report, Madam
Chair.

CHAIR HANSEN: Thank you very much, Kyle. Are there any questions
from the Board? Okay, we’ll move on.

7. c. Presentation of the Buckman Direct Diversion Project Auditor Report
on completed “Financial Statements and Supplemental Information”
for fiscal year ended June 30, 2020

ANTOINETTE ARMIJO-ROUGEMONT (BDD Accounting Supervisor):
I’ll go ahead and introduce Mr. Gamez. Madam Chair, members of the Board, the fiscal
management and fiscal service, the fiscal agent’s responsibilities includes that after the end
of each fiscal year and in accordance with the New Mexico State Audit Rule, that the BDD
is to provide audited financial statements to its partners. On July 28, 2021, a report from an
independent certified accountant was issued by CliftonLarsonAllen for the activities of the
Buckman Direct Diversion fiscal year June 30, 2020. The BDD is a single-purpose
governmental entity and having only business type activities. The financial statement
include consolidated activity of the following enterprise funds: the BDD operating fund, the
BDD emergency reserve fund and the BDD major repair and replacement fund.

The auditors have disclosed the following audit finding which is a late submission of
[inaudible] report and prior year findings have been resolved and the auditors issued an
unmodified report.

I'll turn it over to Andres Gamez from CLA.

ANDRES GAMEZ (CliftonLarsonAllen): Madam Chair, members of the
Board, thank you for having me today. 1 wanted to go over just a high level overview of the
financial statements. As Antoinette mentioned, the overall opinion was unmodified which is
a clean opinion, stating that the financial statements are free of any material misstatements.
And then there was one audit finding related to the state audit rule for timely submission of
the financial statements.

Overall high level the BDD did have significant changes from year to year. When
you look at the net assets there was an increase of about $4 million for BDD. Meanwhile,
the liabilities also increased. So a net difference of about $400,000. And then also in terms
of operating revenues, revenues did increase as well close to 10 percent, about $800,000.
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There was also a kind of proportional increase on the expenses. So it was net operating
income of about $86,000 in total. So that’s a change, a positive change. Overall, about
$383,000 for the year. With those together what we did see was that BDD was having
improvements in their financial statement — as I mentioned earlier those financial
statements, we did issue an unmodified opinion overall and then also just that one audit
finding.
I would like to open myself up to any questions at this point from the Board.

CHAIR HANSEN: Are there any questions from the Board? Okay, seeing
none. Does that conclude your report, Mr. Gamez?

MR. GAMEZ: Yes, that does. Thank you, Madam Chair.

CHAIR HANSEN: Thank you. Then we will move on.

8. ACTION ITEMS: CONSENT AGENDA

b. Approval of direction to staff to submit comments to the Environmental
Protection Agency regarding “Request Recommendations: Waters of
the United States”

CHAIR HANSEN: Commissioner Hamilton, you seem to have had a
question.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Yes, I just thought it would be nice to get
a little bit of a briefing on how of what had been done before is appropriate and available to
use now because we’ve been dealing with this issue which is really important on a lot of
levels. But I’'m assuming — I’'m not fixed on the possibility if there’s new work that needs to
be done. I just thought it would be useful to get a real small briefing on what was intended.

MR. CARPENTER: Fine, Madam Chair and members of the Board. We
have had a lot of activity on this issue as well. Mr. Bearzi is pretty much leading the effort
and James, not to put you on the spot but maybe you could provide a brief summary that
addresses the Commissioner’s question.

JAMES BEARZI (Glorieta Geoscience): 1’d be happy to. Good afternoon,
Madam Chair and members of the Board, Commissioner Hamilton. Good to see everyone
again. You’re right; there has been a considerable effort over the months on the WOTUS
issue. The EPA and the Army, Department of the Army, who together implement the Clean
Water Act, have posted in the Federal Register about a month ago, a 30-day public comment
period on what they have in mind to undo the Navigable Waters Protection Rule which itself
undid the Clean Water Rules that was in the Obama administration which itself attempted to
codify definitions of WOTUS for statutory and regulatory purposes to move forward. That
comment period ends tomorrow. So in your packet is a memo that has the outlines — a
memo from Kyle — that has the outline of issues that we would touch on and with respect to
your question about the level of effort, the draft letter has already been drafted and its
undergoing internal review. So that level of effort will end tomorrow one way or the other.
If the Board wants to go forward with comments that letter will be prepared and we’ll
submit it through regulations.gov and if the Board doesn’t want to go forward then the level
of effort is about the same.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Well, yeah, would we be able to meet
tomorrow’s deadline?
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MR. BEARZI: Yes, we will. And just a tiny little bit of weed part and Kyle
and Rick will roll their eyes, what’s different about this effort is that EPA and the Army are
proposing a two-step, what they call, a two-step process. Step one is to put the rule back to
what they call the pre-Obama era rule. So that’s defining Water of the U.S. as it has been
covering, for our purposes most importantly, ephemeral streams. And then their step two is
to lay a foundation that codifies recent Supreme Court decisions so that it is harder for future
administrations to undo it. And so our comments, we propose to support that two-step
process. Step two also has a lot more public engagement than has happened before. And
then we also have along the lines of what the Board has seen before in our comments to
EPA and others about why we think that ephemeral streams should be covered in the
definition of the Waters of the U.S.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Madam Chair, and thank you for that.
And thank you for just giving that little clarification. I think that it is interesting that —
having expressed why we’re doing this.

Madam Chair, would you be looking for a motion at this point or did you want to do
that yourself?

CHAIR HANSEN: I was just going to make a few comments also.
Yesterday, also, or the day before, a judge vacated the Navigable Waters of the U.S., also
which happened. And the other point that I wanted to share with the Board is that the
counties, all of the counties in the United States have an extra month to make a comment.
So their deadline is October 2" whereas all cities and public municipalities have until
tomorrow. I have brought this up at our board meeting earlier this week so I just wanted to
be clear about that.

So, thank you, Mr. Bearzi. Yes, [ would love to entertain a motion from you
Commissioner Hamilton.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Imove to approve.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Ihave a question.

COUNCILOR VIGIL COPPLER: I’ll second for discussion.

CHAIR HANSEN: Okay, thank you, Councilor Vigil Coppler. I am sorry I
didn’t see your hand up, Councilor Romero-Wirth.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Thank you, Madam Chair. So when
you say in this two rule process that they want to bolster future roll backs by regulatory or
statutory changes, have they picked one path or another? Are they thinking of doing both
paths and how hard is that to do?

MR. BEARZI : Councilor, that is an excellent question because they have
not been really clear about what the step two is going to look like and how will they bar
some future administration. So we don’t really know what they’re going to do. They have
committed to having a very public process about it and I’ll also note that there have already
been hundreds of comments logged in the run up to tomorrow and mainly industry groups.
Their main comment is it shouldn’t be 30 days, it should be 90 days. So there may be a
further comment period and maybe EPA will tell us more. I was on a public meeting today
with EPA and a couple hundred interested parties and they’re not saying anything about
what the specifics of step two are.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: So in our letter should we ask that there
be clarification about that or do we have a preference for one path versus the other or should
we be just silent on that? I don’t know.
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MR. HARWOOD: I think those are all great questions, Councilor. They
have not yet identified a way of adopting a new rule that’s not equally subject to executive
order as the previous rules have been. So the hope is that if they can come up with
something that is well substantiated in science and consistent with some of the earlier
Supreme Court cases that it might be harder to attack legally and might survive longer than
these ice cubes on a hot day which is kind of what the changing WOTUS rules seemed to
have been over the last couple of years. It’s a little hard from my perspective to recommend
a particular path until the federal lawyers come up with what they think is doable.

