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MINUTES OF THE l:l 

o 
CITY OF SANTA FE & SANTA FE COUNTY	 .... 

" 
BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD MEETING	 -III

III " o 
June 3, 2010 

o 

This meetingof the SantaFe County/City BuckmanDirectDiversionBoardwas 
calledto orderby ChairRebeccaWurzburger at approximately 4:10 p.m. in the SantaFe 
City CouncilChambers, SantaFe, New Mexico. 

Roll was calledand the following memberswere present: 

BDD Members Present: Member(s) Excused:
 
CouncilorRebecca Wurzburger Ms. ConciBokum
 
CommissionerVirginiaVigil [4:15arrival]
 
Councilor Chris Calvert
 
CommissionerLiz Stefanics
 

Others Present:
 
Rick Carpenter, BDDProjectManager
 
Norm Gaurne, BDD ProjectConsultant
 
NancyLong,BDDBContractAttorney
 
Marcos Martinez,Assistant City Attorney
 
Mike Sanderson,Las Campanas
 
LynnKomer,PR Team
 
PattiWa~on,CooneyWatson 

AngelaAnderson, Meyners& Company
 
Dale Lyons, Water Resources Coordinator
 
Jerry Anderson,CDM
 
Randy Grissom,SantaFe Community College
 
Tom Anderson, AmericanCapitalEnergy
 
Neva Van Peski, Leagueof WomenVoters
 
Jack Richardson, Los Alamos CountySenior Engineer
 
Jill Cliburn,Cliburn & Associates
 
Alana-SueSt. Pierre
 
Joni Arends,CCNS
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[Technicaldifficultieswereexperiencedwith Chair Wurzburger's microphone ::a 
throughoutthe meeting.] ;Ill; 

APPROVAi, OF AGENDA ::a 
[Exhibit J: Agenda] m 

o 
o 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Are there any additions or changes to the ::a 
agendafrom staff? C 

m
RICK CARPENTER (project Engineer):Madam Chair, there's one C 

possible item we should considermoving up on the agenda.That's item 23, a 
presentationfrom Los Alamos County. It's at the very end of the agenda. The Board may 

CI 
.... 

want to considermoving that further up. -, 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: [inaudible] N 

MR. CARPENTER: Yes, MadamChair. Item 7, fiscal servicesand audit -, 
committee report, we've begunto form a committeebut it hasn't formedyet, so there's N 

CI 
no report this month. And lastlyI'd like to call the chair's attention to the fact there's an 
amendedagenda going around, not the green one that came with your packet, and it's for CI 

item 19, which was changed. 
CHAIRWURZBURGER: Okay.Thank you very much.
 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: Move approvalas amended.
 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: I'll second.
 

Tbe motion passed by unanimous [3-0]voice vote. [CommissionerVigil was 
not present for this action.] 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: May 6, 2010 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Are there any additions or correctionsfrom 
staff? 

MR. CARPENTER: There are none, Madam Chair. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: How about from the Board? 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: Move for approval. 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Second. 

Tbe motion carried unanimously [3-0]. [CommissionerVigil was not present 
for this action.] 

APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA 
8.	 Project Manager's Montbly Project Exception Report (Rick Carpenter) 
9.	 Update by Rick Carpenter on Financial Status of Contracts (Rick Carpenter) 
10.	 Project Manager's Montbly Report on Staffing and Training Program 

Process (Rick Carpenter) 
11.	 BDD Public Relations Report for April 2010 (Rick Carpenter, Patti Watson 

& Lynn Komer) 
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12.	 Request for Approval of Amendment No.1 to the Professional Services ;Q 

Agreement Between the Buckman Direct Diversion Board and Norman '" Gaume, PE, to Amend the Insurance Three-Year Tail After Services are ;Q 

Complete, Reduce the Term of the Agreement, and Reduce the Hourly m 

Compensation Rate (Rick Carpenter & Nancy Long)	 o 
n 

;Q 

CouncilorCalvertmovedfor approvaland his motion was secondedby	 e 
m 

Commissioner Stefanics. The consentagendawas approvedby unanimous[3-0] voice e 
vote. [Commissioner Vigil was not present for this action.] o 

.... 
-, 
N

MATTERS FROM STAFF 
-, 

MR. CARPENTER: MadamChair, there's just one brief item I'd like to N 
o 

call to the attentionof the Board.The chair and vice chair, the Public Utility Directorof 
the City and myselfmet with staff from SenatorBingaman's office yesterday, and a 
representative from the SenateCommitteeon NaturalResourcesand Energy. It was a 
very productive meeting; we discusseda numberof things includingfunding,some 
policyissues, solar powerdevelopment, and help with coordinating with PNM. I just 
wantedto call that to the attentionof the Board. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Okay,and what I wantedto underscore is that 
it was made very clear to us that [inaudible] contactwith our senatorsand representatives 
and it would be very wise for us to do that. And I recall from the discussionsthat the 
issueswe raisedwith respect to earmarks. Thanks,Rick. 

23.	 Presentation on Possible Alternatives for a County of Los Alamos San Juan­
Chama Water Development Project (Rick Carpenter) [Exhibit2: PowerPoint 
Presentation] 

MR. CARPENTER: Thank you, MadamChair. Yes, here he is now for a 
brief presentation from Los AlamosCountywith regard to implementation of San Juan­
Chamawaterdevelopment project,their project. 

JACK RICHARDSON: First of all, thankyou very much for scootching 
me up on the agenda.It looks like you've got a lot of heavylifting to do so I'll go 
throughthis as quickas I can. I'm Jack Richardson. I'm a senior engineerfor utilities for 
Los Alamos County, and we want to get seriousabout our own San Juan-Chamaproject. 
We have someideas that impactpossiblefacilitiesthat you all are doingand so beforewe 
went out on the streetwe wantedto touch base with you so no one is surprisedat what 
we're doing,and we want to let you know whatwe've been doingas neighbors as well. 

Our team of course is led by the CountyManager, as well as the deputymanager 
for utilities,James Alarid,Tim Glasco,the deputymanagerfor operationsand 
maintenance and myself. I've been in here five months now. SometimesI think that's a 
good thing becauseI don't knowthe historyof what's goneon betweenthe communities 
so it's all fresh.Tim and Jameshave beenaroundfor a long time. A lot of these ideas are 
basicallytheir ideas from their knowledgeof the communities and staff that are around. 

Buckman Direct Diversion Board: June 3, 2010	 3 
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Tonight what I want to do, again, is just briefly let you know what we're doing, :u 

what we're proposingto do, so you're not surprised when our RFP hits the street, because 
;ll; 

it does deal with some of your facilities. And just to give you a sense of the possibility :u 
mbecause some of these alternativesthat we're suggesting are shared costs including use of o 

facilities that are being developed or have been proposed to be developed. Hopefully, o 
:uthere's enough mutual benefit that we can continue on with our RFP the way it's c

proposed and open up the door for some future discussions with staff. m 
What we want to do, the objective of our RFP is to hire an engineeringconsultant c 

and complete a preliminaryengineeringreport that goes directly into acquisition of 
property,design and construction.Our goal is in a couple of years to have our San Juan­
Chama project up and runningas well. Back in 03 and 04 the county completed a study 
that developeda feasible project that was pretty much independent of any of the other -,jurisdictions. It's basically all on county property and it's feasible but it's very expensive 

N 
and so before we went ahead with that project we wanted to take a step back and discuss o 
things with our neighborsone more time to see what was possible. Ifnot wedo have an o
alternative that is feasible [inaudible] 

The map there, about the middle, it shows all four alternatives. The overview map 
gives a relative idea ofwhere these projects are. Alternatives I, 2, and 4 are basically 
directly on the Rio Grande.Alternative 3 [inaudible] we'd be collecting water basically in 
the Jemez Mountainsand [inaudible] 

We have detailed brieflyAlternative #1. We would like to acquire an existing 
collector well on the east bank of the Rio Grande. It's a fairly small well but it might 
have enough capacity for what we need. We might have to add a smaller second one, but 
that's north of the Otowi crossing. 

Alternative2, we propose discussing sharing directly the Buckman Direct 
Diversion project with you. Particularlywhat we're thinking of is in the early years 
perhaps there may be some additional capacity that we could use at first. Maybewe could 
use that capacity, then in the future, as growth occurs and water needs occur, what we'd 
like to do is ask your help in extension of the existing facilities, they're obviously 
existing now; they're built [inaudible]facilities, and allowing us to piggy-packon those 
facilities and we could do a share ofoperationand maintenanceexpenses for the rest of 
the time. Again, we know right now that the staff is very busy with their completion of 
the constructionand the startup so we don't propose, hopefully a lot of good? On your 
staff. The heavy lifting will be done by our consultant and what we'll be doing is 
discussing with staff on gettingcopies ofstudies that you've done, reports that you've 
done, any stated information like that. We would be doing all the data cranking and data 
analysis. 

Alternative #3, again, it doesn't really affect you guys but it is one of the 
alternatives that is in our proposal, and then alternative #4 I discuss is basically a 
collective well on the west bank of the Rio Grande on county property to tunnel under the 
White Rock Mesa and then drill down into that tunnel and follow it up into our system. 
Again, I'm here tonight to answer any questions that you have and provide information 
for you. Hopefully,I can help you feel comfortable enough that we can open the door to 
at least move in the direction that we propose to move in and then at least be in 
discussions. There's no guaranteeon which of these alternatives is going to faU out. We 
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really haveno idea at this point in time, but we would like the opportunityto discuss ::a 
;Ill;these issues with you and with yourstaff in the coming months. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: And I'd like to focusour discussion. This is ::a 
mjust for information and to give us a heads-upthat they would like to proceed. [inaudible] 

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I have a comment,MadamChair. I apologize 
o
o 

for being late. I actuallyhad parkingdifficulties. I guess there's a graduation going on ::a 

right now. I'm familiar, becausewe have met with staff with your proposal. I know we're o 
m 

at a preliminary stage.However, I'm a reallystaunch and strong believeron regionalizing o 
these kindsof projectsso I am perfectlyopen to continuingto have discussionson this. Cl 
Thankyou, MadamChair. ..... 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Thankyou. "N 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: MadamChair 

-,CHAIRWURZBURGER: Commissioner Stefanics. 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: A couple of questionsthat I wouldhave 

N
Cl 

for the future is analysisof the amountof water,and I think that the commentwas made 
that at the beginningwe wouldprobablyhave enoughto share,but as to what the Cl 

projectionwouldbe - and the secondthing is aboutcost-sharing. So I would like that 
addressedin the future as well. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Anything else? CouncilorCalvert?Okay, thank 
you very much. 

MR. RICHARDSON: Thankyou very much. 

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ITEMS 

13.	 Request for Approval of Selection of Date for the BDD Tour of Los AI.amos 
National Laboratory Projects Recently Completed in Los Alamos Canyon 
and its Tributaries to Reduce Sediment 

MR. CARPENTER: Thankyou, Madam Chair.There's a memo in your 
packet that suggestsa date of Friday,June 25th

• Therewassome thought that went into 
that date and it wouldhavebeen a good date, however,relatedto the meetingthat we had 
with PabloSedilloof SenatorBingaman'sofficeyesterday, it was revealedto us at that 
meetingthat the Senatorhimself would like to come and tour the BOD facilitiesand also 
some of the improvements that they've made at LANLregarding water quality.And I 
think that it might be - we would suggestthat the Board postpone its tour till that time so 
that you couldaccompany the Senator in August. 

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I totallyagree with staff's recommendation. 
Actually, I was at the meetingwith SenatorBingaman's staff and he is defmitely 
interestedin doing the tour. I think what we need to do is find out more about what his 
availability is beforewe reallyzero in on a particulardate, and when that does happen 
maybeeven ifit is by email, you can give us some of those dates. I think he will be here 
for a brief period of time. We might be able to narrow that date and time for us and I 
make myselfavailableto do the tour again. 

MR.CARPENTER: MadamChair,CommissionerVigil, I actuallysent an 
email to PabloSedillothis morningasking for some dates and offeringto help the 
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logistics in coordinating as soon as he gets back to me I'd be happy to convey that ;:u ...information on to you. 
COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Will we have a BDD meeting before that in ;:u 

mJuly? o
MR. CARPENTER: We'll have a meeting in July. o 

;:uCOMMISSIONER VIGIL: So we can still schedule it. 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: We can schedule on in August since we're '"m 

meeting the first week. e 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: All right. Thank you. Cl 

-, 
N 

14. Request for Acceptance ofBDD Project Capital Budget Update as of March 
-,31,2010 by the Board's Consulting CPA 
N 
Cl 

MR. CARPENTER: Thank you, Madam Chair. I'll make some 
introductory comments, some conceptual issues associated with this and then I'd like to 

Cl 

turn it over to Norm Gaume who'd like to make a few brief but detailed comments as 
well. If you look at your agenda there's a lot of action items on it, and they're all related. 
This item relates directly to the next item, item 15, and item 15 relates to item 16, 17, 18, 
19 and 21. And so what I want to do on the next two items is help put that in perspective 
and provide some context for all of these related items. 

So then to begin with on the update on the capital budget, this is an update. We 
are asking that the Board accept it. We have prepared the capital budget - actually, we 
prepared the first one in January of2008. We updated that again in September of2009. 
Both times the Board accepted those budgets. However, that was a budget that was 
prepared by engineers and project managers and not accountants. So knowing that we 
would like to do as good a job as we can managing $216 million that are being spent on 
this project, part ofMeyners and Company's scope ofwork which is the consulting CPA 
that was hired to help us out on this project, part of their scope of work was to update our 
capital budget and turn it into more ofa proper accounting format instead of 
spreadsheets. So they've done that. That's completed and that's what's in your packet 
and that's why we're bringing the updated budget to you today for that purpose. 

A couple of take-home messages I think from this agenda item that I'd like to 
point out to the Board: one of the - we're winding down this project. We've spent over 
85 percent ofthe funds, and so any margin that was available in the early months of 
spending this budget aren't around anymore. So precision is absolutely required. One of 
the things that this Board always asks us when we bring amendments forward is what line 
items are coming out of it and almost always it's the contingency line item that's set up 
for unanticipated costs. We wanted to get a really good handle on that contingency line 
item to be sure as we can with the information that we have, what those numbers are. 
And you'll see as we move through the presentation of these items, and what you might 
suspect with these sorts ofprojects that almost all of that contingency fund has been or 
will be - if you approve these amendments tonight - expended. What you could also 
derive from that is that any additional costs that we might incur going forward will 
require additional funding. And I thinkwith that I'll turn it over to Mr.Gaume who 
would like to make a few brief but detailed comments on the capital budget. 

Buckman Direct Divenlon Board: June 3, 2010 6 
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CHAIRWURZBURGER: Thank you, Rick.Norm,	 ;:u 

NORMGAUME(project Engineer): Madam Chair, membersof the ;ll; 

Board, the $216 million capitalbudget,we remain within that budget.As Rick said, you	 ;:u 
mhave a coupleof spreadsheets preparedby Meyners and Companyin your packet.There 

is a summarypresentationspreadsheet that indicatesthat currently,beforeany other o
o 

contractsare authorized by this Boardyou have a little - about $6.5 million in total ;:u 

allowancesand contingencies and savingsthat have been realized previously, available C 
m 

today.So the total amount that's availablefor remainingauthorization is about $6.5 C 

million. o 
Wehave identifiedneed for five differentcategoriesof future expenditures, and I ..... 

will get into those,get those reallycoveredunderagendaitem 16. I think the purposeof -, 
N 

this update is to tell you that it's beendone, that contingency funds are available,and that 
-,Meyners, in the process of puttingthis collectiontogetherhas found some issues that they 
N 

wish to address. By enteringthe capital budget into the JD Edwardsfinancialsystemand o 
in doing that verifying all of the transactions that have occurredin this budget.That will 
be done by Augustsubject to approvalof anotheramendmentfor Meynersthat we will 
bring to you in July, and that will tell a certaintale. But we believe it's necessaryand the 
budget is sufficiently reliableat this point to rely on it for the purposes of continuingto 
allocatefundsfor necessarypurposeswithin the original$216 million. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Okay.Anyquestionsabout that? Councilor 
Calvert. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Well, since everythingthat we're going to do 
after this is predicatedon this, it says here in the packet,"Since the general ledgerdetail 
we relied upondoes not reconcile with the generalledgerconstructionin progress 
account we were providedit is possibleeven plausible that there are missing transactions 
or expenditures." Do we know how much we're talkingabout? You say it doesn't 
reconcile.Do we have a figurethat there's a difference? 

MR. GAUME: MadamChair, CouncilorCalvert,we do not have that 
figure today. We won't have that until we've enteredthe entire budget into the JD 
Edwards financial systemand do it so they can verifyall the transactions. That said, Rick 
CarpenterandMark Ryan and I have spent a lot oftime ourselvesand a lot of time with 
Meyners, and we know of nothingthat doesn't appear in the books. That's not sayingthat 
some expenseshaven't been chargedagainst the BDD project funds that shouldn't be, or 
that we are missingsome, I think, minor expenditures. So that's as good as we can do in 
answering yourquestionat the moment. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Well, okay.That they don't reconcilemeans 
something's missingsomewhere. Is that a fair statement?I don't know of what 
magnitude, but if theydon't reconcilethen something's missingsomewhere, right? 

MR. GAUME: Not necessarily. Wejust can't say with 100percent 
certaintythat this is reliablefroman accounting perspective. We think it's reliablefrom a 
project management perspective. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT:Okay.Well, I guessmy discomfortis with the 
fact that we're not positiveand we're going to be taking actionbased upon this and we're 
prettymuch needingeverydime to proceed. So I guess that's my concernwith the 
information, And then the last paragraphon that page said - it was somethingabout 
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vendors do not have gross receipts tax included in their purchase order amounts. Is that ::0 

going to be a problem? Or have we already taken care of that? 
;Il; 

MR. GAUME: I believe we've already taken care of that, Councilor. ::0 
mCOUNCILORCALVERT:So that's alreadybeen taken out of the budget o 

and accounted for. o 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: I see shaking of heads in the audience. Will 

C 
::0 

you please come forward [inaudibleJ m 
ANGELAANDERSON: Specificallyrelated to the gross receipts tax C 

issue, one of the items that we looked at were the future purchase orders, or purchase C) 

.....orders for future expenditures.And as we looked at those some of those were inputted -,
into the system without gross receipts tax. We have brought that to the City's attention. N 

The City is working on shifting that into the ill Edwards system. However, the reports 
-,that you have in front of you include the gross receipts tax on all purchase orders. 
N 

COUNCILORCALVERT:Thank you. C) 

MR. GAUME: Madam Chair, we ask that you accept this budget, given 
C)

the limitations that we've described-
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Excuse me. We're not accepting the budget. 

We're accepting the budget update. 
MR. GAUME: Thank you, Madam Chair. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Is that correct? 
MR. GAUME:That's correct. 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: So, Madam Chair, I'm sorryI stepped 

out. I was actuallytalking with our County Finance Manager about some other questions 
that we're dealing with today. What I understand is that the amount that we're accepting, 
even though there are issues, is the original amount? 

MR. GAUME: Madam Chair, Commissioner Stefanics, that's correct. 
COMMISSIONERSTEFANICS:Okay. Thank you. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Councilor Calvert, another question? 
COUNCILORCALVERT: Yes. Last paragraph in that memo says this 

will require substantial work to reclassifyexpenditures into the proper budget line items. 
Who will this effort - whose work will this be? And do we have a ballpark as to the time 
and money that will entail? 

MR. GAUME: Madam Chair, CouncilorCalvert, the plan to do this 
involves Meynersprovidingoversight, the transactions that need encoding we anticipate 
will be done by the BDD Board's new financial manager and business administrator. 
We've taken applications for that position. We have qualified applicants and we expect to 
fill it soon. 

COUNCILORCALVERT:Okay. Thankyou. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Any other comments? Okay. So this is an 

action item. We've had an update. Can we have a motion please? 
COMMISSIONERSTEFANICS: I'll so move. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Thank you. Can we have a second? 
COMMISSIONERVIGIL:Second. Discussion? 

Tbe motion passed by unanimous (4-0] voice vote. 
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[A discussion ensued about the chair's ability to vote.]	 ;Q 

;ll; 

15.	 Request for BDD Board Approval of the BDD Project Manager's Pre­ ;Q 

Acceptance Testing Warm-Up (PATWU) Recommended Plan and Budget, m 
Training Plan and Budget, and Compliance Plan for Wildlife Habitat o 

o 
Replacement in the Context of Requested Approvals that Follow on this ;Q 

Agenda o 
m 
o 

MR. GAUME:Madam Chair and Board members, the purpose of agenda o 
item 15 is to explain to you from an overview perspective the context of the approvals ..... 
that we're requesting in the six or seven agenda items that immediately follow this one. 

N 
As I said, the total available contingencyright now is about $6.5 million. We are asking " 
in this agenda item that you conceptuallyapprove the project manager's plan and budget 

N
for three major projects that will be funded from this contingency,and then we will deal " o 
with the individual authorizationsas later items in the agenda. 

oThe first of these projects is pre-acceptancetesting and warm-up. The project 
managerand the staff recommendthis project to you very highly. We think it brings 
many, manyadvantages to the Board and we think that it is necessary to get the most 
value out of training that we will be providing to the BDD staff so that they are 
competent in operating the facility. Basicallywhat pre-acceptancetesting warm-up 
means is that rather than mothball the facility for three months between the time we 
expect it will be completed at the end of Decemberthis year until acceptance testing in 
April. Rather than mothball it we will actually, under an amendment to the design-build 
contractor's contract that is later on this agenda the design-build contractor will operate 
the facility. We'll do a slow start. We think there are numerous advantages to that. 

1don't want to take too long in going through the details ofthose advantages. 
They are laid out in the memorandumfor you, but 1would happy to go into detail ifyou 
wish or respondto your questions. Commissioner Stefanicsasked at the last meeting 
about the revenue offsets for this. Commissioner Stefanics, County staff has guestimated 
that it will take 23 acre-feet of drinking water from the project in the first three months of 
2011, and Las Campanas has indicated that they need 41 acre ofpotable water; You add 
those together, convert them to million gallons. That's 21 million gallons of water. If you 
were to sell that at $5 per thousandgallons that would be $105,000 of revenue. That's a 
little bit different from the change in cash flow, but that's what it looks like from a 
revenue perspective. 

The advantagesare a slow start, with the best water quality in the river that we're 
going to see. We want to do the acceptancetest when the water quality in the river is 
challenging.We think there is some risk involved in starting the plant up and initially 
putting drinking water into the system under those conditions. So for that reason we 
recommendstarting up in the winter when the water is clear and doesn't have as much 
sediment in it. We also think that the opportunities that will be provided through 
Buckman Direct Diversion project staff during pre-acceptancetesting warm-up will be 
invaluable.They will have the opportunity for the hands-on operations, seeing the plan in 
operation for at least 3 Y2 months before they have to take it over themselves. And those 
experiences for them will be organizedand accredited. They'll be tested on what they 
see. The benefits are just enormous. 

Buckman Direct Diversion Board: June 3, 2010	 9 
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Well, I've merged into the second of these projects which is the staff training :lD 

program. When we started this program we built in a substantial amount of training ;Ili 

resources into the board engineer's contract and into the design-buildcontract. In :lD 
mthinking more about what we must do in order to make sure that we have a qualified staff 

on day-one because failure is not an option, we believe that we need a more 
o 
o 

comprehensiveapproach to the training that we planned when we negotiated the board :lD 

engineer's agreementback in 2006. That agreement provided for two FTEs of effort in o 
m 

training our staff and in basicallyoverseeing the design-buildcontractor's deliverable o 
product for training. c 

What we now have workedout is an integrated, formal, full-time training ..... 
-,program, seven months long that will accredited by Santa Fe Community College both in 
N 

classroom work and field work they'll begoing through. It will be accredited by the New 
-,Mexico EnvironmentDepartment,where our training program, your training program, 

the trainees that successfullygo through that will be eligible, if what we requested from 
N 

C 

NMED to go one step up in the required certification levels. So this is important for the 
cgrow-your-ownphilosophy.Again, I can go into more detail, but I won't, except to 

answer your questions. 
The third project that we need to get underway with a significant authorization 

from you today is compliance with upland and aquatic wildlife habitat mitigation, that's 
part of the final environmental impact statement record of decision. The story on that is 
we've alwaysknown that compliance with these habitat mitigation requirements are 
required. They were budgetedoriginallyand the budget amount that we today is about 
the same as your original forecast. Some time ago we hired a specialty ecological 
services consulting finn, Parametrix.We signed a professional service agreement which 
is in the small categorythat the project manager is authorized to sign. We've had one 
amendment to that and through that effort we now have the agreement of the federal 
agencies with regard to the location where wildlife habitat will be mitigated or replaced 
and basically how that will go forward.The record of decision required us to apply 
quantitative ecological tools to this so that the federal government could assess the 
damage to habitat and compare against the replacement.And we will more than pay the 
project's debts, ifyou will to habitat under the proposals. And so we have that project too 
that remains to be authorized.We're just going back in summary. 

Pre-acceptancetesting warm-up is a new idea that can be funded from the 
remaining contingencies.We think at this point it's necessary.The training program, 
which results from the BDD Board previous direction. We know that it can be funded 
from remainingfunds, and that it is also criticallynecessary,and more so since we are 
staffing the plant with our own staff from day one. And the third is we have to complete 
our obligationsunder the federal record of decision. 

There are additional funds set aside in the project manager's recommendationfor 
future expenditures.Those are listed in the detailed spreadsheets that are part of the 
packet here. I would be happy to respond to your questions. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Okay. Let US begin. Councilor Calvert. 
COUNCILORCALVERT: Yes,Norm, on the bottom of the second page, 

when you're talking about benefits to the City. You talk about water at no additional cost, 
cost avoidance on not using other sources of supply, then loss of revenue from the water 
we will not be selling to Santa Fe County and Las Campanas. Is there a way you can tell 
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me on balance, is that a plus or a minus? I don't like to pegon the amountof waterwe're :Ill 

talkingabout, but is there somewayyou can give me some range of estimatesthen, some ;lli 

sensitivityanalysison that? ;a 
mMR. GAUME: MadamChair,CouncilorCalvert,I certainlycan do that o

with a few minutesof calculation. I don't have the numberat the tip of my tongue. o 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: So maybethere'San amountof water where ;a 

it's break even or something to that effect. m 
e 

MR. GAUME: MadamChair,CouncilorCalvert, it alwayswas the e 
intentionthat Las Campanas and the Countywould be providingtheir own water and the C) 

City wouldnot benefit fromthe revenuefrom bulk water sales. Incremental costs ­ ... 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: This is just making it sooner. N 

-, 

MR. GAUME: It's makingit sooner. I'd be happy to calculatethat for 
-,you, CouncilorCalvertand giveyou an estimate. 
N 
C)COUNCILOR CALVERT:Okay.Am I readingsomething wrong, in the 

paragraphbeforethis it says $3.79per thousandand then this one says $4.79 per 
thousand. Are those differentfigures? 

MR. GAUME: There are two differentfiguresthere, CouncilorCalvert. 
The City's bulk water sales to the Countyare at $3.79 per thousandsubject to a cost of 
servicestudywhich is just beginning. Theagreementfor the City's sale of water to Las 
Campanasis one dollarper thousandgallonshigher - $4.79. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Okay.Well, the problem is you lumpedSanta 
Fe Countyand Las Campanas togetherin the last paragraph. 

MR. GAUME: Excuseme, CouncilorCalvert.I see that ambiguity. $4.79 
does not applyto the County. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Okay.The other questionI had is on the 
secondpageof the tables I guess. Page 2 or 3 on tables. Under the pre-acceptance testing 
warm-up,it has that figureof $1,021 ,000 as the lump sum fee, but in item 16,on the 
second, thirdpage of item 16, it lists it as $954,000. 

MR. GAUME: CouncilorCalvert, the onlyanswer I can give you on that 
is on page 3. If you go down - the $954,000- the three-monthD-B contractwould have 
a lump sum cost of $954,000. If youadd grossreceipts tax to that you get the $1,021,000. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Maybe. 
MR. GAUME: I believethat's the way that we calculatedthat. 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: It would be nice to have those things clarified. 
MR. GAUME:I did the calculationand again, I can go back and check the 

spreadsheet but I believe that's what it is. The $359,600is the same as the $360,000 in 
the table. The$370,00 is the $370,000. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Right.That's why I'm not seeing- on that 
table on item 16 then you add in the gross receipts. But I'm not seeing- okay. Is that 
whatyou're sayingis the difference on that one is the grossreceipts? 

MR. GAUME: I believeso. I believethat's correct, CouncilorCalvert. It 
maybe the numbersare changingup until the last minute and it may be that they weren't 
totally in the same [inaudible] But they're not very different. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: $60,000or $70,000,if that's GRT, I CM live 
with that. 
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MR. GAUME: Councilor Calvert, eight percent of $854,000 is ::II 

approximately equal to that. ;:0; 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Okay. ::II 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Okay. Thank you. Commissioner Stefanics. rn 
o 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you, Madam Chair. When I look o 
at everything that we're going to be looking at today, not just what you presented, but ::II 

C
everything that we're looking at today, we're coming up with about $1.9 million that rn 
we're going to be approving, in terms of new agreements and amendments. I know, C 

Madam Chair, that it was identified that usually stafffrom the Buckman meet with the Cl 

staff from the City and the County to determine availability of funds. Right now, the .... 
-,

County doesn't have a lot of funds just laying around, so I made a call, Madam Chair, to N 

determine whether or not our Finance people had been involved in any discussions 
-,regarding all of these this week and they haven't. 
N 

So even if we were to lend our support to this it would have to be conditional. We Cl 

can't really identify just per my conversation with Finance that we have the money to 
Cl 

identify for all of these new amendments. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Okay, rthink perhaps we can clarify that based 

on our meeting yesterday. My understanding was that these things had been talked about 
or they were already in the budget and it was a matter of moving existing money rather 
than adding to the budget. Is that how it was explained to Commissioner Vigil and myself 
yesterday? 