So I was going to suggest that we report back to this Board when things get a little
clearer and then we could figure out what to put our shoulder into, if that seems appropriate
to you.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Okay. And I just, Madam Chair, I am
just curious — statutory changes that’s legislation that moves through Congress, just curious
how sticky this is with lawmakers. Is this something that is likely to be contentious?

MR. HARWOOD: 1 think it is likely to be contentious.

MR. BEARZI: And if1 could add also.

CHAIR HANSEN: Yes, please.

MR. BEARZI: On the statutory change, that’s really what it could take. I
think as we’ve briefed the Board before, the definition of WOTUS is not in statute. It’s not
in the Clean Water Act and it’s been given, and Congress has specifically said, the agencies
get to figure it out and that’s kind of where some of the lack of clarity comes from. So I
think that the statutory fix would be, okay, we’re going to codify all of these Supreme Court
decisions and these federal court decisions in statute. And then I’ll just amplify what Kyle
said and that would be environmental war in Congress.

COUNCILOR ROMERO-WIRTH: Okay, that’s helpful. Thank you.
Thank you, Madam Chair.

CHAIR HANSEN: The other thing that I will share is that this is a very
huge topic at NACo, the National Association of Counties, and that is why the counties have
an additional month to make comment on this rule. And it is also, as many of you probably
know, NACo is a fairly conservative body. So having a voice there which I am glad that we
have on the Environmental, Energy and Land Use where the Clean Water Act gets discussed
primarily, it is really important.

So thank you for all of your comments. We have a motion from Commissioner
Hamilton and a second from Councilor Vigil Coppler and may I please have a roll call vote.

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] roll call vote.
9. ACTION ITEMS: DISCUSSION AND ACTION - There were no items
10. MATTERS FROM THE BOARD
COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Are there any Matters from the Board? I
would like to state for our minutes and the record that the only matter discussed during

the executive session at our last Board meeting on August 5, 2021 was the matter as
stated in the motion to go into executive session and no action was taken.
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Then I would like to ask if there are any other comments or statements from the
Board?

JAY LAZARUS (Glorieta Geoscience): Madam Chair.

CHAIR HANSEN: Yes.

MR. LAZARUS: Madam Chair, it is with great sadness we need to
announce to the Board that Mr. Bearzi will be retiring. Kyle and Rick and Nancy know
about this. James has been working way longer than his intended period before
retirement. He will be retiring in the near future but will be available in some capacity to
help out what we’re doing with the Board.

CHAIR HANSEN: Thank you, Mr. Lazarus for mentioning that. I am
grateful that James stayed on for as long as he has. I personally asked him to not retire
because —

MR. LAZARUS: Yes, we’ve asked him the same thing.

CHAIR HANSEN: -- but because I respect him so much and his expertise.
And I am grateful for the time and energy and input that he has given us and we look
forward to the opportunity to consult with you again. Mr. Bearzi, would you like to say
something?

MR. BEARZI: Only that it has been my privilege and honor to serve the
Board. It’s been great and I thank you for the esteem and respect that you’ve given me
and I share it back with you.

CHAIR HANSEN: Thank you, James. You are highly respected by this
Board and we are grateful. Thank you so much. Any other comments from the Board?

11. NEXT MEETING: Thursday, October 7, 2021 at 4:00 p.m.
12. ADJOURN
Chair Hansen declared this meeting adjourned at approximately 4:30 p.m.

Approved by:

Anna Hansen, Board Chair
Respectfully submitted:
Karen Farrell, Wordswork

ATTEST TO

KRISTINE BUSTOS-MIHELCIC
SANTA FE CITY CLERK
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Memorondunm 7% Buckman Direct Diversion

To: BDD Board
From: Kyle Harwood

Date: September 29, 2021

Re: Summary and Status of 2021Triennial Review of State Water Quality Standards

This memorandum presents a summary of the Triennial Review filings and the hearing conducted in front of the New
Mexico Water Quality Control Commission (WQCC) from July 13, 2021 to July 16, 2021, with an additional half-day of
testimony on July 21, 2021.

Written Testimony:

On June 22, 2021 the Buckman Direct Diversion (“BDD”’) Board (the “Board”) filed its written rebuttal testimony.
The Board’s written testimony focused on three specific issues that were raised by the written direct testimony of the
owner and co-operators of Los Alamos National Laboratory (“LANL”) and others, including: 1) LANL’s proposal to
eliminate a proposed definition of Contaminants of Emerging Concern (CECs) and the New Mexico Environment
Department’s (“NMED”) proposal to include CECs within the definition of Toxic Pollutants; 2) LANL’s proposal to limit
the definition of Toxic Pollutants to those included in EPA’s promulgated list, and other toxic pollutants that may be
added to a list through WQCC rulemaking; and 3) LANL’s proposal to limit sampling and testing methods for purposes of
monitoring and compliance to those approved by the EPA in 40 CFR 136 (also known as Part 136 Methods). As described
in the Board’s written rebuttal testimony, LANL’s proposals in these three areas would weaken NMED’s ability to
monitor and protect the quality of New Mexico’s surface water. These three issues are summarized below.

1. Contaminants of Emerging Concern: LANL proposed to eliminate a narrative definition of CECs
proposed by NMED, which would limit NMED authority to oversee emerging contaminants such as per-
and polyfluorinated alkyl substances (PFAS), personal care products, and pharmaceuticals. NMED
proposed to add a narrative definition of contaminants of emerging concern at 20.6.4.7.C(7) NMAC and
in the general criteria for toxic pollutants at 20.6.4.13(F) NMAC. CEC’s are suspected to have adverse
ecological or human health effects; however, for many of these compounds the technical basis for their
effects on human health and aquatic organisms is evolving. The Board submitted testimony supporting
the monitoring and sampling for CECs.

2. Definition of Toxic Pollutants: LANL proposed to revise the definition of toxic pollutants from the
current narrative definition which includes any substance meeting the narrative definition that “will
cause death, shortened life spans, disease, adverse behavioral changes, reproductive or physiological
impairment or physical deformations in such organisms or their offspring.” 20.6.4.7.T(2) NMAC.
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LANL’s proposal would limit the definition of Toxic Pollutants to those listed by the EPA under Section
307(a) of the Clean Water Act, and those toxic pollutants that have been added to the list by subsequent
EPA or WQCC rulemaking. This proposal would remove NMED’s ability to protect the State’s surface
water from contaminants that are known to be toxic but have not gone through the lengthy and laborious
rulemaking process to add toxic pollutants to either the EPA or WQCC lists.