MR. GAUME: Madam Chair, that's correct. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Can you explain-
COUNCILOR CALVERT: This is basically coming out of the 

contingency, right? 
MR. GAUME: Madam Chair and Councilor Calvert and Commissioner 

Stefanics, part of this is coming out of the previous -let me just go back and explain a 
little, if I may. Take a moment to explain the contingency and allowance funds. The 
original $216 million project budget as listed in the first line of the spreadsheet that's 
attached to item 14 showed about $7 million in allowances and contingencies. The 
allowances were monies that we set aside for known things we need to do that were not 
initially contracted. The contingencies are similar. They were set aside for the purposes 
of dealing with unknowns down the road. As an example, one of the uses of the 
contingency, you may recall, is we had built into the project, in order to not have i~ 

padded by the contractor on the front end, the requirement that we would adjust for the 
cost of materials in accordance with the cost-price index of the federal govemment. 

As it turned out that wasa million dollars more than the $3 million that we had set 
aside and dipped into the contract where it hurts. So a million, approximately, of the $7 
million of contingency went to that. What we have available in the original budget today, 
the $216 million that both the City and the County and Las Campanas have committed 
their shares, we have $6.5 million remaining in that budget unspent. These funds were 
originally projected for knowns, like the wildlife habitat mitigation, and for things that 
we couldn't necessarily foresee, but that we now know that we need, like pre-acceptance 
testing warm-up operations and like the training program. So we believe that these are 
totally within the spirit and the letter of the existing budget. 
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COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: So, Madam Chair, you are indicating ;:0 

;;0;;
that this $1.9 million total of everything we're going to do today, not just this one project 
we're talking about, is within the $216 million, and if we approve everything that we're ;:0 

mtalking about today, later, not just the part that you're talking about now, that will leave o 
us with $4.2 million available? And Madam Chair, I really would like to have that kind of o 
discussion in the future, whether we are talking about taking from approved ;:0 

C
contingencies that we've already approved and planned for, or if we're talking about over m 
and above. Because once you get to the over and above that is the problem. C 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: That's why I said [inaudible] My o 
understanding, and I think I already explained yesterday that this is not over and above. "'i 

-,
We're still close to over and above. N 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Right. So I wanted to bring it to the 
-,attention that we now, if we approve everything today we're then at $4.6 million before 
N 

we bottom out. o 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Is that correct? o 
MR. GAUME: Madam Chair, I look at it a little bit differently, but 

similar. And let me just tell you how, if! may, how I see it. I believe what you're 
committing today, if you will go to the second page of the spreadsheet that's under tab 
15. The sum total ofpre-acceptance testing warm-up is $1.824 million. We're effectively 
asking you for your approval ofthat budget today. We're asking for approval of the D-B 
contractor amendments, and for the Camp Dresser - I'm sorry. And incidental to that is 
acceptance of the obligation to pay for the chemicals, lubricants, solvents and solids 
disposal and electricity and natural gas during pre-acceptance testing only. So that's 
where I get the $1.8 million. 

Under the training, we are asking now for approximately $366,000 in additional 
fees for Camp Dresser & McKee and $175,000 for Santa Fe Community College. That is 
about - I'm not as quick with my math as I used to be - about $500,000. But that adds 
about $2.3 million. And then today we are also asking for $110,000, approximately, for 
Parametrix professional services for the wildlife habitat mitigation work. So that would 
be$1.8 plus about $500,000, about $2.5 million today. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: So, Madam Chair, you had indicated 
that we had about $6.5 million? So we're around $4 million. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: That's what I hear. That's what I'm 
understanding. 

MR. GAUME: That's correct. 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Okay. I would just like for us to be clear 

as the Board as to what is remaining. Thank.you very much. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Commissioner Vigil. 
COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Overriding my thinking here is fact we're all 

in a position where we're looking at budget crunches and originally for this project we 
had [inaudible] but I'm also having a sense of what happens when we get to the point 
where the GRTs are down, that kind of thing and a lot of the infrastructure is needing to 
look at operational costs. Now, based on the meeting that we had with Bingaman, I think 
we [inaudible] some lost opportunities with the federal government. One in particular 
was the solar program. I'm wondering - and maybe, Rick, I should direct this to you­
there are specific bills that are out there. If we can look, talk to Pablo Sedillo and try to 
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[inaudible] the wildlife mitigationwork and see if there is possiblysome dollars available ;u 

for that, becausewhat we're hearingfrom them is theycan't pay us retroactively but they ;IIi 

can pay us for future work. ;u 
mI don't know if that's somethingthat's been looked into but certainlywhat I'm 

having a senseof is we reallyshouldn't lose opportunitiesthat are there for us. Does o 
o 

anyonehave a responseon that? ;u 

MR. CARPENTER: Madam Chair and CommissionerVigil, there are e 
m 

different programsthat have appropriations, typicallyhave appropriations, I don't know e 
about the federalgovernmentthis year but that are specific for habitat replacementor c 
reuse or recycling and a lot of those are veryspecific. If an agency is run by the Corps of .... 

-,Engineers,Bureauof Reclamation, that wouldrequire a fairly specificconversationwith 
N

Mr.Sedilloand I'd be glad to have that. 
-,COMMISSIONER VIGIL: There are also some non-profitsthat fund 

these. I don't know how much opportunitywe've had to interfacewith them, but wildlife 
N 
C 

mitigation is a huge concern for many non-profitsin this communityand elsewhere, so if 
cwe could look at - what's that? $150,000 that we might be able to fund outside of our 

funding process. Every little bit will help. So, Madam Chair, I would direct staff to look 
at otheroptions for that particularproject. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Thank you. Was there anythingelse? 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Madam Chair, I guess I should go back 

to an issue I've broughtup in the past about our contract with our federal lobbyist. In 
speakingwith our northerncongressman, he indicatedhe hasn't been visitedonce by that 
finn, and that there was moneyavailable lastyear for water projects. When I heard that I 
was verydistressed,and he said, Liz,you don't need a lobbyist. The Buckmanpeople 
should just come and talk to me. Now, either we should see very specific actions and 
activities from a contract or we should let it go. And to have a congressmantell me 
directly to my face, I haven't met this guy. Nobody's come and talked to me about this. 
That is verydisconcerting. 

So I just thinkas staff you have to take that into considerationas you look at 
either managing the expectationsor gettingrid of it. Thankyou, Madam Chair. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Commissioner, thank you for that input. 
CommissionerVigil. 

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Yes. I have similar concerns also. Have we 
taken actionon the Fergusoncontract? 

MR. CARPEN1ER: Madam Chair, CommissionerVigil, you have 
amended it a few times. I presentedthe statusof the contract I think the meeting before 
last and I indicatedat that time that we would be, dependingon what directionyou had, 
was coming to the Board verysoon, was that veryquestion for you. Do you want to 
continuefundingthis firm or not? That will actuallyprobablybe next month. We've got 
very little moneyleft on our contract.We either just run out of money and stop work or 
you could choose to fund them additionallywith other amendments. 

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you. 
CHAIRWURZBURGER: After our meeting yesterday,the one bone that 

they've held out to us for I don't know how many yearswas the Rural Water Project 
money.I'm sorry, I forget the correct title. But I think it was made fairly clear to us 
yesterdaythat is too [inaudible] right now. We've missed it, and then it's questionable 
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that they're going to talk about it. But I didn't get a lot of optimism about that in that ;a 

meeting. That was the one thing that they were going to do for us. I think it does call into 
;Ili 

question our continuing with them. I certainly feel, I recognize that our meeting as I ;a 
mrecall, they were going to follow-up with Tanya to see, after she had her meetings in (') 

Albuquerqueyesterday,whether there were options for using that money. [inaudible] in o 
Albuquerquewho has some influenceover it. Do you know - have you had a char.ce to ;a 

talk to her since we met in the morning? m 
e 

MR. CARPENTER:Madam Chair, I sent her an email and I haven't heard o 
back. ..,o

CHAIR WURZBURGER: All right. Well, in other words there's nothing 
we can do right now. It's a question of what is going forward with this, right? Didn't we "N 
have $25,000 left in the contract? 

-,MR. CARPENTER: I believe it was $21,000, but it's in that N 
neighborhood. o 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Okay. Are they doing anything right now that 
you know of? 

MR. CARPENTER:They are. They're looking into the possibility of 
earmarks and what the timing of those will need to be. I know that ­

CHAIR WURZBURGER: [inaudible] 
COMMISSIONERSTEFANICS:Madam Chair, the earmarks now we're 

talking about are for the next fiscal year for federal. This year is finished. They are were 
due in March and April, both to congressional and Senate offices. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: And we were told yesterdaythat if we want to 
do earmarkswe just need to talk to Bingaman's office. CommissionerVigil. 

COMMISSIONERVIGIL: I'm not interested in renewing the contract 
with Ferguson. I'll just put that on the record. The County has been a joint partner in that 
and I'm happy, because there has been some dollars that have come into the community. 
Always appreciatethat. But they've really been for City projects. The County has 
received zero for the investmentthey've made with the funds and that makes me feel like 
we've received the short end of the stick. It makes sense to me now, after that meeting 
yesterdayand the experience that we have had that we really don't need to move forward 
with any kind oflobbying, that in fact what we need to do, based on the information we 
have now, is stay in touch with the Bureau of Reclamation, with Bingaman's office, with 
Udall's office, with Lujan's office. Let them know specifically what our needs are, and I 
am particularlyinterested in what the Bureau of Reclamation will do for rural water 
development. And I am actuallymeeting with the InterstateStream Commission to get 
their support on the planning and design, now that we have the Buckman Direct 
Diversion almost done, it's sort of the anchor for what can happen for rural communities. 
And that's the County's particular focus in assisting for our residents in the county 
towards water delivery systems.That has always been a focus for us and we haven't 
received any benefit from our investment with Ferguson. So I am not interested in 
dedicating $25,000to them, especiallyhaving heard that there's been nothing put in the 
hoppers for us for this cycle.So I don't know that anyone else is interested in listening to 
a Fergusoncontract; I'm not. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: What we need to clarify with staff what we 
need to do to not [inaudible] an item at the next meeting. In the meantime, ask them to 
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pleasecool it. I'm sayingcool it in termsof pleasetake a break [inaudible] Are you ;:u,..
comfortable with that? Is that agreed? 

MR. CARPENTER: Madam Chair,actually it wouldbe veryeasy for me. ;:u 
mI'd be happyto issuea stop-work order tomorrowmorning to the Ferguson Group. What o 

I'm not clearon is whatyou wouldlike me to bringback to the Boardnext month. o 
CHAIRWURZBURGER: Well, if that's all we have to do, we need ;:u 

additional- it's notjust stop work. 
C 
m 

MR CARPENTER: WhatI wouldsuggestis I wouldreportback to the C 

Boardafteraskingthe FergusonGroupto stop workingandcloseout theircontractand c 
terminate, andreprogram what's left of their contractsomewhere else in the budget. .... 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Are we fine with that? N 
COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I am, as long as - it's not an action item, but " 

can we givedirection for that? "N 
NANCYLONG(BBOB Contract Attorney): Yes, MadamChair, C 

Commissioner. I think if we discoverthat we need to have it as an action item next month c
then we can put it on there. Otherwise it wouldbe direction to staff and then it can be 
reportback fromstaffnext month. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: I'm sorry. I wantedto go backto 
number 15.Thank you. MadamChairand Mr. Gawne, couldyou tell me, whatare the­
so I've heardall thepros of whywe shouldgo aheadand do these things. Whatare the 
cons? . 

MR. GAUME: MadamChair,Commissioner Stefanics, I honestlysee no 
cons. I think this is whatwe verymuch needto do. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Well, if, MadamChair, for example, if 
we move aheadwith this does that mean weput on staff earlier and we expend money 
sooner? 

MR. GAUME: Madam Chair,Commissioner Stefanics, our plan has been, 
since youapproved the staffingand trainingplan about last Novemberto bring staffon 
aroundthe first of October, begina seven-month full-time trainingprogram, we can do 
that with or withoutPATWU. We will get significant more value if the operatorsin the 
last four monthsof the trainingprogramare observing the plant in actualoperationand 
have hands-on experience with the controls. Andget chalk talkseveryday with regardto 
what's goingon at the plant and what the problemsare and how the problemshave been 
solved,whatever theyare. It's an invaluable experience for our personnel. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: And in termsof anyother costs, 
Commissioner Vigil brought up the fact that there mightbe someother non-profit funds 
available if wemoveahead. Would that stop our searchfor someof these non-profit 
funds? 

MR. GAUME: MadamChair,Commissioner Stefanics, the particular 
reference Commissioner Vigilmade was I believe relatedto the wildlifehabitat. What 
we're askingfor todayis approval to go aheadand preparethe plan, to haveour 
consultant prepare the plan. Theestimatedfee withoutgrossreceipts tax is $103,000. 
And we needto proceedwith that in orderto meetour schedule. In the meantime we can 
lookfor other funds. I will tell youright nowthat we're cooperating, collaborating with 
the New MexicoEnvirorunent Department and New MexicoWildlife Federation who are 
veryexcitedabout the BODBoard's collaboration with themto do more with them than 
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they could do by themselves. So they're seeing this as added value, not as a project that ::a 
;;Ill

they can fund. We can follow out, we can follow your direction, we will follow your 
direction, but we would ask that you approve the contract that provides putting the plan ::a 

rntogether, because without the plan we have nothing. o 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you, Madam Chair. a 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: I have a question on item 15. I just need clarity; ::a 

this is not my area ofexpertise. With four months ofhaving [inaudible] continue, that 
o 
m 

$250,000 to - how many people are doing the overseeing? It seems like a lot ofmoney to o 
oversee our people doing the work and talk about the problems, etc., etc. o 

MR. GAUME: I'm sorry, Madam Chair. I'm not exactly sure which ­ ..... 
-,

CHAIR WURZBURGER: I'm talking about the piece that's costing $1 N 
million to have the D-B contract sit there and watch things happen and give advice. I'm 

-,overstating it for purposes of seeking clarity on what's involved there. How many 
N 

people? [inaudible] o 
MR. GAUME: Madam Chair, and I don't know if Ray Stoll is here or not. o

Madam Chair, that lump sum fee provides for the design-build contractor to bring in 
certified experience, water treatment plant operators, to start up and run the facility for 
three months. It's a whole staffand if you look at that million dollars for three months, if 
you would extend for a year you would realize that we're saving a substantial amount of 
money by staffing the budget with [inaudible] 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Thank you.
 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: Move for approval.
 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Move for approval of item 15.
 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: I'll second.
 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Any further discussion?
 

The motion passed by unanimous [3-0) voice vote. [Commissioner Vigil was not 
present for this action.] 

MR. GAUME: Madam Chair, I'm afraid we skipped the amended agenda 
item. the budget adjustment request. 

MR. CARPENTER: That's further down. 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: That's 19. 