3. Testing Methods: LANL proposed to limit analytical methods for purposes of compliance and
enforcement to those methods specified in 40 CFR 136 (Part 136 Methods). The current WQCC
regulations provide that the WQCC may establish numeric water quality criteria that are below the
detection limits of testing methods in Part 136 provided that other recognized testing methods have
detection limits at or below the concentrations listed in the numeric criteria. The relevant example of
what LANL has proposed here is the methods for testing for polychlorinated biphenyl compounds
(PCBs). The WQCC has established numeric criteria for PCBs of 0.014 micrograms per liter for
Wildlife Habitat and Aquatic Life and 0.00064 micrograms per liter for Aquatic Life and Human
Health-Organism Only. These concentrations of PCBs cannot be detected using the Part 136 method
(Method 608.3) but can be detected using the congener method (Method 1668C), which was published
by the EPA’s Office of Water, but which has not been formally adopted as a Part 136 Method. The
current WQCC standards allow for the use of Method 1668C. This issue was recently highlighted in the
Santa Fe New Mexican at <https://www.santafenewmexican.com/news/local news/u-s-seeks-to-ease-
testing-of-los-alamos-labs-cancer-causing-contaminants/article bf8340a2-1aef-11ec-8171-
9374b5a7d12f.html>

The Board was not alone in its objections to these three LANL proposals. NMED, Amigos Bravos, and Communities for
Clean Water also filed written testimony, and presented oral testimony objecting to the LANL proposals. The written
rebuttal testimony submitted on behalf of the Board, without its voluminous exhibits, is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

In addition to the three issue areas described above, parties to the Triennial Review submitted testimony on may
other topics, including proposing adding a definition of “climate change” to the water quality standards; adding various
additional definitions to the water quality standards; making changes to water quality monitoring and enforcement criteria;
addressing the standards that apply to the perennial waters located within the boundaries of LANL; and proposing a range
of formatting and grammatical corrections. In support of these proposed revisions the parties submitted thousands of
pages of testimony and supporting exhibits.

Oral Testimony:

The hearing on the Triennial Review began on July 13, 2021 with each party presenting an opening statement,
then proceeding into the issues which had been categorized into eight “bins” by agreement of the parties. As described in
the Procedural Order for the Triennial Review issued by the Hearing Officer Gregory Chakalian, oral testimony was a
brief summary of the issues on which each party had pre-filed written testimony. Each party presenting oral testimony
then stood for cross examination by the other parties, members of the WQCC, and the public.

On each issue NMED presented their proposed amendments to the water quality standards first, followed by the
other parties. James Bearzi, the Board’s expert witness, testified on the three issues described above on July 14" and July
15%, On the issues of CECs and Toxic Pollutants, Mr. Bearzi was cross examined by the San Juan Water Commission’s
attorney, the New Mexico Environment Department’s attorney, the LANL attorney, and WQCC Commissioner Bruce
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Thomson. This cross examination was limited in scope and was effectively answered by Mr. Bearzi. On the issue of Part
136 Methods, cross examination of Mr. Bearzi was by LANL alone and limited to the issue of what other permits required
the use of the congener method. Mr. Bearzi effectively addressed this cross examination.

Oral testimony for the hearing was conducted before Hearing Officer Chakalian in front of the WQCC, in a
properly noticed meeting of the WQCC. Because of the volume of issues, which included 76 individual issues organized
into eight separate “bins,” testimony was taken over five days, with opportunity on each day for public comment.
Generally, public comment was supportive of the position of Amigos Bravos and Communities for Clean Water, which
overlapped with the Board’s position on the issues on which it submitted testimony. Public comment was limited to five
minutes per speaker of non-technical testimony.

Post Hearing Procedure:

The court reporter submitted the transcript of the proceedings on August 9, 2021. Forty-five days following the
submittal of the transcript, on September 24, 2021, the parties submitted their proposed statements of reasons and closing
briefs. The proposed statement of reasons of the Board, which is based upon the technical testimony submitted in the
hearing is attached to this memo as Exhibit B. Forty-five days following the parties’ filings the Hearing Officer shall file
his Report and Draft Proposed Statement of Reasons, which shall be served on all parties. The parties shall then have
thirty days to file Exceptions to the Hearing Officer’s Report and Draft Proposed Statement of Reasons. Then,
approximately thirty days later, at the next regular WQCC meeting, the Hearing Officer shall present his final Report and
Proposed Statement of Reasons to the WQCC for its review and consideration.

Additional Considerations:

The hearing on the Triennial Review was requested by NMED so the WQCC could hear and consider NMED’s
proposed amendments to the State water quality standards. In response to NMED’s proposal, some of the parties —
including the Board through its rebuttal testimony — offered alternative proposals. LANL not only offered its own
proposals through this Triennial Review, but also asked for a separate rulemaking hearing on a variety of other water
quality issues — including the three on which the Board provided rebuttal testimony in the Triennial Review — months
before the hearing. LANL characterized its request for hearing on its own proposals as a “protective” step, retaining its
ability to seek consideration of its proposals should the WQCC decline to do so through the Triennial Review based on
NMED’s petition. The WQCC granted a hearing and named a hearing officer for LANL’s request, but did not schedule a
hearing pending the outcome of the Triennial Review. Should the WQCC schedule a hearing pursuant to LANL’s
request, the Board may wish to consider filing direct or rebuttal testimony in that proceeding.
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO
WATER QUALITY CONTROL COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
STANDARDS FOR INTERSTATE AND

INTRASTATE SURFACE WATERS

20.6.4 NMAC NO. WQCC 20-51(R)

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF JAMES P. BEARZI
ON BEHALF OF THE BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD

JUNE 22, 2021

L. WORK EXPERIENCE AND BACKGROUND

I am James P. Bearzi and I am employed by Glorieta Geoscience, Inc. (“GGI”) as a
Senior Environmental Geologist. I am presenting this written rebuttal testimony (Exhibit 1) on
behalf of the Buckman Direct Diversion (“BDD”) Board (the “Board”), in the hearing regarding
a petition filed by the New Mexico Environment Department (“NMED”) with the New Mexico
Water Quality Control Commission (“WQCC”) to amend the Interstate and Intrastate Surface
Water Quality Standards (the “Standards”) at 20.6.4 NMAC (WQCC 20-51 (R)). My testimony
is provided in rebuttal to Triad National Security, LLC (“Triad”), and the United States
Department of Energy National Nuclear Security Administration (collectively, “DOE”) Notice of
Intent to Present Technical Testimony in the above-captioned matter.' The specific portions of
DOE’s direct testimony to which I provide rebuttal are discussed in Part III below.

GGl is a consulting firm specializing in groundwater and surface water resource

evaluation, including vadose zone, saturated zone and surface water contaminant

! Other parties to this proceeding have made proposals substantively similar to DOE’s. For purposes of my

testimony, reference to “DOE” includes reference to other parties where applicable.
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characterization. I have held the position of Senior Environmental Geologist at GGI since 2014.
I have a Master of Science degree in earth sciences from Montana State University, obtained in
1987, and a Bachelor of Science degree in geology and geography from Portland State
University, obtained in 1985. In addition to my educational background, I have received and
been provided training and continuing education over the years in various environmental topics
including water quality and water rights, contaminant fate and transport, sampling, nature and
extent studies, groundwater and vadose zone multi-phase transport, risk assessment, remediation
technology, waste characterization and management, compliance, and regulation and policy. I
also attended and completed Strategic Management of Regulatory and Enforcement Agencies at
Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government. I have conducted, supervised, and
reviewed numerous projects involving investigation and assessment of water quality,
groundwater flow, contaminant source investigations, risk assessment, and contaminant transport
in the saturated and vadose zones.

At GGI, I serve as Project Manager for a wide range of water resource, environmental,
and other projects, many with complex regulatory and compliance issues. | am responsible for
the assessment and evaluation of complex hydrologic, geologic, and ecological problems; federal
and state law and regulatory compliance; waste profiling and characterization; evaluation of
hydrologic models; and collection and evaluation of water quality and quantity data. I have
authored numerous reports for clients and regulatory entities related to soil and groundwater
contamination.

From 1989 to 2012 (except for 1990), I served in various technical, scientific, and
leadership positions in the New Mexico Environment Department (“NMED”). [ was a NMED
Bureau Chief for 21 years, including a period as Surface Water Quality Bureau (“SWQB”) Chief

where I had overall responsibility for, and management of New Mexico’s surface water quality
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protection programs, including those required by the federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”), the
New Mexico Water Quality Act, and the Water Quality Standards for Interstate and Intrastate
Surface Waters at 20.6.4 NMAC. In 2012, I provided direct testimony to the WQCC in support
of NMED’s petition to amend designated uses for the lower Dry Cimarron River, and to establish
water quality standards for lakes. Prior to serving as SWQB Chief, I served for 12 years as
Hazardous Waste Bureau Chief, where I had overall responsibility for New Mexico’s hazardous
waste management program, including regulation of cleanup and monitoring of Los Alamos
National Laboratory (“LANL”). From 2012 to 2014 I served as technical staff and technical
supervisor for the New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission. Throughout my service to the
State of New Mexico, I had responsibilities similar to those as outlined above, and in addition
provided testimony in litigation and administrative proceedings, and to legislative bodies;
developed and implemented public policy, regulations, and statutes; and managed the technical
and administrative aspects of large agency organizations.

A copy of my resume is attached and marked as Exhibit 2. It is accurate and up-to-date.
II. BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION

The BDD is a municipal water supply project that is jointly operated by the City of Santa
Fe and Santa Fe County to divert their San Juan-Chama and native Rio Grande water rights, and
1s managed by the Buckman Direct Diversion Board. The BDD treats diverted surface water to
federal and state Safe Drinking Water Act standards to supply clean and safe water to the citizens
of the City and County of Santa Fe. I provide this testimony on behalf of the Board to offer its
unique perspective as a public water utility that diverts surface water that will be directly and
adversely impacted by several of DOE’s and other parties’ proposed amendments to 20.4.6.4

NMAC (see footnote 1) introduced in their direct testimony.



The BDD is located west of the City of Santa Fe on the Rio Grande and downstream of
several communities and NPDES permittees on the Rio Grande and its tributaries, including the
community of Los Alamos, and LANL, which is owned by DOE and co-operated with DOE by
Triad. Exhibit 3 is a map showing these geographic relationships. LANL is located on the
Pajarito Plateau, to the west of the Rio Grande, and includes watersheds with a number of
perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral streams that are tributaries to the Rio Grande, at least two
of which are upstream of the BDD intake structure. Numerous sites where pollutants from
industrial outfalls and storm water discharge to tributaries of the Rio Grande are located at
LANL or lands formerly occupied by LANL. Dozens of these sites are in the Los Alamos
Canyon watershed, whose confluence with the Rio Grande is just below the Otowi Bridge
approximately three miles upstream of the Buckman Direct Diversion Project intake structure.
Exhibit 4 is a map showing a portion of LANL and the Los Alamos Canyon watershed, and
locations used by LANL to monitor run-on to and runoff from contaminated sites. As a result of
these discharges, and other LANL operations that generated hazardous, mixed, and radioactive
wastes, legacy contamination is entrained in sediments in the canyons and periodically migrates
downcanyon with storm water in response to flood events.

The BDD Board has worked with LANL to establish an Early Notification System
(“ENS”) to alert BDD operators when a storm water event in Los Alamos Canyon is occurring
(see Exhibit 3). The ENS is a group of strategically-placed storm water monitoring locations in
Los Alamos Canyon that detects storm water flow and transmits real-time data that the BDD
operators can use to determine if the BDD intake structure should be shut down to avoid
diverting contaminated water. The ENS is one facet of the Board’s efforts to mitigate the
potential impacts of LANL legacy contamination on the BDD, and to instill public confidence in

the BDD. The ENS provides critical information to the BDD operators, the Board, and the public
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on runoff in Los Alamos Canyon and its tributaries that could adversely affect the Rio Grande,
the BDD’s source water. Any potential for increase in contamination or sedimentation of the Rio
Grande caused by LANL, or reduction or limitation of monitoring of the Rio Grande or its
tributaries, is of keen interest to the Board and the public it serves. The water quality of the Rio
Grande and its tributaries has a direct impact on the BDD’s ability to divert and on the associated
expense to treat this source water to federal and state drinking water standards.

The BDD relies on the New Mexico water quality standards at 20.6.4 NMAC to ensure
that discharges to receiving waters in the BDD source area are appropriately regulated to protect
human health and the environment, and is part of the statutory and regulatory framework that
ensures cleanup of legacy pollution at LANL is accomplished to levels that maintain and
preserve its source water quality. Any federal permit issued under the CWA by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) in the State of New Mexico must be certified by
NMED to ensure full compliance with the WQCC'’s surface water quality standards. Several of
DOE’s proposed amendments would undermine the WQCC’s surface water quality standards
and NMED’s ability to certify that EPA-issued permits are protective of those standards, as
explained in Part III below.

III. PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

The Board generally 1s supportive of NMED’s Amended Petition. However, the Board
has serious concerns with several of DOE’s and NMED’s proposals set forth in their Notices of
Intent to Present Technical testimony. My testimony addresses the following issues:

e DOE’s proposal to restrict analytical methods and compliance to those approved by the

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“USEPA”) under 40 CFR Part 136;



e DOE’s proposal to limit the WQCC’s definition of “toxic pollutants” to those listed by
EPA, and NMED’s proposal to include Contaminants of Emerging Concern (“CECs”) as
toxic pollutants; and

e DOE’s and other parties’ proposal to remove any reference to contaminants of emerging
concern (“CECs”).