16.	 Request for Approval of a Design-Build Contract Amendment #1 to the 
Professional Services Agreement Between the Buckman Direct Diversion 
Board and CH2MHill/Western Summit Constructors Joint Venture in the 
Amount of $954,563 plus $76,961.64 NMGRT for a Total Amount of 
$1.031,524.64 Providing for BDD Project Initial Operations Beginning on 
January 2, 2011 to Produce Potable Water and Provide Hands-On Training 
ofBDD Project Staff Until Commencement of Project Formal Acceptance 
Testing in April 2012 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: May I have a motion on this item? 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: Could I ask a question first? 
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CHAIR WURZBURGER: Sure. ::0 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: On the third page, where you have the cost '" 
breakdown, could you walk me throughthis? I'm trying to see if I'm not doing math ::0 

mquickly or if I'm not understanding. When you get down to the total PATWU cost is o 
such, and then you add in the GRT and it's $1,793,634.Is that correct? I know what the o 
standbyis. That's somethingthat we had budgeted for them to be doing during this ::0 

C
period and they're going to bedoing this, so we're subtractingwhat they were going to m 
be doing. But am I supposedto be able to subtract that $652,000from the $1,793,000 and C 

get that next line? Because it doesn't follow for me. And then it says with GRT, we're o 
going to add GRT in again? I don't understandthat. Because we already added in GRT .... 

-,above. N 
CHAIRWURZBURGER: Norm, can you answer that? So there's the 

question of double GRT and math. " N 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: Do you know what page they were on? o 
MR. GAUME: Yes, CouncilorCalvert. I believewhat the contractcalls o

for, the amendmentcalls for is for funding the $954,000 lump sum fee that covers labor. 
We have allowancesthat are in there. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: No problem. 
MR. GAUME: If you add that you get a total, you add GRT to that. You 

subtract what we had budgetedfor standby,and you get thenet added cost. It may be that 
in this table the preparerdouble counted it. What I can tell you is that we won't overpay 
it. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Well,becausewhen I do the math I get 
$l,140,800-something. And I don't know if that's becausethe $652,000, we hada GRT 
associatedwith it that isn't shownhere, and when you subtract that then you do get that 
lesser amount. I don't know. But this doesn't add up for me so that's why I have a 
question.And then whateverthat figure is, and then you say,with GRT, I don't 
understandthat becauseI thought we'd alreadytaken care of the GRT. 

JERRY ANDERSON: Excuseme. Sorry to interrupt. My name is Jerry 
Anderson,I'm with CDM, the Board's engineer. The total PATWU cost, the fourth line, 
$1.684,000,minus the $652,800gives you the net added PATWUcost to the budget. So 
we showed the NMGRTunder both conditions but the differenceis the standby charge. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: So that's showingboth conditions. 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: Are you saying that the $1,031,000is the 

$1,684,000minus the $652,OOO? 
MR. ANDERSON: Yes. 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: Okay. 
MR. ANDERSON: The budgetedstandby charge was on the order of 

$210,000a month.That's the $652,000. 
COUNCILOR CALVERT:No, I got that. So I see where you get the 

$1,031,000. Whydon't I get to that same figure if I subtract the $652,000 from the 
$I,793,OOO? I still don't get the $1,098,400. 

MR. ANDERSON: I believe that's because the $652,000 did not include 
GRT. 

COUNCILORCALVERT: Okay. It would be nice if we were consistent 
throughoutthese figures then, if we're talking about GRT and showingwhere it fits in 
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with the figures, $652,000 should have its associated GRT with it. It would help make us ::0 

be able to follow through on the numbers. ;;0; 

MR. ANDERSON: You're absolutelyright, Councilor Calvert, but at the ::0 
mend of the day it's $1,098,000 that we're having. Thank you. o 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Further discussion? Gan I have a motion? o 
::0COMMISSIONERVIGIL: So moved.	 ' 
C

COUNCILORCALVERT: Second. m 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Further discussion? C 

The motion passed by unanimous [4-0]voice vote. 

17.	 Request for Approval of Amendment No. 15 to the Professional Services 
-,Agreement between Buckman Direct Diversion Board and Camp Dresser & N 

McKee for the Amount of $68,110 plus $5,491.36 NMGRT for a Total o 

Amount of $73,601.36 providing for Board Engineer Participation in Pre­
Acceptance Testing Warm-Up 

COUNCILORCALVERT: Move for approval.
 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: We have a motion to approve. Do we have a
 

second?
 
COMMISSIONERSTEFANICS:Second.
 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Thank you, Commissioner. Discussion?
 

The motion passed by unanimous [4-0]voice vote. 

18.	 Request for Approval of Amendment No. 14 to the Professional Services 
Agreement the Buckman Direct Diversion Board and Camp Dresser & 
McKee for the Amount of $353,925 plus $28,535.20 NMGRT for a Total 
Amount of $382,460.20 to Manage, Plan, Develop, Coordinate and Deliver 
the Seven-Month FuU-Time Operator Training and Certification Training 
for BDD Project Operations and Maintenance Personnel 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Discussion?
 
COMMISSIONERSTEFANICS:I'll move for approval.
 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: [fwe get a second we'll have questions.
 
COMMISS[ONERVIGIL: Second. And I have a question.
 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Commissioner.
 
COMMISSIONERVIGIL: Nonn and Rick, sometime back I had talked
 

about incorporatingsome type of a mentorship program in our training component, and 
the thought just came to mind under this item. Was there any follow-up on that? 

MR. GAUME: Madam Chair, Commissioner Vigil, we are intending to 
have cooperativeeducation programs, that's what you're referring to, with Santa Fe 
Community College to get co-op students in the future to participate and actually get field 
experience at the Buckman Direct Diversion.During this training program our people 
will be basically mentored by CDM experiencedpersonnel, the various experienced 
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startuppersonnelwith the design-build contractorfor mentoringin that way.And then I ::u 

believethe additionalreference to mentoringhas come from the divisiondirectorof the '" 
WaterDivisionwho would like to mentorand supporthigh school studentsto choose ::u 

mwater treatmentoperationsas a careerpath. So, yes, I believethere has been- I believe o 
we have beenresponsiveto your request. o 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: I have a question. I'm confusedon cross - the ::u 
1:1

possibleduplication. Once we move to [inaudible] I don't understandwhat the functions m 
are for this contractto manage, plan, develop, coordinateand deliver. My understanding 1:1 

is the Community Collegeis going to plan, developand deliver the curriculumat the o 
college.So what is going to happenwith the $382,000that's differentfrom what we .... 

-,gettingfromthe college? N 

MR. GAUME: MadamChair, Board members,that's an excellent 
-,question,and thank you.There are manycomponents to this seven-monthfull-time 
N 

trainingprogram. SantaFe Community Collegeis indeedgoing to be preparingtheir o 
classes and presentingthem, which are goingto be basicallya background for advanced o
water treatmentoperations. It will be the classroom, math, the chemistry, the biology. We 
will want themto emphasizethe BuckmanDirect Diversionproject, but the focus on 
those educationclasseswill be the theory, the science,the math. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Okay,so let's make it simple. Are they going 
to be doingon-the-jobtraining? 

MR. GAUME: CampDresser& McKeeis managingthe overall 
certificationprogram.Theyhave been integralin the preparationof job descriptionsfor 
all staff we're hiring,and that will continueafter class ofoperations after BOD Board 
staff takes over plant operations at the end ofApril, at the end of acceptancetesting next 
year, this amendment, amongother things providesfor Camp Dresser& McKeeto keep 
an experienced processpersononsite for six monthsto help continue trainingstaff and 
sort out any issues. In the interimthey are the ones who are providingmanyof the tests 
and the detailedprocedures: Here's how you start up the plant. Here's how you shut 
down the plant. Here's what you do under this emergencycondition. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Okay.So that answersmy question.They are 
providingone person a month to do this. 

MR. GAUME: MadamChair, they are providingfour full-time 
equivalents if you approvethis amendment, as opposedto the two full-timeequivalents 
that are alreadybuilt into COM's contract. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Four for training,or one for training? 
MR. GAUME: Four full-time equivalents. The total effort fundedby 

what's alreadyin the contract,and with this amendmentwe'll fund four- enoughlabor to 
be four equalfor one year. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Thank you. Any furtherdiscussion? 

The motion passed by unanimous [4-0) voice vote. 
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19.	 Request for Approval of Amendment No. 14 to the Professional Services ::u 

Agreement the Buckman Direct Diversion Board and the Santa Fe 
~ 

Community Collegefor Development of Training Materials, Classroom ::u 
mInstruetion, and Providing Aeademle Credits and Certifieation for the Total o 

Amount of $175,000(SFCC Will be Responsible for NMGRT) [Exhibit3: o 
RevisedPSA] ::u 

C 
A.	 Request for Approval of a Budget Adjustment Request in the Amount m 

ofS275,432.88 [Exhibit4: StaffMemo] C 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: I will comment that I appreciate the effort 
[inaudible] at the last meeting. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Madam Chair. -,CHAIR WURZBURGER: Ves. I\) 

COMMISSIONER STEFANlCS: I think I'm a little confused now under o 
19. There's an amount and then there's an A for a budgetadjustment request. o 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Okay. So do you want to explain this for us 
please? 

MR. CARPENTER: Yes, MadamChair. When the fiscal year 09-2010 
operating budgetwas approvedby this Board the primarypurpose for that budget was to 
fund the 31 positions that needed to be in developingto get [inaudible]The policy at the 
City is unless the funds are in place you can't create those positions, soyou did that. It 
turns out that those hires haven't beenmade yet. They won't be made until the new fiscal 
year begins.And so what we'd like to do is reprogramthe money that is now not needed 
for that specificpurpose to funding this contract and -

CHAIRWURZBURGER: So is this one of the things we probablyshould 
have done [inaudible] to clearlyunderstandwhere the money is coming from. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Okay, so I totally agree; they're two 
separate items and there is no explanationabout what this second item is really for. So 
that's what - I see this as two separate items. So do we need to do the budget adjustment 
request first before we do the agreementwith the school? 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: The BAR is an accountingthing. 
MS. LONG:Right. And I think one would be contingenton the other. So 

if-
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: We could do them separately. 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: If we approvethe budget then we don't have 

to do the BAR. 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Well, if we didn't do the BAR there 

wouldn't be moneythen for the college, correct? 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: [inaudible] if we took two separate actions. 

Furthercomment? Could we have a motion please, with respect to the contract with the 
CommunityCollege. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Well, Madam Chair, I believe we have 
to ~ in my mind I believethat the budgetadjustmentrequest should be first and I would 
move for approvalfor that. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Okay.Do I have a second? 
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COUNCILOR CALVERT: Well, I respectfully disagree because there's 
no budget - there's nowhere to put that or purpose for that without passing the item first. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: It doesn't matter to me. :Ill 
m

CHAIR WURZBURGER: May I have a motion on the- o 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: Well, it's a question first. If somebody from­ o 

:Illwhoever is going to respond - Exhibit A, where it talks about scope ofwork. C 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Welcome. m 
RANDY GRISSOM: Good afternoon. Randy Grissom, Santa Fe C 

Community College. CI 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: I guess - I'm just looking at the breakdowns -..I 
-,

here in Exhibit A, the first page. And we're talking about the first part is the course N 

development, and rate per hour of $11O. Okay. Then we get into course delivery and then -,
the average rate pay-hour is $700. [inaudible] Can somebody explain that to me? . N 

MR. CARPENTER: The person who does the photocopying for your CI 

packets isn't here, so I can't say for sure, but [inaudible] desks there is a contract 
CI 

amendment and exhibit that is different from the one in your packet. The one that's in 
your packet is in error and I believe it's a holdover from the last time that this item came 
before the Board, and they photocopied the wrong one. [inaudible] 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: I'm looking at the one that's in my packet. 
Now I'm looking at this one and I'm trying to reconcile the two. So they're just not 
anywhere the same. 

MR. CARPENTER: There are some changes and Mr. Grissom can speak 
to those. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Well, I see the course development, the one 
that - the course development appears to be the same. And then we get to - then that's 
where we diverge. So maybe you could explain to me what we have now. 

MR. GRISSOM: I'll do my best, Madam Chair and Councilor Calvert. We 
changed the scope of work to have three categories. One is course development, one is a 
management fee, and one is for tuition fees and books for the classes. The amounts that 
are in here are the maximum amounts that we would expect if the worst case scenario 
happened. I anticipate the course development will come in below $52,800, and I 
anticipate tuition fees and books will come in probably well below the $97,200. We have 
prepared for worst-case scenarios. Ifeveryone ofour students came from out of state the 
tuition rate would be $85 per credit hour, which is set by the board, as opposed to $35. 
And the number of students we projected is the maximum number [inaudible] So this is 
basically a not to exceed contract. It could come in lower for those two categories. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Okay. So in this process though, since you're 
just stating the worst case, wejust went up $15,000. 

MR. GRISSOM: Right. 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: So I guess my question - it sounds like the 

student is not paying for anything? Is that what I'm hearing? In other words, we're 
covering all of their expenditures? 

MR. CARPENTER: The BDD project is paying for all the training of its 
employees. That's correct. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: So they're paying for the tuition fees and 
books, right? As well. All of those costs? 
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COUNCILOR CALVERT: Okay. And I understand that, but I guess my '" 
question on that to a certain extent is, how do we protect ourselves from people dropping ::0 

mout? In other words, if they don't have anything invested at all, what incentive do they o 
have for following through, or for not going, oh, I don't know. I don't think I want to do o 
this anymore. In other words, they don't have any investment. ::0 

C 
MR. CARPENTER: Councilor Calvert, you may recall last month the m 

Board approved a contract that would be - Santa Fe Community College would help us C 

out through something called Work Keys. And Work Keys, among other things, pre­ o ...,screens students' likelihood of success. What are their skill sets? We want to avoid that -,
very thing. N 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Well, likelihood ofsuceess is one thing. 
-,

That's not to say somebody just wants to drop out because they don't think they want to N 
do it anymore. They could easily still succeed if they continue but they choose not to. o 
That doesn't I guess address my concern specifically. I understand what you're talking o 
about in screening them to make sure that they have the aptitude and the skills to be able 
to complete it. But whether they have the willingness and the motivation, that's another 
thing, and they've got nothing invested under this budget, as I see it. I don't know. I don't 
know if that's a big concern or not. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Does somebody want to speak to that before I 
do? It ties into our concern about not having people live here who work here, and one 
thing you just said causes me concern. I just made the assumption that they would. I'm 
hoping we don't have any out ofcounty. Is the county considered in-state, or is it in-city? 
How does the Community College to the $85 for just the other? 