A. Part 136 Methods

DOE proposes to limit analytical methods for purposes of compliance and enforcement of
standards to those specified at 40 CFR Part 136 (“Part 136 Methods”) in its proposed
amendments to 20.6.4.12.E. NMAC (2020 TR LANL-00011). The WQCC has authority to
establish a numeric water quality criterion at a concentration that is below the minimum
quantification level of a Part 136 Method, so long as another method allowed by 20.6.4.14.A
NMAC can achieve detection to the concentration in the criterion. In such cases, the water
quality standard is enforceable at the minimum quantification level set forth in the allowed
method (20.6.4.12.E NMAC). For example, the WQCC has established use-specific numeric
criteria for polychlorinated biphenyl compounds (“PCBs”’) of 0.014 micrograms per liter
(“ng/L”) for Wildlife Habitat and Aquatic Life Chronic and 0.00064 ng/L for Aquatic Life
Human Health-Organism Only (20.6.4.900.J(1) NMAC), which are less than the equivalent
minimum quantification level of Part 136 Method 608.3. DOE does not challenge this in its
direct testimony. The WQCC’s current regulations account for the fact that Part 136 Methods
may not be sufficiently sensitive to detect contaminants at the numeric limits set by the WQCC
for certain contaminants, and so it has adopted a number of other acceptable sampling and
analysis techniques for use by NMED (see 20.6.4.14.A. NMAC). Section 20.6.4.14.A(3) NMAC
defines one such category of techniques or laboratory analysis of waste samples for monitoring

and compliance purposes as “Methods For Chemical Analysis Of Water And Waste, and other
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methods published by EPA office of research and development or office of water.” Under this
provision, the NMED can require that monitoring and reporting of PCBs by LANL be performed
in accordance with Method 1668C or later revisions. Method 1668C (EPA-820-R-10-005;
Exhibit 5) was published in April 2010 by the EPA’s Office of Water, and therefore is an
allowable method under 20.6.4.14.A(3) NMAC.

Method 1668C is not only allowed under existing regulations, but is the only available
method to detect PCBs at concentrations at or below the WQCC numerical standards discussed
above. NMED has stated in its State Certification Los Alamos National Laboratory Industrial
Wastewater NPDES Permit No. NM0028355 (Exhibit 6) that “Method 1668C is a State
approved method for testing surface wastewater discharges. Additionally, Method 1668C has a
Minimum Quantification Level (MQL) set at or below the applicable and limiting State WQS
found in 20.6.4.900(J)(1) NMAC. Further supporting this requirement is that Method 1668C is
the only known and least restrictive and readily available laboratory wastewater sampling
method that can reasonably assure that the proposed discharges do not exceed the WQS limits of
20.6.4.900(J)(1) NMAC.” While EPA has not adopted Method 1668C as a new method under 40
CFR Part 136, it stated in its notice of deferral of action that it ““...is still evaluating the large
number of public comments and intends to make a determination on the approval of this method
[1668C] at a later date... This decision does not negate the merits of this method for the
determination of PCB congeners in regulatory programs or for other purposes when analyses
are performed by an experienced laboratory.” (Exhibit 7, emphasis added.)

In response to LANL’s comment that “LANL is the only facility in New Mexico where
use of the Congener Method 1668 is required to determine compliance with an NPDES permit
limit,” NMED stated that while LANL is the only facility for which Method 1668C is used for

compliance, it also



“...1s the only facility whose discharge has been shown to have a reasonable potential to
exceed State WQS for PCBs. The State also notes that LANL is not the only NPDES
permittee in New Mexico subject to the specific use of USEPA Method 1668C (see
Exhibit 6). For example, six other NPDES permits are required to use this method for
monitoring and reporting only. These are discharges to waters where PCBs have been
identified as a probable cause of a water quality impairment, but there was insufficient
data to determine if the discharge had a reasonable potential to exceed State WQS or may
contribute to a listed impairment. Therefore, based on these facts, use of Method 1668C
is the least restrictive means known by the State to assure that the proposed activity will
not exceed or contribute to the degradation of state water quality.” (see Exhibit 6).

The practical effect of DOE’s proposal to limit analytical methods to Part 136 Methods is
that contaminants like PCBs in LANL surface and storm waters that are detectable and
enforceable under current rules would be undetectable and unenforceable going forward.
Ensuring compliance with the WQCC’s numeric standards for PCBs is critical because some of
the highest inventories of PCBs at contaminated sites on the Pajarito Plateau are in the Los
Alamos Canyon watershed. Six of the 17 NPDES individual permit site monitoring areas where
automated samplers collected compliance storm water samples in 2019 are in the Los Alamos
Canyon watershed. In 2019 every storm water or base flow result for total PCBs measured by
LANL exceeded the Human Health-Organism Only water quality standard (Exhibit 8; p. 6-25).
DOE’s proposal would make many of these exceedances invisible because the minimum
detection limits or method limits for Part 136 Methods are not sufficiently sensitive.

Simply put, DOE’s proposal would roll back current protections the BDD and the public

rely upon to protect its source waters. The Board urges the Commission to reject DOE’s



proposal, and maintain the current regulations which provide authority for NMED to enforce the
WQCC’s water quality standards.

B. Toxic Pollutants

DOE proposes to limit the existing definition of “toxic pollutants” to those listed by EPA
under CWA §307(a) in its proposed amendments to 20.6.4.7.T(2) NMAC (2020 TR LANL-
00004). DOE’s proposal would delete longstanding language from the WQCC’s definition of
toxic pollutants that protects the BDD’s source water, and human health and the environment
generally. Moreover, DOE proposes to eliminate existing language that defines toxic pollutants
as including “...disease-causing agents, that after discharge and upon exposure, ingestion,
inhalation or assimilation into any organism, either directly from the environment or indirectly
by ingestion through food chains, will cause death, shortened life spans, disease, adverse
behavioral changes, reproductive or physiological impairment or physical deformation in such
organisms or their offspring” (2020 TR LANL-00147). Replacing this language with a definition
that limits “toxic pollutants™ to EPA’s list of “toxic pollutants” would take away the State’s
authority to protect New Mexico waters from contaminants that have been well-established by
the scientific community as “toxic,” but that have not gone through the lengthy and laborious
rulemaking process that EPA must undertake to add to its definition of “toxic pollutants.” The
State should have the flexibility and discretion, relying on reproducible data and transparent
science, to protect the public and environment from contaminants that are toxic under the
broader narrative definition in the current regulations. In combination with the general water
quality criteria at 20.6.4.13.F(1) NMED, the existing definition of “toxic pollutants” ensures that
New Mexico’s waters are free of toxic pollutants as the WQCC and EPA have intended.

C. Contaminants of Emerging Concern



DOE proposes to remove any reference to contaminants of emerging concern ("CECs"), a
category of pollutants that NMED proposes to add as a new term at 20.6.4.7.C(7) NMAC and in
the general criteria at 20.6.4.13(F) NMAC. CECs include pharmaceuticals, personal care
products, polyfluorinated alkylated substances (“PFAS”), and other chemicals that do not have
regulatory standards but are suspected to have adverse ecological or human health effects. For
many of these compounds, the technical basis of their deleterious effects on organisms, including
humans, is evolving.

Nevertheless, some of these CECs, including three PFAS compounds, are listed as toxic
pollutants at 20.6.2.7.T(2)(s) NMAC. PFAS have recently been detected in the groundwater
beneath and in springs on the Pajarito Plateau (Exhibit 9). DOE’s proposal would remove any
authority NMED has to require further sampling for PFAS or any other CEC 1n either surface
water or storm water. The BDD has conducted sampling of its source water for many of these
CECs (Exhibit 10), and while it has confirmed that its treatment of source water is consistently
able to supply safe drinking water to the public, ongoing and routine monitoring of CECs by
permittees subject to the CWA and WQA will protect BDD’s source water and to sustain public
confidence in the BDD.

I agree with DOE that without clearly stated criteria, compliance with narrative water
quality standards for CECs at this time could be unclear to permittees. However, DOE’s
proposed elimination of CEC’s from the water quality standards is an overreaction. NMED’s
proposed inclusion of CECs as toxic pollutants under the general criteria is also problematic, as it
would conflate CECs and toxic pollutants, inappropriately impose compliance requirements for
toxic pollutants on CECs, and assume that all CECs are toxic pollutants where no such
determination has been made. Instead of adopting either DOE’s or NMED’s proposal, the

WQCC could protect surface water quality in the State and develop the evolving science behind
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the toxicity and deleterious effects of CECs by giving NMED the authority to include sampling
and monitoring of CECs as a condition of an individual federal permit under CWA §401.
IV.  CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, limiting sampling methods for purposes of compliance to Part
136 Methods and limiting the definition of “toxic pollutants” to EPA’s list of toxic pollutants
would result in diminution of New Mexico’s water quality, adversely affect the BDD’s ability to
provide safe and reliable drinking water to its customers, and undermine NMED’s ability to
monitor and enforce New Mexico’s water quality standards, and should be rejected. Including
CEC:s as toxic pollutants under the general criteria conflates CECs and toxic pollutants, imposes
compliance requirements for toxic pollutants on CECs, and assumes that all CECs are toxic
pollutants where no such determination has been made, and should also be rejected. NMED
should be given authority to require monitoring of CECs as a condition of individual federal

permits. This concludes my rebuttal testimony.

/] PEEN

James P. Bearzi
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO
BEFORE THE WATER QUALITY CONTROL COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO

STANDARDS FOR INTERSTATE AND

INTRASTATE SURFACE WATERS, No. WQCC 20-51 (R)
20.6.4 NMAC

THE BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD’S
PROPOSED STATEMENT OF REASONS

In accordance with the New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission’s (“WQCC”)
Rulemaking Procedures at 20.1.6.304 NMAC, and the Hearing Officer’s Procedural Order issued
on November 9, 2020, the Buckman Direct Diversion (“BDD”’) Board submits its proposed
Statement of Reasons relating to the 2021 Proposed Amendments to Standards for Interstate and
Intrastate Surface Waters at 20.6.4 NMAC, (the “Triennial Review”). On August 19, 2020 the
New Mexico Environment Department (“NMED?) filed it Petition to Amend the Standards for
Interstate and Intrastate Surface Waters, which was subsequently amended by NMED’s
Amended Petition, filed on March 12, 2021. The Buckman Direct Diversion generally supports
the Petition as amended and opposes several proposed amendments to the surface water
standards put forward by the Department of Energy (“DOE”) in the proceeding, as set forth
below. The BDD submitted its Notice of Intent to Present Rebuttal Testimony along with the
technical testimony of its witness James P. Bearzi, on June 22, 2021. The BDD submitted
rebuttal testimony covering three issues raised by the Technical Testimony of DOE National
Nuclear Security Administration and Triad National Security, LLC (collectively “LANL”),

including: 1) LANL’s proposal to restrict analytical methods and compliance to those approved
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by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, (“EPA”) under 40 CFR Part 136; 2) LANL’s
proposal to limit the definition of “toxic pollutants” to those listed by the EPA, and NMED’s
proposal to include contaminants of emerging concern (“CECs”) in the definition of toxic
pollutants; and 3) LANL’s proposal to remove NMED’s proposed references to contaminants of

emerging concern.

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT

I. BDD’S EXPERT WITNESS

1. The BDD is a municipal water supply project that is jointly operated by the City
of Santa Fe and Santa Fe County to divert their San Juan-Chama project water and native Rio
Grande water rights, and which is managed by the Buckman Direct Diversion Board. BDD Ex. 1
at 3.

2. The BDD is located west of the City of Santa Fe on the Rio Grande and
downstream of several communities and federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) permittees on the Rio Grande and its tributaries,
including the county of Los Alamos, and LANL, which is owned by the DOE and co-operated
with DOE by Triad National Security, LLC. BDD Ex. 1 at 4.

3. LANL is located on the Pajarito Plateau, to the west of the Rio Grande, and
encompasses watersheds with numerous perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral streams that are
tributaries to the Rio Grande, at least two of which are upstream of the BDD intake structure.
Numerous sites where pollutants from industrial outfalls and storm water discharge to tributaries
of the Rio Grande are located at LANL or lands formerly occupied by LANL and dozens of
these sites are in the Los Alamos Canyon watershed, which joins with the Rio Grande

approximately three miles upstream of the BDD project intake structure. BDD Ex. 1 at 4
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4. In addition to discharges under its NPDES permits, LANL is the site of extensive
contamination from past activities, some of which is entrained in the sediments in the canyons
that drain the Pajarito Plateau and will periodically migrate downcanyon in response to storm
flood events. BDD Ex. 1 at 4.

5. The BDD has engaged with LANL to establish an Early Notification System
(“ENS”) to alert BDD operators when a storm water event in Los Alamos Canyon is occurring.
BDD’s only recourse when such events occur is to shut down its intake structure to avoid
diverting contaminated waters from the Rio Grande.

6. In addition to the ENS, the BDD relies on the New Mexico surface water quality
standards at 20.6.4 NMAC to ensure that discharges to the Rio Grande and its tributaries
upstream of the BDD intake are appropriately regulated to protect human health and the
environment. The BDD also relies on these standards as part of the regulatory framework that
ensures the cleanup of legacy pollution at LANL. BDD Ex. 1 at 5.

7. The BDD presented one witness, Mr. James P. Bearzi, at the hearing on this
matter.

8. At the time of the hearing Mr. Bearzi was employed by Glorieta Geoscience, Inc.
(“GGI”) as a Senior Environmental Geologist.! Mr. Bearzi has a Bachelor of Science degree in
geology and geography from Portland State University and a Master of Science degree in Earth
Sciences from Montana State University. From 1989 to 2012 Mr. Bearzi served in various
technical, scientific, and leadership positions within the NMED, including serving as Bureau
Chief for 21 years, including a period as Surface Water Quality Bureau Chief. As Surface Water

Quality Bureau Chief Mr. Bearzi oversaw and was responsible for the management of New

! Mr. Bearzi has since left employment with GGI.



Mexico’s surface water quality protection programs, including those required by the CWA, the
New Mexico Water Quality Act, and the Water Quality Standards for Interstate and Intrastate
Surface Waters at 20.6.4 NMAC. Mr. Bearzi has provided technical testimony before the
WQCC, including in the 2012 petition to amend the designated uses for the lower Dry Cimarron
River, and to establish water quality standards for New Mexico lakes. Prior to serving as Surface
Water Quality Bureau Chief, Mr. Bearzi served as the Hazardous Waste Bureau Chief, where he
was responsible for the regulation of cleanup and monitoring of hazardous and mixed waste at
LANL. Mr. Bearzi’s extensive experience at NMED included providing testimony in litigation,
administrative proceedings, and to legislative bodies; developing and implementing public
policy, regulations, and statutes; and managing the technical and administrative aspects of large
agency organizations. BDD Ex. 1, at 3. Mr. Bearzi’s resume is included in the record as BDD
Ex. 2.