MR. GRISSOM: Madam Chair, the $85 per hour is for somebody whose 
citizenship is outside ofNew Mexico. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Okay. 
MR. GRISSOM: So that's the worst case. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Well, we didn't talk about this but I feel really 

strongly - these are primo jobs, right? And we're giving them primo training. I know 
when I went to school, you had the chance, you got a scholarship and you agreed to do it 
for so long or you had to give it back. I don't know if that's not for this one ­

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Okay. The $85 - so they don't qualify for in­
state, but the hope or assumption would be that once they completed and have this job 
they would relocate here, right? And be part of the local economy then. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Not unless we make them do it. 
MR. GRISSOM: Madam Chair, the assumption is that whoever is in this 

program under this contract is going to become a Santa Fe resident. 
COUNCILOR CAL VERT: Right. They could move from out ofstate 

[inaudible] But that isn't what you asked about. You asked about the tuition thing was out 
of state. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Okay. So it started with that. I still want to go 
back. Is there any mechanism for tying this free education to their committing to staying 
on the job or paying back the education. That's a very typical mechanism. or it's no 
longer typical. 
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MR. CARPENTER: MadamChair, I maybe able to help a little bit. I ::v 

don't believethat there's a mechanism. Youcould maybethink of something that I '" 
haven't thought of, but one conceptthatwe have stridently workedfor is to implement ::v 

the conceptthat you all came up with, whichis grow yourown. We've put a ton of o 
ITI 

emphasisinto recruiting locallyexistingcityand countyemployees, peoplewho are in o 
the union,for example,that win be offeredfirst crackat the interviews. So that's goingto ::v 

c 
grow yourownphilosophy whenyou try to permeate this wholething with that concept. ITI 

In additionto that, the peoplethat areexistingcity or countyemployees, and we C 

think there'll be a lot of them, thatwill fill thesejobs. Wehopeall of them. The o 
.....incentive, CouncilorCalvert,this goesa little bit, not totallybut a little bit to what you -,

broughtup, theycurrentlyhave a job and they mighthaveto quit that job. And if they go N 

throughour trainingthey're halfwaythrough, theydon't havea job anymore. -,
CHAIRWURZBURGER: All right. I wasn't awareof that. Yes. N 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: MadamChair, I'm readinghow many o 

hours it takesto completethis, but whattime frame, how manymonths is it expectedto o 
completethis? 

MR. GRISSOM: We're planningto have it the full sevenmonths. 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Sevenmonths. Well, there are many 

mechanisms alreadyin place for students, and it's done by differentprofessions. And 
since the BDDis funding this it wouldseemto me that we could in fact set up a loan 
repayment program if we wanted to, that anybody who put in x-numberof hoursof 
servicehad the total wipe-outof anyeducational costs, and peoplewho left serviceprior 
to that wouldhave a proportionate amountof cost. Weare in fact fundingthis whollyand 
it wouldseemto me that the BDDwouldhave someauthorityin how we want to set up 
payingfor this education. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Thankyou verymuch. 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: Andon yourpoint,Rick, that appliesto people 

that, yes, if we are gettingthem to move fromexistingpositions,but if they don't have 
an existingpositionand we are reallycounting on thesepeople that we're trainingto staff 
this thing, we don't havea wholelot of slack.We needto have some wayto further 
incentivize them to staywith it, I think. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Just to reflecthistorically, our planningprocess 
for hiringpeople,we're told this is reallytypical. It's a nationalproblem.Thesepeople 
don't just growon trees, and that's why they move. So obviously, no one on boardis 
interested in trainingpeopleand have them go to Texasor even to Albuquerque. So I'd 
supportsomekind of consideration to amend this such as Commissioner Stefanics has 
mentioned, if we can. Unlessyou see a problemwith that, as our attorney. 

MS. LONG: MadamChair,I thinkwe can lookat it. I've lookedat a 
similarprogram for university in the states,so why don't we evaluateit and comeback to 
you. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Wen, MadamChair,just to pursue this 
sinceNancy, our general counsel is goingto lookat it. Perhapswe might thinkabout it as 
a one-to-one. Like if it takes an academic year to do this, maybea calendaryear would 
wipeout the debt. But it mightbe something likethat. But it would seem to me that if we 
don't pay enough and someother statecomesin and danglesthe carrot,we could lose 
these trainedpeople rightaway. 
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COUNCILOR CALVERT: I thinkthe one that CouncilorWurzburgerand ;:u 

I am familiarwith is medicaltraining. There's beenjurisdictions that have paid for '" 
people to go through moo school and then requiredservice for a certain amount of time at ;:u 

ma certain location.So I'm not sayingthat it has to be exactly like that, but I think we're o 
discussingtwo things here. I think we're discussing incentivesor incentivizingto finish o 

;:uthe program,one, and two, to stay here is another. e 
CHAIRWURZBURGER: All right. Is there further discussionthen? I had m 

one other question. I was feeling so good becausewe had a conversationbut now I see e 
that this is more than what was in our packet. So what happened- you said in cutting the o 

.....budget. You started off that you were cutting it $30,000, then you got back to me and -,
said, no, it's only $15,000.And now I'm seeing that it's $15,000 more. N 

MR. GRISSOM: What we did was we eliminate the section called Course -,Delivery,which was originally$31,800.We replacedthat with the managementfee, N 

which was $25,000,which is a $12,000 in savings. As I said before, at the $30,000 o 

[inaudible] at the same time. Then when I realized we had done this as a not-to-exceed 
contract I decidedI better up the tuitionjust in case there were people - the worst-case 
scenario.I'm anticipatingthis is goingto come in under the original contract that we 
workedout. The two variablesare numberone, the number of hours we spent in course 
delivery.I'm comfortablewe're going to come in at or below the projected number, and 
then the tuition and fees, which if we hire local is going to be considerablyless than 
[inaudible] 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Okay. Thank you for the clarification.May I 
have a motionon this item? 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Yes, I would move to approve this item 
subject to the directionsto staff to bring back information at the next meeting. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: May I have a second? 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: I'll second. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Further discussion? 

The motion passed by unanimous (4-0] voice vote. (Commissioner Vigil 
abstained.] 

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Madam Chair, I'm abstaining. I don't think 
it's active but I have had had a contract with the CommunityCollege in the past. 

MS. LONG:Madam Chair, I don't know that you took a separatevote on 
that item A. 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Oh, yes. We didn't do A. 
MS. LONG: I know you discussed it but-
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Thank you. May I have a motion for that? 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: Move for approvalof 19.A. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: The BAR? 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: Yes. 
CHAIRWURZBURGER: May I have a second? 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Second. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Any discussion? 
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The motion passed by unanimous [3-6] voice vote. [Commissioner Vigil ;0 

;;IIi
abstained.] 

;0 

m20.	 Request for Approval ora Solar Energy Agreement Providing for American o 
Capital Energy to Design, Construct, Own, Operate and Maintain and o 
Deliver Solar Electricity from a One Megawatt Solar Electricity Generator ;0 

o 
Adjacent to the BDD Water Treatment Plant and Requiring the BDD Project m 
to: (1) Interconnect the Solar Electricity Generator with PNM, (2) Take or o 
Pay for all Solar Electricity Produced for 20 Years at a Cost of SO.155 per c 

.....kWh, and (3) Receive and Own All Renewable Energy Credits and -,
Environmental Credits Associated with this Distributed Photovoltaic N 

Renewable Energy Project for Intended Sale to PNM. (Dale Lyons and Norm 
Gaume) "-

N 
C 

DALE LYONS (Water Resources Coordinator): Madam Chair, the solar 
energy agreement that staffhas brought to you for approval is the product of the City's 

c 

procurement process on behalf of the Buckman Direct Diversion Board. That was 
initiated with the Board's direction to evaluate alternative energy for the BDD project. 
The request for proposals was issued in August and the evaluation ofthe proponents was 
completed and the notice of award was issued to American Capital Energy in November 
of2009,Iast year. The basic terms of the agreement as some of you know are that the 
Buckman Direct Diversion Board will pay a fixed price for 20 years, 15.5 cents per 
kilowatt-hour, and this is with the current REC rate that PNM is offering under their 
renewables program, 15 cents per kilowatt-hour, yielding a final energy cost offive cents 
per kilowatt hour [inaudible] 

The power will offset about half of the working plant's total demand during peak 
times and much of it [inaudible] The annual energy cost savings we estimate to be about 
$200,000 per year in the first year and that amount is expected to go up with PNM rate 
increases that will ratchet up over time. The American Capital Energy, a solar developer 
assumes the risk of the performance of its system, and the Board assumes the risk of 
securing REC agreements from PNM. We do expect REC agreements, the REC rate to 
decrease in the future with new renewable portfolio programs that will be approved or 
need to be approved by the PRC. But we estimate that the project will still be viable with 
the REC rate as low as eight cents per kilowatt-hour. So again, the current REC rate is 15 
cents per kilowatt-hour. There's a possibility it could change after the first of the year, 
but it probably will hold there for at least some time thereafter, but we think we're 
confident to get the system built and secure the REC agreement for the current REC rate. 

With that, I'd like to ask Nancy to discuss the negotiated terms ofagreement that 
you received a draft version of the agreement on the 24 th, and there were several terms, 
conditions in the agreement that have been negotiated since then. Those terms and 
conditions were outlined or in gray highlights in the version you received on the 24th, So, 
Nancy. 

MS. LONG: So, Madam Vice Chair and Board members, I really just 
want to touch on the substantive changes that have been made in the agreement. TIlls is 
an ongoing negotiation because of the financing entity that's involved with American 
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Capital Energy,and their concernsand comments,we are still working on some issues ::II:l 

and I would point out what our outstanding issuesare for you. '" 
You will note in a couple of places in the agreement,at the top of page 8, and it ::II:l 

mappearselsewherethat Norm, meaningNorm Gaume was to meet with PNM regarding o
the project and certain requirements on the interconnection agreement. It has been o 

::II:ldetermined that that is not necessaryfor the execution of this agreement,although a 
meetingcould still occur. So those referencesare not any longer relevant. We have added m 

o 

a representationby the system- o 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Madam Chair. o ...,CHAIRWURZBURGER: Yes. -,
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Nancy,do you want questions as we go N 

along or at the end? 
MS. LONG:I think questionsas we go along would be helpful. "­

N 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Okay.Let's just talk about that one on o 

page 8. So if the discussionwith PNM comes out differentlythan what we're expecting, o
with a different rate or a denial, that would really affect this agreement. 

MS. LONG:I'll ask Norm to jump in on that, or Jill. 
JILLCLIBURN: I think at Dale commentedthe REC unit that we require 

to make this project viable is significantlylower than the REC payment that's being 
offered under the currentPNM program,that being 15 cents. The rate ofACE is 15.5 
cents, so that energy is in effect much less expensive than our current energy from PNM. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: I'm not questioningthat. 
MS. LONG:It's just why the meetingand the determinationof the 

interconnection agreementis not necessaryprior to execution of the agreement. 
MS. CLffiURN:That is ongoing,and I guess I thought the question 

pertained to the REC agreement. The interconnection agreementis proceeding.We were 
given an interimreport. They requested to do a study, which is typical of projects our 
size. But they made some errors and thereforewe identifiedthose errors, contacted the 
vice presidentat PNM, Sue Fullen and we have a meetingplanned at the vice president 
level for two weeks hence. So we anticipate laying out a timeline and getting assurances 
on the interconnection and also on the REC agreementat that time. We have verbal 
assurance that they want to finish t his project under the current program but we're 
working to get a reallysolid assuranceof that. However,as I alreadystated, the project 
economicsare so strong that even if we do have a little deteriorationthis still stands very 
well. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Madam Chair, I've been burned once 
now so I'm not sure about movingahead with an agreementthat's not really settled with 
PNM and I would ask our legalcounsel for her opinion about this. Not anybodyelse's, 
our legal counseL 

MS. LONG:I am relyingon this issue on the consultants that are telling 
me that, yes, havingPNM on board with the interconnection agreement would be 
preferablebut not necessarybecauseeven at the lower rate the project is still viable. And 
because of the push to get this done before the end of the year, that's why we're bringing 
it to you whilewe still have commentsand it's yet unfinished.And I think Norm might 
have a comment on that as well, on the PNM issue. 
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MR. GAUME: MadamChair,we have a situationin New Mexico that I ;u 

don't think is typical,and that is that the utilitywill not commit to a particularincentive '" 
until the costumerhas constructed its solar plant, has tested it, and is ready for operations, ;u 

mThat is the PNMprocedure. It's been approvedby the Public RegulationCommission. o 
We can talk to them and we can get their acknowledgement that they supportthe project o 
and they don't see any problemswith it and if we finish it in time to apply for the current ;u 

o
renewableenergycertificaterate we will probablyget it. But you are very right, m 
Commissioner, there is a risk in that and it isjust the verynature of the way New Mexico o 
Public RegulationCommissionregulationsprovidefor customer-owned renewable c 

....energyprojectsthat by federal law are entitledto connectto the utilitybut aren't really -,
entitled to anythingelse. N 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: So, MadamChair, Norm or others, are -,we awareof any interconnections that have beendenied by PNM, after they've been N 
built? C 

MR. GAUME: No, MadamChair. I'm not. c 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Okay. 
CHAIRWURZBURGER: Furtherdiscussion? CouncilorCalvert. 
COUNCILOR CALVERT:So I understandthat time is of the essenceto 

fit withina certainwindow,but then there is this provisionwhere we're also, even if we 
get all that done we'll still have to not operateuntil Januaryof2011. Is that correct? 

MR. LYONS: That's right. 
COUNCILOR CALVERT:Okay.So it will be sitting not operational until 

then? 
MR. LYONS: Yes. We expectthat the constructionwill be completed 

probably in Novemberand then the testing periodbe within that periodat the end of the 
year. I don't know exactlyhow long it wouldbe idle but it could be for as long as a 
month and a half. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Well, I understandyour concern, 
Commissioner, but I think that staff has managedthe risk as best they can, give the­

MR. LYONS: Anotherthing I'll point out is the terms and conditionsof 
PNM's renewable programare veryclearand what we're planningon buildingwill meet 
all the criteria for PNM's program. So it's just a matter of getting it built in time. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: So I guess,havingsaid all that, I'd move for 
approval. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Do we have a second? 
MS. LONG: WhatI would like to do is note the outstandingissues, 

becauseI'm hopingthat the motionwould includea "subject to" resolutionof the 
outstanding,really legal issuesat this point to the approvalof your counseland project 
manager. And I can point those out. One is on the option to purchase,which is 15.4,page 
22 of 51 if it has the same pagination. The issue that I have raised is that they - they, 
being the systemowner - wouldreceivefair marketvalue, whichI'm fine with, or a 
greaternumber.Andyou can see that for the first option period is $2.1 million,second 
option is $1.7 milJion. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Weobviouslydon't have the same pages. I 
don't know where you are. 
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MS. LONG: Oh, 23. It's 15.4.So that is an outstandingissue becauseI do ::u 

not believe the Boardcan pay more than fair marketvalue.So I raised that issue. We also 
;II; 

have an indemnification issue. I have indicated that the Boardshouldnot indemnify. ::u 
mWe've gonebackand forthon that for severalweeks. We've had our insurance o 

consultant lookat it. We finallyproposeda compromise that we could indemnify but o 
only for coverage that we have underour insurance, that wouldcover that. And they are ::u 

evaluating that. Again,they're financing; that group's the one that's drivinga lot of this. m 
COUNCILOR CALVERT:StateStreet. e 
MS. LONG: State Street.Yes. o 

.....COUNCILOR CALVERT: I see a lot of blacksectionswith StateStreet. 
MS. LONG: Yes.And the financing is a big issue anymore. "N 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: And MadamChair,Nancy,aren't we -,considered a quasi-governmental bodyhere? N 
MS. LONG: Yes.You area governmental body. o 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: So thenwe would haveto adhere to o

government statutesregarding indemnification. 
MS. LONG: That's right.And I have raisedthat issue with them. So the 

negotiation is we've told themwe don't do it. Wefeel that we have insurance coverage 
for it and onlyto the extentallowedby law. So those are the qualifiersthat I've proposed. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you. 
MS. LONG: Again,if you lookat - this againmaynot be the right page, 

but 17.6,whichis the performance outputguarantee. It's at 85 percent.I'm told that that 
has beennegotiated to 80 percentandNorm wouldbe able to answer- or Dale - any 
questionson that. But I wantedto pointthat out, that that is a difference from whatyou 
were provided in the Maydraft. 