II. ANALYTICAL METHODS: 20.6.4.12.E NMAC COMPLIANCE WITH WATER
QUALITY STANDARDS.

9. LANL proposed to amend the existing language at 20.6.4.14.E NMAC as follows:

E. The commission may establish a numeric water quality criterion at
a concentration that is below the mintmum-quantifieationtevel-lowest
minimum level (ML) of the analytical methods approved by EPA under 40
CER part 136 for the measured pollutant or pollutant parameter. In such
cases, the water quality standard is enforceable at the minimum
quantificationlevel ML of the sufficiently sensitive method approved by
the EPA under 40 CFR part 136. ?

LANL Ex. 2, at 11.

2 Proposed deletions from the existing rule are indicated by strikethrough, i.e., deletien. Proposed additions to the
existing text are indicated by underline, i.e., addition.
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10. The practical effect of LANL’s proposal is that contaminants like polychlorinated
biphenyl compounds (“PCBs”) in LANL surface and storm waters that are detectable under the
current rules would be undetectable and unenforceable going forward. BDD Ex. 1 at 8.

11. The current rule, set out at 20.6.4.14.E, provides that the water quality standard is
enforceable at the minimum quantification level set forth in the allowed method. For example,
the WQCC has established use-specific numeric criteria for PCBs of 0.014 micrograms per liter
(“ng/L”) for Wildlife Habitat and Aquatic Life Chronic and 0.00064 ng/L for Aquatic Life
Human Health-Organism Only (20.6.4.900.J(1) NMAC), which are less than the equivalent
minimum quantification level of Part 136 Method 608.3. BDD Ex. 1 at 6.

12. The WQCC’s current regulations take account of the fact that Part 136 Methods
may not be sufficiently sensitive to detect contaminants at the numeric limits set by the WQCC
for certain contaminants, and has adopted a number of sampling and analysis techniques for use
by NMED, in addition to those approved under 40 CFR §136 (see 20.6.4.14.A. NMAC). One
such category of techniques or laboratory analysis of waste samples for monitoring and
compliance purposes is “Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Waste, and other methods
published by EPA office of research and development or office of water.” (20.6.4.14.A.(3)
NMAC). The NMED therefore requires that monitoring and reporting of PCBs by LANL be
performed in accordance with Method 1668C or later revisions. BDD Ex. 1 at 6-7.

13.  Method 1668C is therefore allowed as the only available method to detect PCBs
at concentrations at or below the WQCC current numerical standards. NMED has stated in its
State Certification Los Alamos National Laboratory Industrial Wastewater NPDES Permit No.
NM0028355 that “Method 1668C is a State approved method for testing surface wastewater
discharges. Additionally, Method 1668C has a Minimum Quantification Level (MQL) set at or

5



below the applicable and limiting state standard set forth at 20.6.4.900(J)(1) NMAC. BDD Ex. 1
at 7; BDD Ex. 6.

14. Six of the 17 NPDES Individual Permit site monitoring areas where automated
samplers collected compliance storm water samples in 2019 are in the Los Alamos Canyon
watershed. In 2019 every storm water or base flow result for total PCBs measured by LANL
exceeded the Human Health-Organism Only water quality standard. BDD Ex. 1, at 8; BDD Ex. 8
at 6-25.

15. The minimum detection limits for Method 608.3, which is a Part 136 Method, are
not sufficiently sensitive to detect PCBs at the numeric water quality standards under the current
rule. BDD Ex. 1, at 9; AB Ex. 22 at 2-3.

16. Adopting the LANL proposal to limit enforcement of water quality permits to the
minimum level detectable under a Part 136 method would undermine the ability of NMED to
enforce the Commission’s numeric water quality standards for certain contaminants, including
PCBs, under undermine the Water Quality Act’s purpose of preventing, abating, and controlling
water pollution in the state. NMSA 1978 § 74-6-13.

L. TOXIC POLLUTANTS: 20.6.4.7.T(2) NMAC DEFINITIONS

17. LANL has proposed to amend the current definition of toxic pollutant at

20.6.4.7.T(2) as follows:

a' aVada anrod o
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listed by the EPA
administrator under section 307(a) of the federal Clean Water Act, 33
U.S.C. §1313(a) or in the list below.
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LANL Ex. 1, at 4.

18. LANL’s proposed definition would limit what are considered to be toxic
pollutants from the current narrative definition, to those listed by EPA under the Clean Water
Act at § 307(a), or under a list adopted, through rulemaking, by the WQCC. BDD Ex. 1 at 9.

19.  Replacing the current narrative definition of toxic pollutants with EPA’s list of
toxic pollutants would take away the State’s authority to protect New Mexico waters from
contaminants that have been well-established by the scientific community as “toxic,” but that
have not gone through the lengthy and cumbersome rulemaking process that EPA must
undertake to add to its definition of toxic pollutants. /d.

20. The general water quality criteria at 20.6.4.13.F(1) NMAC provide that the
surface waters of the state shall be “free of toxic pollutants, from other than natural causes in
amounts, concentrations, or combinations that affect the propagation of fish or that are toxic to
humans, livestock or other animals, fish or other aquatic organisms...” 20.6.4.13.F(1) NMAC.

21. The state should have the flexibility and discretion, relying on good science, to
use the existing narrative definition of toxic pollutants combined with the general water criteria
for state surface waters to protect the public and environment from contaminants that are toxic in
nature, but have not been described as such by a formal rulemaking. BDD Ex. 1 at 9.

22. LANL’s proposed amendment to the definition of toxic pollutants is contrary to
the purpose of the Clean Water Act, that “it is the national policy that the discharge of toxic
pollutants in toxic amounts be prohibited,” 33 USC § 1251(a)(3) and the purpose of the Water
Quality Act which aims to prevent and abate water pollution in the state.” NMSA 1978 §74-6-

13.



IV.CONTAMINANTS OF EMERGING CONCERN: 20.6.4.7.C(7) NMAC,
DEFINITIONS:; 20.6.4.13.F NMAC, GENERAL CRITERIA

23.  LANL has proposed to delete the NMED proposed amendment to the Definitions
section under NMAC 20.6.4.7.C(7) that would add a definition of contaminants of emerging
concern:
@) “Contaminants of emerging concern” or “CECs” refer to water
contaminants including, but not limited to, pharmaceutical and personal
care products that may cause significant ecological or human health
effects at low concentrations. CECs are generally chemical compounds
that, although suspected to potentially have impacts, may not have
regulatory standards, and the concentrations to which negative impacts are
observed have not been fully studied.

NMED Amended Petition, at 7, NMED Ex. 110 at 3. LANL proposes to reject this

amendment. LANL Ex. 1 at 2.