So the outstanding issuesthat we still need resolutionon are the indemnification, 
that optionpayment, and StateStreet is askingfor a Cityof SantaFe approvaland 
signatureto this, and so we've beentryingto explainthe statusof the JPA and that you 
all have the authority to do this. They're looking for additional financial backing, and 
theyare resistingthat.Andhelpingthem to understand howyou approvebudgetsand 
how you receivefinancing, thoseare the issuesthat I seeas outstanding. So if you are 
wantingto makea motionto approvethis I wouldask that it be subject to resolution of 
the outstanding issues. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Wouldyou like to modifyyourmotion, 
Councilor? 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Yes.So I will modifyit to includethat 
statement, subjectto resolution of thoseoutstanding issues. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Thank you.MayI havea second? 
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Second. 
CHAIRWURZBURGER: Furtherdiscussion? 
COUNCILOR CALVERT:Yes.So all that - why wouldtheyjust ask for 

the Cityand not the County?Just out of curiosity. 
MS. LONG: I think it's because the City is actingas the fiscal manager. 

Maybethey believethat the City is morefinancially sound.I don't know. But they are 
just askingfor the City. I'm sure that theywill take-

Buckman Direct DivenloD Board: JUDe J, 2010 29 



-.I 

en 
'Tl 
o 

o 
r­
m 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Or that they don't understandthe IPA at all :a 
;;IIi

and how it's comingout of each ofour respective budgets. 
MS. LONG: That's right.And we have pointed that out. But I'm sure they :a 

mwould take as manyas they could that wouldsign up for this, but we're leaving it at just o 
the Board. o 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: And this degradation thing, once again, is this :a 
e 

becausethe systemover time will lose its effectiveness? And they're just giving m 
themselves a little morewiggleroom on that? On the degradation, on the 80 percent e 
versus the 85. C) 

MR. LYONS: So, let mejust take a momentand introduceTom Anderson -,
with AmericanCapitalEnergyand he can answer those questions. N 

TOM ANDERSON: MadamChair,membersof the Board, I'm Tom -,
Anderson,Chief Operating OfficerofAmericanCapitalEnergy. I had someprepared N 
remarksbut we mightas welljust get straight into the questions. On the first issue, C) 

MadamChair, the understanding ofthe joint powersauthorityand the issue ofprimarily 
C) 

looking towardsthe City or focusing strictlyon the City, the fact of the matter is the City 
has an infinitelybettercredit ratingthan the County, and the City by-

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Youknow, we reallydon't want to negotiate 
this. I think we have the clarification ofour counsel that we need and our counsel will 
have to be workingon that issue.I know you might be interestingin answeringthe 
questionbut [inaudible] 

COUNCILOR CALVERT:Well, I asked a questionon degradation. 
CHAIRWURZBURGER: You can only answer the question that was 

asked. 
MR. T. ANDERSON: MadamChair, on degradation, the commentscame 

back from the investorthat the investorbears 100percentof the financial risk in this 
case. Wetypically do not includeperformance guaranteesin power purchaseagreements. 
Ifwe do it's a negotiated effort typicallyresultingin a higherprice. In this case, 
recognizing the valueof the project to the communityand to the Buckmanwater 
treatmentplant and recognizing the Buckmanproject's relianceon this long-term 
resourceas a financial benefitwe agreedto come in with a performance guarantee, but 
that negotiatedat 80 percent. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: So my question to you is what you're talking 
about there, is it degradation of the systemover time and you're going to averagethat out 
and come out with that 80 percent? 

MR. T. ANDERSON: No, sir. The 80 percent is 80 percent - in the back 
of the agreement there is a table that presentsthe estimatedproductionvalueover time, 
starting in year one, .5 percentper year.That 80 percent is basedon annual output. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: Okay. I think we're sayingthe same thing but 
I'm not sure. But you're sayingthe systemwill degradea little bit each year, right? 
Normally. 

MR. T. ANDERSON: Correct.So that you understandthe performance 
guarantee. The performance guarantee is simplythat we are certified that in any 
individualannual year the systemwill produce80 percent of the Table C.2, I think:, value. 
On an averagebasis. So ifin that year it does not producemore than 80 percent there's a 
compensation methodto deal with that. 
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COUNCILOR CALVERT: Okay.Thank you. ::0 

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Are there any other questions? We have a ... 
motion and a second. Furtherdiscussion? ::0 

m 
o 

The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) voice voteA	 o 
::0 
c

CHAIR WURZBURGER: Thank you. Thanks for all your hard work on	 m 
cthis. 
Q 

.... 
21.	 Request for Approval of Amendment No.2 to the Professional Services "N 

Agreement Between the Buckman Direct Diversion Board and Parametrix, 
Inc. to Prepare a Habitat Mitigation and Replacement Plan for Compliance N 
With BDD Project Record of-Decision Requirements #12 and #13 for the "Q 

Amount of Plus $103,731.00 plus $6,873 NMGRT for a Revised Total 
Contract Amount of $136,704.00 exclusive of NMGRT (Rick Carpenter and 
Norm Gaume) 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: May I ask a question? How much do you think 
the implementationwill cost? And is that in the budget? 

MR. GAUME:MadamChair. Councilor Calvert, it is in the budget. We 
have set aside $1.2 million to fund the implementationof the plan. 

COUNCILOR CALVERT: I just want to know that it's there. It's not 
going to be an add-on. That's all I wanted to know. So I'll move for approval. 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Second. 
CHAIR WURZBURGER: Discussion? 

The motion passed by unanimous (4-6)voice voteA 

22.	 Discussion and Selection of Formal Name for the Buckman Direct Diversion 
Project Water Treatment Plant. (Rick Carpenter) 
a.Santa Fe Regional Water Treatment Plant 
b. Buckman Direct Diversion Water Treatment Plant 
c. Buckman Regional Water Treatment Plan 
d. Westside Regional Water Treatment Plant 
e. Caja del Rio Regional Water Treatment Plant 
f. Other? 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: So what do you think?
 
COMMISSIONER STEFANlCS:Madam Chair, could we defer this to
 

next month, so we can take matters from the public and move on? 
CHAIRWURZBURGER: Sure. We'll now move to -
COUNCILOR CALVERT: There was some time sensitivity to this, right? 
MR. CARPENTER: There is some time sensitivitybut we can move it to 

next month. 
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MS. LONG:MadamChair, did you want to entertaina motion to table? ::0 
;ill;

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Yes, I will. Motionto table? 
COUNCILOR CALVERT: To the next meeting?So moved. ::0 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Do we have a second? m 
o 

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS; Second. o 
::0 
o 

The motion to table passed by unanimous [4-0] voice vote. m 
o 

MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC o 
..... 
"­CHAIRWURZBURGER: You've been verypatient. It's beena long N 

meeting. Welcome. 
ALANA-SUE ST. PIERRE: Thankyou verymuch. It's been a long night. N

"­
My name is Alana-SueSt. Pierre.I am the spokesperson for Healthy WaterNow ASAP. o 
A petition thatwas signedby approximately 300 people,of children,parentsof special o 
needs,doctors,nurses,healthcare professionals, and we've been workingactivelyon 
concernswe've broughtto the Board. And I just - I know that you're at the very 
beginningstagesof this, the incorporated CountyofLos Alamosplan, but the things that 
were our initial concernswould be, one, that this is reviewedby ChemRisk,so it's 
reviewedin the peer reviewprocessthat's alreadyin place.And the first thingthat has 
come up is yellowflags or red flags for us is there has been so much work being done on 
tryingto preventany furtherwashdownof legacycontaminations into that nature. 

We're lookingat rebuildingtheir reservoir, that maybehaving yearsof the 
beginningof the lab, the water in these areas. These are high contaminationareas, all of 
the alternatives involvelots of movingof dirt. And so we just want to make sure that that 
is reviewedby ChemRiskso that there is no increased contaminationthat the Buckman 
would be asked to filterout. And that this would of coursebe involvedin townhall 
meetingsso that the public has full disclosure and is aware. 

The otherarea is in the pre-acceptance of the warm-uptest, that that be reviewed 
by ChemRiskalso, and that any habitatmitigation, when they're talking about diggingup 
invasivespecies,that we knowthis is an area where there are legacycontaminations 
buriedas low as threefoot. We have been told that they are Superfundcleanup levelsand 
the immediatearea aroundthe constructionhas been very closelywatched.But areas 
close to the edge of the river,areas where therehas not been testing, so we just want to 
make sure that there is a peer reviewprocessso that we know that nothing is goingto be 
inadvertently stirredup. 

And then the last one is we're wantingan update - and maybe it's on the website 
becauseI have not lookedso I'm sorryif this is a redundantquestion.But wejust want to 
know where the townhallmeetingprocess is. We were told at the first one, which we 
thank you for tremendously; it was very good,that there would be an update in May, and 
we're into June now. And we wantedto know if our petitionwith our signatures was 
presentedto ChemRisk, so that was part of their prevention. And I don't need a response 
from that today,but these are just information. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: I'm sorryto rush you. Apparentlythere's a 
6:00 meeting. 

MS. ST. PIERRE: I know. Thank you. 

Buckman Direct Dlvenion Board: June 3, 2010 32 



(fI 

"T1 
o 

o 
j" 

m 
CHAIRWURZBURGER: Is there anybody else from the publicwho had :v 

wantedto speak, '" 
:v 
m 
o 

MATIERS FROM THE BOARD o 
:v 
e 

None werepresented. m 
e 

MS. LONG: MadamChair, I just wantedto clarifybeforethe end of the 
meeting thatyour rulesdo providethat the chair has all the rightsas anyother member 
for voting,and evenmakingand seconding motions, participating in discussion. 

CHAIRWURZBURGER: Well, I could reallymove these meetings. -, 
N 
o 

NEXT MEETING: Thursday, July 8,2010 @ 4:00 at County Commission o 
Chambers 

ADJOURNMENT 

Having completed the agenda. this meetingwas declaredadjourned at 
approximately 6:00 p.m. 

Approved by: 

-'00 .w=JJ1~
(.teJytbmilt<d 
Debbiem/fe: Wordswork 
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o
Certification for theTotal Amountof $175,000.00 (SFCCwill beresponsible for r 
NMGRl). (RickCarpenter andSteveHoffman) m 

:a 

A.	 Request for Approval of a BudgetAdjustment Request in the Amount of '" 
$275,432.88. :a 

m 
o 

20. Request for Approval of a SolarEnergyAgreement Providing for American Capital o 
:aEnergy to Design,Construct, Own,Operateand Maintain and DeliverSolarElectricity C 

froma One MegaWattSolarElectricity Generator Adjacentto the BODWater m 
Treatment PlantandRequiringthe BODProjectto: (1) Interconnect the Solar C 

Electricity Generator with PNM,(2) Takeor Payfor all SolarElectricity Produced for o 
20 Yearsat a Costof $0.155 per kWh, and(3) Receive and OwnAll Renewable ..., 
EnergyCreditsand Environmental CreditsAssociated with tbis Distributed 

N
Photovoltaic Renewable EnergyProjectfor Intended Sale to PNM. (DaleLyonsand " 

-,NormGaume) 
N 
o 

21. Requestfor Approval of Amendment No.2 to theProfessional ServicesAgreement 
oBetween the Buckman DirectDiversion Boardand Parametrix, Inc. to Prepare a 

Habitat Mitigation and Replacement Plan{orCompliance With BODProjectRecord­
of-Decision Requirements #12 and#13 for the Amount of Plus $103,731.00 plus 
$6,873NMGRT for a Revised TotalContractAmount of $136,704.00 exclusive of 
NMGRT. (RickCarpenter and NormGaume) 

22.	 Discussion andSelection of FormalNamefor the Buckman DirectDiversion Project 
WaterTreatment Plant.(RickCarpenter) 

a. Santa Fe Regional Waler Treatment Plant 
b. Bllcknum Direct Dillerrion Water Treatment Plant 
c. Bllcknum Regional Water Treatment Plan 
d. Weatside Regional Water Treatment Plant 
e. Cqja del Rio Regional Water Treatment Plant 
f. Other? 

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

23.	 Presentation on Possible Alternatives for a County of LosAlamosSan Juan-Chama 
WaterDevelopment Project. (RickCarpenter) 

MAnERS FROM THE PUBLIC 

MAlTERS FROM THE BOARD 

NEXTMEETING: TIlURSDAY,JULY8,2010@4:00@COUNTYCOMMISSION 
CHAMBERS 

ADJOURN 
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AGENDA 

THE CITY OF SANTA FE 
And
 

SANTA FE COUNTY
 

BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARDMEETING 

THURSDAY, JUNE 3, 2010
 
4:00PM
 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
 
200 Lincoln Avenue
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLLCALL 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

4.	 APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR THE MAY 6, 2010 BUCKMAN DIRECT 
DIVERSION BOARD MEETING 

5. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA 

6. MA'ITERS FROM STAFF 

7. FISCAL SERVICESANDAUDIT COMMI'ITEE REPORT 

CONSENT AGENDA 

8. Project Manager's Monthly Project Exception Report. (Rick Carpenter) 

9. Update by Rick Carpenter on Financial Status of Contracts. (Rick Carpenter) 

10. Project Manager's Report on Staffing and Training Program Progress. (Rick Carpenter) 

11. BDD Relations Report for May 2010. (patti Watson and Lynn Komer) 



12.	 Request for Approval of Amendment No. Ito theProfessional Services Agreement 
Between the Buckman DirectDiversion Boardand Norman Gaume, P.E. to Amend the 
InsurancelIndemnification Requirements, Provide a BOD BoardOptionfor an 
Insurance ThreeYearTailAfter ServicesareComplete, Reduce theTermof the 
Agreement, and Reduce the HourlyCompensation Rate. (RickCarpenter andNancy 
Long) 

DISCUSSION AND ACI10N ITEMS 

13.	 Request for Approval of Selectionof Date for theBDD Tourof LosAlamos National 
Laboratory Projects Recently Completed in LosAlamosCanyonand itsTributaries 10 
Reduce SedimentTransport. (RickCarpenter) 

14.	 Request for Acceptance of BODProjectCapitalBudgetUpdateas of March31,2010 
by theBoard's Consulting CPA. (RickCarpenter and AngelaAnderson) 

15.	 Request for BODBoardApproval of the BODProjectManager'sPre-Acceptance 
TestingWarm.Up(pATWU) Recommended PlanandBudget,TrainingPlanand 
Budget, andCompliance Plan for Wildlife Habitat Replacement in theContextof 
Requested Approvals thatFollowon this Agenda. (RickCarpenter andNorm Gawne) 

16.	 Requestfor Approval of a Design-Build Contract Amendment # 110 theProfessional 
ServicesAgreement Between the Buckman DirectDiversion Boardand 
CH2MHill/Westem SummitConstructors Joint Venture in theAmountof $954,563.00 
Plus$76,961.64 NMGRT for A TotalAmountof $1,031,524.64 Providing for BOD 
ProjectInitialOperations Beginningon January 2, 2011 toProducePotableWaterand 
Provide Hands-On Trainingof BODProjectStaffUntil Commencement of Project 
FormalAcceptance Testingin April2012. (RickCarpenter) 

17.	 Requestfor Approval of Amendment No. 15 to theProfessional ServicesAgreement 
between the Buckman DirectDiversion BoardandCampDresser& McKeefor the 
Amountof $68,110.00 Plus$5,491.36 NMGRTfor a TotalAmount0[$73,601.36 
Providing for Board Engineer Participation in Pre-Acceptance TestingWarm-Up. 
(RickCarpenter) 

18.	 Request for Approval of Amendment No. 14 to theProfessional ServicesAgreement 
Between the Buckman DirectDiversion Board andCampDresser& McKeefor the 
Amountof $353,925.00 Plus $28,535.00 NMGRT for a Total Amount of $382,460.20 
To Manage,~op, Coordinate, and Deliver the SevenMonthFull-Time 
Operator Tra~i1ification TrainingforBODPfujectOperations and 
Maintenance Personnel.. (Rick Carpenter andNormGaume) 

19.	 Request for Approval of a Professional Services Agreement Betweenthe Buckman 
DirectDiversionBoard and the SantaFe Community Collegefor Development of 
Training Materials, Classroom Instruction, and Providing Academic Creditsand 



Certification for theTotalAmountof $175,000.00 (SFCCwill be responsible for 
NMGR'I'). (RickCarpenter and SteveHoffman) 

A.	 Request for Approval of a BudgetAdjustment Requestin theAmount of 
$275,432.88. 

20.	 Request for Approval of a SolarEnergyAgreement Providing for American Capital 
Energyto Design, Construct, Own, Operate and Maintain and DeliverSolarElectricity 
from a One MegaWattSolarElectricity Generator Adjacent to the BODWater 
Treatment PlantandRequiringtheBDDProject to: (1) Interconnect theSolar 
Electricity Generator withPNM,(2) Takeor Payfor all SolarElectricity Produced for 
20 Yearsat a Cost of $0.155 per kWh,and (3) Receive andOwn All Renewable 
Energy Creditsand Environmental CreditsAssociated withthis Distributed 
Photovoltaic Renewable EnergyProject for Intended Sale to PNM. (DaleLyons and 
NormGaume) 

21.	 Request for Approval of Amendment No.2 to theProfessional Services Agreement 
Between the Buckman DirectDiversion Boardand Parametrix, Inc. to Prepare a 
Habitat Mitip;ition and Replacement Plan for Compliance WithBDDProject Record­
of-Decision Requirements #12 and#13 for theAmount of Plus$103,731.00 plus 
$6,873 NMGRT for a Revised TotalContract Amount of $136,704.00 exclusive of 
NMGRT. (RickCarpenter and NormGaume) 

22.	 Discussion andSelection of Formal Namefor the Buckman DirectDiversion Project 
WaterTreatment Plant.(RickCarpenter) 

a. Santa Fe Regional Water Tre4lment Plant 
b. BN'1uruuI Direct Diversion Water Trelltment Plant 
c. BN'knuJn Regional Water Tretlt1Mnt Plan 
d. W"tsUU Regional Water Treatment Plant 
e. Cqja del Rio Regional Wllter Treatment Plant 
f. Other? 

lNFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

23.	 Presentation on Possible Alternatives for a County of Los Alamos SanJuan-Chama 
WaterDevelopment Project. (RickCarpenter) 

MAlTERS FROM TIlE PUBUC 

MATTERS FROM TIlE BOARD 

NEXTMEETING: llIURSDAY,JULY 8,ZOlO@4:00@COUNTYCOMMISSION 
CHAMBERS 

ADJOURN 



PERSONS WITH DISABIUTIES IN NEED OF ACCOMODATIONS, CONTACf THE CITY 
CLERK'S OFFICE AT 505·955-6520, FIVE (5) WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO THE MEETING 
DATE. 
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I IINTRODUCTION of COUNTY PERSONNEL 

• Tony Mortillaro - County Manager 
• Responsible for Upper Level Management and Relations 

with the City and County of Santa Fe 

• James Alarid - Deputy Manager Utilities - Engineering 
• Responsible for Planning and Construction of New
 

Utilities Infrastructure, including this Project
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I IINTRODUCTION of COUNTY PERSONNEL 
• Tim Glasco - Deputy Manager Utilities - GWS O&M 

• Responsible for Utilities Operation & Maintenance 

• Active in Original Planning for this Project 

• Responsible for Early Preliminary Discussions in the
 
Development of the Proposed Alternatives
 

• Jack Richardson - Sr. Engineer Utilities - Engineering 
• San Juan-Chama Water Supply Project Manager 

• Responsible for the Detailed Daily Activities of the
 
Project and to Ensure the Project's Success
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I I
OBJECTIVE OF THIS PRESENTATION
 
The objective of this presentation is to inform the Santa
 

Fe Public Utilities Committee and Buckman Direct
 
Diversion Board of this LA County project and it's
 
current status.
 

The County is suggesting the beginning of discussions
 
with the PUC and BOOB and a sense of possibility for
 
these proposed alternatives.
 

Is there enough mutual benefit for one of the proposed
 
alternatives to become a reality?
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I I
OBJECTIVE OF THIS PROJECT
 

The objective of the LA County project is the 
completion ofa Preliminary Engineering Report 
that leads directly into the environmental 
clearance, final acquisition of easements and 
ROW, permitting, final design and construction of 
the alternative that enables Los Alamos County to 
utilize its entire annual allocation (1,200 acre-feet) of 
San Juan-Chama Project water supply in the most 
economical and beneficial way. 
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I I
BACKGROUND FOR THIS PROJECT
 
A Feasibility Study on the development of the 1,200 acre­
feet of San Juan-Chama Project water supply currently 
available to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos was 
completed and published in January 2004. This feasibility 
study focused on all facilities being Independent ofany 
neighboring jurisdiction. The County is comfortable 
witli the feasibility of this alternative, however, there may 
now be some possibility of shared resources with 
neighboring jurisdictions that might be cost effective in 
developing this water resource. Therefore the Incorporated 
County or-Los Alamos is completing one last evaluation 
of possible feasible alternatives before recommending 
the development of these facilities through this 
Preliminary Engineering Report. 
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ArllIIap: san...... ChamaWaI8r SUpply
 
IncorporaI8d County ~ LosAIimas
 

Request for Proposal BIdNo. 2016-1738
 

.- 'V\-.,... ­-+, ...-__ ._a1a­
,......... ~


. - -=:;.;..- • _a1.-,.. ­

• Acquire and Use the Existing 
Collector Well on the East 
Bank of the Rio Grande 

• Maybe Add a Second 
Collector Well 

• New Pipeline Across Pueblo 
Land and Along Roads into 
Guaje Canyon 

• Rio Grande Crossing 

• Connect to Existing Guaje 
Canyon Water Facilities 
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~ .=-:'":]ArwlIIIp: san .......a.nawaterSUpply 
- IncorpcnIId County or LosAlamos 

R8quest for Proposal BId No.2018-1738 

'- 'V\- -....~ ...,,=- • _ ..... ,.......... E ._- ._..
• :a. _ ... ~ 

• Shared Use of the City & 
County of Santa Fe Buckman 
Direct Diversion Facilities 

• New Pipeline Across Pueblo 
Lands Along Existing Power 
Line Maintenance Road up 
to White Rock 

• Rio Grande Crossing 

• Connect to Existing White 
Rock Water Facilities 

OLO~/L~/LO  030HOJ3H ~H3'J  J~S  



Ar8a 1IIp: San ..... • ChImaW....Supply
 
IlICOfPOI'IIBd County or I.Ds Alamos
 

Request for Proposal BId No.2010-1738
 

- 'V\-"",-- ­.. ...- - e_ar­'......... 15­....... - -- • _ar-,
 

• Redevelop Guaje Reservoir, 
LA Reservoir and Water 
Canyon Spring 

• Use Existing Pipelines as 
Much as Possible 

• Heavy Terrain for New 
Facilities 

• Verify Enough Capacity 

• No Direct Impact to PUC or 
BDD Lands or Facilities 
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, ':"~JAnNlIIap: san Juan. ChImaWalei' SUpply
'- Inc:OIpcnlBd County 01 LosAlamos 

Request torProposal BId No. 2010-1738 
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• Develop Two New Collector 
Wells on the West Bank of 
the Rio Grande 

• Tunnel Under the White 
Rock Mesa 

• Bore a Tunnel or Well from 
Mesa Top to Lower Tunnel 

• No Rio Grande Crossing 

• No Direct Impact to PUC, 
BDD or Santa Fe County 
Lands or Facilities 

O~O~/L~/LO 030H003H ~H310  o~s  



I I
GOAL OF THIS PRESENTATION
 

Provide enough information to the PUC and BDDB to
 
enable them to feel comfortable with considering
 
further discussions regarding these alternatives.
 

If feasibility seems possible, future requests for access to
 
these sites and for copies of documents and studies for
 
County staffand Consultants would be forthcoming.
 

Make you aware ofour schedule to solicit Proposals from
 
Consultants as early as the end of June.
 

OLO~/L~/LO  a3a~O~3~  ~~31~  ~~s  



I I
CONCLUSION
 

We appreciate the opportunity to come here tonight to
 
discuss this project with you.
 

We look forward to the possibility of future discussions
 
with the Santa Fe Public Utilities Committee and the
 
Buckman Direct Diversion Board regarding this
 
project.
 

Thank you. 

OlO~/l~/LO 030HO~3H ~H3'~  ~~s 
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BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
 
WITH
 

SANTA FE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into by and between the Buckman Direct 

Diversion Board (''Board'') and Santa Fe Community College (the "Contractor"). The date of 

this Agreement shall be the date when it is executed by the Chair of the Board. 

1.	 SCOPE OF SERVICES 

The Scope of Services is attached as Exhibit A and included herein by reference. 

2.	 STANDARD OF PERFORMANCE; LICENSES 

A. The Contractor represents that Contractor possesses the personnel, experience and 

knowledge necessary to perform the Scope of Services described in this Agreement. Contractor 

shall perform its services in accordance with generally accepted standards and practices .	 . 

customarily utilized by competent consulting firms in effect at the time Contractor's services are 

rendered. 

B. The Contractor agrees to obtain and maintain throughout the term of this 

Agreement, all applicable professional and business licenses required by lawI for itself, its 

employees, agents, representatives and subcontractors. 

3.	 COMPENSATION 

A. Compensation under this Agreement shall not exceed $175,000. Contractor will 

provide services pursuant to the Scope of Services under Paragraph 1 herein. 

B. The Contractor shall be responsible for payment of gross receipts taxes levied by 

the State of New Mexico on the sums paid under this Agreement. 



III 

n 

n 

"
i" 
mC.	 Invoices for services will be made on a monthly basis. Payment to the Contractor ;u 
;Il; 

will be made within thirty (30) days after the date of billing. Billing will be made in accordance	 ;u 
m 

with the tasks described in the attached Scope of Services and shall be paid only for services	 
n 
o 
;u 
Cactually performed.	 m 
C 

4.	 TERM AND EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Agreement shall be effective when signed by the Board's Chair and terminate when 

the Scope of Services has been completed, but no later than May 31, 2011. 

5.	 TERMINATION 

A. This Agreement may be terminated by the Board upon 30 days written notice to 

the Contractor. In the event of such termination: 

(1) The Contractor shall render a final report of the services performed up to 

the date of termination and shall turn over to the Board original copies of all work 

product, research or papers prepared under this Agreement. 

(2) If payment has not already been made, Contractor shall be paid for 

services rendered and expenses incurred through the date Contractor receives notice of 

such termination. If full payment has been made, Contractor agrees to prorate for work 

accomplished and refund all amounts earned. 

6.	 STATUS OF CONTRACTOR; RESPONSIBILITY FOR PAYMENT OF 
EMPLOYEES ANDSUBCONTRACTORS 

A. The Contractor and its agents and employees are independent contractors 

performing professional services for the Board and are not employees of the Board. The 

Contractor, and its agents and employees, shall not accrue leave, retirement, insurance, bonding, 

Professional ServicesAgreement (Santa Fe Community College)	 2 
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use of Board vehicles, or any other benefits afforded to employees of the Board as a result of this	 ;:g 
;Jli 

Agreement.	 ;:g 
m 

B. Contractor shall be solely responsible for payment of wages, salaries and benefits	 
o 
o 
;:g 

C
to any and all employees or contractors retained by Contrac,tor in the performance of the services	 m 

C 

under this Agreement. o 

7. CONFIDENTIALITY	 "N 

~ 

-,
Any confidential information provided to or developed by the Contractor in the	 N 

o 

performance of this Agreement shall be kept confidential and shall not be made available to any o 

individual or organization by the Contractor without the prior written approval of the Board. 

8. CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

The Contractor warrants that it presently has no interest and shall not acquire any interest, 

direct or indirect, which would conflict in any manner or degree with the performance ofservices 

required under this Agreement. Contractor further agrees that in the performance of this 

Agreement no persons having any such interests shall be employed. 

9. ASSIGNMENT; SUBCONTRACTING 

The Contractor shall not assign or transfer any rights, privileges, obligations or other 

interest under this Agreement, including any claims for money due, without the prior written 

consent of the Board. The Contractor shall not subcontract any portion of the services to be 

performed under this Agreement without the prior written approval of the Board. 

10. RELEASE 

The Contractor, upon acceptance of final payment of the amount due under this 

Agreement, releases the Board, the City of Santa Fe, The County of Santa Fe and 

Las Campanas, L.P., their officers, officials and employees, from all liabilities, claims and 

Professional Services Agreement (Santa Fe Community College)	 3 
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mobligations whatsoever arising from or under this Agreement. If not completed at the time of ::v 
;Ili 

final payment, the Contractor shall remain obligated to complete the Scope of Services and other ::v 
m 

obligations of this Agreement. The Contractor agrees not to purport to bind the Board to any o 
o 
::v 

obligation not assumed herein by the Board unless the Contractor has express written authority to 1:1 
m 
1:1 

do so, and then only within the strict limits of that authority. 
C) 

.... 
-,11. INSURANCE 
N 

-,A. The Contractor shall not begin the Professional Services required under this 
N 
C) 

Agreement until it has: (i) obtained, and upon the Board;s request provided to the Board, 

insurance certificates reflecting evidence of al1 insurance required herein; however, the Board 

reserves the right to request, and the Contractor shall submit, copies of any policy upon 

reasonable request by the Board; (ii) obtained Board approval of each company or companies as 

required below; and (iii) confirmed that all policies contain the specific provisions required. 