24. CECs include pharmaceuticals, personal care products, polyfluorinated alkyl
substances (“PFAS”), and other chemicals that do not have regulatory standards but are
suspected to have adverse ecological or human health effects. BDD Ex. 1, at 10.

25. Some CECs, including three PFAS compounds, are listed as toxic pollutants in
the Ground and Surface Water Protection regulations at 20.6.2 NMAC. /d.

26.  PFAS have recently been detected in groundwater beneath the Pajarito Plateau.
BDD Ex. 9.

27. LANL’s proposal would remove NMED’s authority to require further sampling
for PFAS or any other CEC in either surface water or storm water. BDD Ex. 1, at 10.

28. NMED has further proposed to amend 20.6.4.13(F) NMAC to include CECs

within the definition of toxic pollutants. NMED Amended Petition, at 6.



29.  Without clearly stated criteria for CECs, including CEC:s in the definition of toxic
pollutants conflates CECs with toxic pollutants and presumes that CECs have the characteristics
of toxic pollutants even where no such determination has been made. BDD Ex. 1 at 10.

30. The BDD supports NMED’s definition of CECs in the amended petition at
20.6.4.7.C(7) but opposes NMED’s proposed amendment to 20.6.4.13.F that would include
CECs within the general criteria for toxic pollutants. /d.

31. In his testimony at the hearing on this matter Kris Barrios, Program Manager for
the Monitoring, Assessment, and Standards Section of NMED acknowledged that including
CECs within the definition of toxic pollutants may create ambiguity and added “[t]o avoid the
mistaken assumption that all CECs are toxic pollutants, the Commission may wish to reference
CEC:s in the general criterion for toxic pollutants as “those CECs meeting the definition of toxic
pollutants.” Tr. 457:6-10.

32.  The BDD supports NMED’s proposed definition of CECs as set forth in its
Exhibit 110 and so that NMED may establish and impose monitoring requirements for CECs
when conditioning federal Clean Water Act permits. BDD Ex. 1 at 11.

33. Under the CWA, NMED has the authority to condition EPA issued permits to
require monitoring of discharges for CECs in compliance with state water quality requirements.
33 USC 1341(d).

For the foregoing reasons, the BDD respectfully requests that the WQCC consider its
Statement of Reasons as to the three matters set out above, in its rulemaking proceedings in the

Proposed Amendments to Standards for Interstate and Intrastate Surface Waters, 20.6.4 NMAC.



Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Luke Pierpont

Luke Pierpont

Egolf + Ferlic + Martinez + Harwood, LLC
Luke Pierpont

Kyle Harwood

123 W. San Francisco St. 2" Floor

Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87501
Luke@Egolflaw.com

Kyle@Egolflaw.com

Attorneys for BDD
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Annie Maxfield

John Verheul

Assistant General Counsel

Office of General Counsel

New Mexico Environment Department
121 Tijeras, NE, Ste. 1000
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Water Quality Control Commission
Pamela Jones, Commission Administrator
Water Quality Control Commission

P.O. Box 5469
Pamela.Jones(@state.nm.us

New Mexico Office of the Attorney General
Robert F. Sanchez

New Mexico Office of the Attorney General
408 Galisteo St.,
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rfsanchez@nmag.gov
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Tannis Fox

Western Environmental Law Center
208 Paseo del Pueblo Sur, #602
Taos, New Mexico 87571
fox@westernlaw.org

10



Triad National Security, LLC
Louis W. Rose

Kari Olson

Montgomery & Andrews, P.A.
Post Office Box 2307

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-2307
(505) 982-3873
Irose(@montand.com
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Lost Alamos, New Mexico 87544
Silas.deroma(@nnsa.doe.gov
Stephen.jochem(@nnsa.doe.gov

Carolyn McIntosh

Alexander Arensberg
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Carolyn.mcintosh@squirepb.com
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Modrall Sperling Roehl Harris & Sis, P.A.
P.O. Box 2168

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103-2168
srb@modrall.com

ccs(@modrall.com

Dalva Moellenberg

Gallagher & Kennedy

1239 Paseo de Peralta

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501-2758
dim@gknet.com

Communities for Clean Water

Charles de Saillan
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New Mexico Environmental Law Center
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/s/ Luke Pierpont
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Buckman Direct Diversion

Date: October 7,2022

To: Buckman Direct Diversion Board

From: Jamie-Rae Diaz, Public Utilities Administrative Manager

ITEM AND ISSUE:
2022 Buckman Direct Diversion Board Meetings Calendar

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY::

The Buckman Direct Diversion Board meetings are normally conducted on the 1st Thursday of

each month.

The following is the proposed 2022 meeting calendar:
DATE OF MEETING:

Thursday, January 6, 2022 @4:00
Thursday, February 3, 2022 @ 4:00
Thursday, March 3, 2022 @ 4:00
Thursday, April 7, 2022 @ 4:00
Thursday, May 5, 2022 @4:00
Thursday, June 2, 2022 @ 4:00
Thursday, July 7, 2022 @ 4:00
Thursday, August 4, 2022 @ 4:00
Thursday, September 1, 2022 @4:00
Thursday, October 6, 2022 @ 4:00
Thursday, November 3, 2022 @ 4:00

Thursday, December 1, 2022 @4:00

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

For your approval.

Buckman Direct Diversion 341 Caja del Rio

Santa Fe, NM 87506

SANTA FE coum
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“Buckman Direct Diversion

Date: September 29, 2021

To: Buckman Direct Diversion Board

From: Antoinette Armijo-Rougemont, BDD Accounting Supervisor
Re: 2022 FSAC Meeting Calendar

ITEM AND ISSUE:

2022 Fiscal Services and Audit Committee (FSAC) Meeting Calendar

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY:

The BDD FSAC meetings are normally conducted within the 1* week of each month, prior to the BDD Board meetings.

The following is the proposed 2022 schedule for the Fiscal Services and Audit Committee meetings:

FSAC

BDDB

BCC

Tuesday, January 4, 2022 @ 4:00
Tuesday, February 1, 2022
Tuesday, March 1, 2022
Tuesday, April 5, 2022
Tuesday, May 3, 2022
Wednesday, June 1, 2022
Tuesday, July 5, 2022
Tuesday, August 2, 2022
Monday, August 29th, 2022
Tuesday, October 4, 2022
Tuesday, November 1, 2022
Monday, November 28, 2022

ACTION REQUESTED:

For your approval.

Thursday, January 6, 2022
Thursday, February 3, 2022
Thursday, March 3, 2022
Thursday, April 7, 2022
Thursday, May 5, 2022
Thursday, June 2, 2022
Thursday, July 7, 2022
Thursday, August 4, 2022
Thursday, September 1, 2022
Thursday, October 6, 2022
Thursday, November 3, 2022

Thursday, December 1, 2022

January 11t & 25
February 8" & 22"
March 8" & 29
April 12 & 26™
May 10" & 31st
June 14" & 28t
July 12t & 26
August 9" & 30th
Sept. 13t & 27
Oct. 11" & 25t
November 8™ & 29t

December 13th

Buckman Direct Diversion

341 Caja del Rio  Santa Fe, NM 87506

SANTA FE oo
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