Contractor's liabilities, including but not limited to Contractor's indemnity obligations, under 

this Agreement, shall not be deemed limited in any way to the insurance coverage required 

herein. Maintenance of specified insurance coverage is a material element of this Agreement and 

Contractor's failure to maintain or renew coverage or to provide evidence of renewal during the 

term of this Agreement may be treated as a material breach of Agreement by the Board. 

B. Further, the Contractor shall not modify any policy or endorsement thereto which 

increases the Board's exposure to loss for the duration of this Agreement. 

C. Types of Insurance. At all times during the term of this Agreement, the 

Contractor shall maintain insurance coverage as follows: 

(1) Commercial General Liability. Commercial General Liability (COL) 

Insurance must be written on an ISO Occurrence form or an equivalent form providing 

ProfessionalServicesAgreement (SantaFe Community College) 4 
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coverage at least as broad which shall cover liability arising from any and all bodily ::u 
;II; 

injury, personal injury or property damage providing the following minimum limits of ::u 

liability. 

General Annual Aggregate(other than 
Products/Completed Operation) 

Products/Completed Operations Aggregate Limit 

Personal Injury Limit
 

Each Occurrence
 

$1,000,000 

m 
o 
o 
::u 
o 
m 
o 

$1,000,000 

$1,000,000 

$1,000.000 

, 
N 
Q 

(2) AutomobUe Liability. For all of the Contractor's automobiles including 

owned, hired and non-owned automobiles, the Contractor shall keep in full force and 

effect, automobile liability insurance providing coverage at least as broad for bodily 

injury and property damage with a combined single limit of not less than $1 million per 

accident. An insurance certificate shall be submitted to the Board that reflects coverage 

for any automobile [any auto]. 

(3) ProCessional Liability. For the Contractor and all of the Contractor's 

employees who are to perform professional services under this Agreement, the Contractor 

shall keep in full force and effect, Professional Liability insurance for any professional 

acts, errors or omissions. Such policy shall provide a limit of not less than $1,000,000 

per claim and $1,000,000 annual aggregate. The Contractor shall ensure both that: (i) the 

policy retroactive date is on or before the date of commencement of the first work 

performed under this Agreement; and (ii) the policy will be maintained in force for a 

period of three years after substantial completion of the project or termination of this 

Agreement whichever occurs last. If professional services rendered under this Agreement 

Professional Services Agreement (Santa Fe Community College) 5 
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include work relating to environmental or pollution hazards, the Contractors policy shall ::u 

'" not contain exclusions for those activities. ::u 
m 

(4) Workers' Compensation. For all of the Contractor's employees who are o 
o 
::u 

subject to this Agreement and to the extent required by any applicable state or federal o 
m 
o 

law, the Contractor shall keep in full force and effect, aWorkei's' Compensation policy & o 
..... 

Employers Liability policy. That policy shall provide Employers Liability Limits as N" 
follows: 

N " o 
Bodily Injury by Accident ·$500,000 Each Accident 

o 
Bodily Injury by Disease $500,000 Each Employee 
Bodily Injury by Disease $500,000 Policy Limit 

The Contractor shall provide an endorsement that the insurer waives the right of 

subrogation against the Board, City of Santa Fe, County of Santa Fe, LasCampanas LLC 

and their respective elected officials, officers, employees, agents, volunteers and 

representatives. 

D. CanceDation. Except as provided for under New Mexico law, all policies of 

insurance required hereunder must provide that the Board is entitled to thirty (30) days prior 

written notice (l0 days for cancellation due to non-payment of premium) of cancellation or non-

renewal of the policy or policies as evidence by an endorsement to the policies which shall be 

attached to the certificates of insurance. Cancellation provisions in insurance certificates shall 

not contain the qualifying words "endeavor to" and "but failure to mail such notice shall impose 

no obligation or liability of any kind upon the company, its agents or representatives". 

E. Insurer Requirements. All insurance required by express provision of this 

Agreement shall be carried only by responsible insurance companies that have rated "A-" and 

"V" or better by the A.M. Best Key Rating Guide, that are authorized to do business in the State 

Professional Services Agreement (Santa Fe Community College) 6 
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of New Mexico, and that have been approved by the Board: The Board will accept insurance ::u 
;Il; 

provided by non-admitted, "surplus lines" carriers only if the carrier is authorized to do business	 ::u 
m 
o 

in the State ofNew Mexico.	 o 
::u 
o 

F.	 Deductibles. All deductibles or co-payments on any policy shall be the m 
e 

responsibility of the Contractor.	 CI 
.... 
-,

G.	 Specific Provisions Required. N 

-,
(I) Each policy shall expressly provide, and an endorsement shall be N 

CI 

submitted to the Board, that the policy or policies providing coverage for Commercial CI
 

General Liability must be endorsed to include as an Additional Insured, the Board, City of
 

Santa Fe, County of Santa Fe, Las Campanas LLC and their respective elected officials,
 

officers, employees, agents, volunteers and representatives.
 

(2) All policies required herein are primary and non-contributory to any 

insurance that may be carried by the Board, City of Santa Fe, County of Santa Fe,Las 

Campanas LLC and their respective elected officials, officers, employees, agents, 

volunteers and representatives, as reflected in an endorsement which shall be submitted to 

the Board. 

(a) The Contractor agrees that for the time period defined 

above, there will be no changes or endorsements to the policy that increase 

the Board's exposure to loss. 

(b) Before performing any Professional Services, the 

Contractor shall provide the Board with all Certificates of Insurance 

accompanied with all endorsements. 

Professional Services Agreement (Santa Fe Community Coffege)	 7 
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(c) The Board reserves the tight, from time to time, to review 
;u 
;Ill; 

the Contractor's insurance coverage, limits, and deductible and self­ ;u 
m 
o 

insured retentions to determine if they are acceptable to the Board. The o 
;u 
e 

Board will reimburse the Contractor for the cost of the additional premium m 
c 

for any coverage requested by the Board in excess of that required by this o ..., 
-, 

Agreement without overhead, profit, or any other markup. N 

-, 
(d) The Contractor may obtain additional insurance not N 

o 

required by this Agreement. o 

12. INDEMNIFICATION 

To the greatest extent permitted by law, the Contractor shall indemnify, hold harmless 

and defend the Board, City of Santa Fe, County of Santa Fe, Las Campanas, LLC and their 

respective elected officials, officers, employees, agents, volunteers and representatives from all 

losses, damages, claims or judgments, including payments of-all attorneys' fees and costs on 

account of any suit, judgment, execution, claim, action or demand whatsoever arising from the 

Contractors performance or non-performance under this Agreement as well as the performance or 

non-performance of the Contractor's employees, agents, representatives and subcontractors or 

any tier. 

13, THIRD PARTY BENEFICIARIES 

By entering into this Agreement, the parties do not intend to create any right, title or 

interest in or for the benefit of any person other than the Board and the Contractor. No person 

shall claim any right, title or interest under this Agreement or seek to enforce this Agreement as a 

third party beneficiary of this Agreement. 

Professional Services Agreement (SantaFe Community College) 8 
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14. RECORDS, DOCUMENT CONTROL AND AUDIT	 ;:u 
;;0; 

A. The Contractor shall conform with and participate in the Document Control	 ;:u 
m 
o 

policies of the Board or the City of Santa Fe. The Contractor shall maintain, throughout the term	 o 
;:u 
C

of this Agreement and for a period of three years thereafter, all records that relate to the scope of	 m 
C 

services provided under this Agreement.	 c 
..... 
-,

B.	 Detailed records that indicate the date, time and nature of services rendered shall N 

-,
also be retained for a period of three years after the term of this agreement expires. These	 N 

C 

records shall be subject to inspection by the City of Santa Fe, the Department of Finance and c 

Administration, the State Auditor. The Board and the City of Santa Fe shall have the right to 

audit the billing both before and after payment to the Contractor; Payment under this Agreement 

shall not foreclose the right of the Board or the City of Santa Fe to recover excessive or illegal 

payments. 

15. APPLICABLE LAW; CHOICE OF LAW; VENUE 

Contractor shall abide by all applicable federal and state laws and regulations, and all 

ordinances, rules and regulations of the Board. In any action, suit or legal dispute arising from 

this Agreement, the Contractor agrees that the laws of the State of New Mexico shall govern. 

Any action or suit commenced in the courts of the State of New Mexico shall be brought in the 

First Judicial District Court. 

16. AMENDMENT 

This Agreement shall not be altered, changed or modified except by an amendment in 

writing executed by the parties hereto. 

Professional Services Agreement (Santa Fe Community College)	 9 
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'" This Agreement incorporates all the agreements, covenants, and understandings between ;:u 
m 

the parties hereto concerning the services to be performed hereunder, and all such agreements, o 
o 
;:u 

covenants and understandings have been merged into this Agreement. This Agreement expresses o 
m 
o 

the entire Agreement and understanding between the parties with respect to said services. No c 
..... 
'\prior agreement or understanding, verbal or otherwise, of the parties or their agents shall be valid 
N 

'\or enforceable unless embodied in this Agreement. 
N 
C 

18. NON-DISCRIMINATION c 

During the tenn of this Agreement, Contractor shall not discriminate against any 

employee or applicant for an employment position to be used in the performance of services by 

Contractor hereunder, on the basis of ethnicity, race, age, religion, creed, color, national origin, 

ancestry, sex, gender, sexual orientation, physical or mental disability, medical condition, or 

citizenship status. 

19. SEVERABILITY 

In case anyone or more of the provisions contained in this Agreement or any application 

thereof shall be invalid, illegal or unenforceable in any respect, the validity, legality, and 

enforceability of the remaining provisions contained herein and any other application thereof 

shall not in any way be affected or impaired thereby. 

20. NOTICES 

Any notices requests, demands, waivers and other communications given as provided in 

this Agreement will be in writing and will be deemed to have been given if delivered in person 

(including by Federal Express or other personal delivery service), or mailed by certified or 

registered mail, postage prepaid, and addressed to Seller or Buyer at the following addresses: 

Professional Services Agreement (Santa Fe Community College) 10 



BOARD: 

With a copy to: 

CONTRACTOR: 

With a copy to: 

en 
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Rick Carpenter ;v 

BDD Project Manager '" Sangre de Cristo Water Division ;v 

801 San Mateo . m 

Santa Fe, NM 87504 
o 
o 
;v 

Nancy R. Long, Esq. C 
m 

BDDB Independent Counsel C 

Long, Pound & Komer, P.A. CI 
.....2200 Brothers Road 

P. O. Box 5098 N " Santa Fe, NM 87502·5098 -, 
N 

Randy W. Grissom CI 

Interim Assistant Vice President CI 
Santa Fe Community College 
6401 Richards Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87508 

Stephen Hoffman 
CDM 
341 Caja del Rio 
Santa Fe, NM 87506 

Any such notice sent by registered or certified mail, return receipt, shall be deemed to 

have been duly given and received seventy-two (72) hours after the same is so addressed and 

mailed with postage prepaid. Notice sent by recognized overnight delivery service shall be 

effective only upon actual receipt thereof at the office of the addressee set forth above, and any 

such notice delivered at a time outside of normal business hours shall be deemed effective at the 

opening of business on the next business day. Notice sent by facsimile shall be effective only 

upon actual receipt of the original unless written confirmation is sent by the recipient of the 

facsimile stating that the notice has been received, in which case the notice shall be deemed 

effective as 0 the date specified in the confirmation. Any party may change its address for 

purposes of this paragraph by giving notice to the other party as herein provided. Delivery ofany 

copies as provided herein shall not constitute delivery ofnotice hereunder. 

Professional Services Agreement (Santa Fe Community College) l/ 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the partieshave executedthis Agreement on the dateset forth ::u 

below. 

BUCKMAN DIRECT DIVERSION 
BOARD 

By: 
Commissioner RebeccaWurzburger 
Chairperson 

Date: 

ATTEST: 

ValerieEspinoza, CountyClerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

APPROVED: 

CityFinance Director 

BusinessUnitJLine Item 

ATTEST: 

YolandaY. Vigil, City Clerk 
File Date: 

~ 

::u 
m 
o 

CONTRACTOR: o 
::uSANTA FE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

By: 
Name: Dr.Ron Liss 
Title: Vice President 

StudentAffairs 
Date: 

NM Taxation& Revenue 
CRS #01197245009 

C 
m 
C 

o 
..... 
-, 
N 

for Academic and -, 
N 
o 

o 

Professional ServicesAgreement (SantaFe Community College) 12 
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EXIDBITA 
;:u 
;ill; 

SCOPE OF WORK 
;:u 
m 
(") 

Santa Fe Community College Roles and Responsibilities 
Buckman Direct Diversion Project 

o 
;:u 
o 
m 
o 

Course Development - Projected Cost: $52,800 
SFCC will develop up to 12 college credit courses that will be 

o 
.... 

" included in the Basic Water Treatment Certificate and/or the N 

Advanced Water Treatment Certificate. The course development -, 
process will include identification of resources such as 
textbooks, video, equipment and supplies; the development of 

N 
o 

detailed class outlines/schedules that incorporate all o 

competencies and topics required in the syllabus; design of all 
class exercises, projects, quizzes and examinations; and, where 
applicable, conversion to online. 

Courses to be Developed 12 
Average Development Hours per Course 40 
Rate per Hour $110.00 

SFCC will invoice monthly for course development. 

Man&gement Fee - Cost: $25,000 
This fee covers the costs of management of the project as well as 
set up for the various courses. Actual course delivery costs 
will be paid by SFCC. 

BDD will be invoiced monthly with the cost spread evenly over the 
contract period. 

JExhibit A 
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Tuition, Fees and Books - Projected Costl $ 97,200 
;ll; 

Tuition and required fees will be charged for each student based ;:u 
m 

upon the credit hours for each course. Each online course will o 
also include a $75 per course Distance Education Fee and the o 

;:u
price of books may vary by course. The following rates will o 

mapply to any credit courses offered as part of this contract: o 
cTuition Rates (per credit hour) : ..... 

In District $ 35.00 -, 
Out of District $ 47.00 N 

Out of State $ 85.00 -, 
Required Fees (per credit hour:) N 

C 
Service Fee $ 3.80 
Student Government Fee $ 1. 00 c 

Distance Education Fee: 
Per Student/Per Online Course $ 75.00 

Books-Average Cost $125.00 

Basic Certificate:
 
Students 18
 
Credit Hours 22
 
Online Courses 5
 
Courses with Books 7
 

Advanced Certificate:
 
Students 14
 
Credit Hours 22
 
Online Courses 7
 
Courses with Books 7
 

BOD will be invoiced for tuition based upon the rate that is 
applicable to each student. Invoices for tuition, fees and books 
for each course will be sent to BOD once the course has started. 

Projected Total Cost: $175,000 

Exhibit A 2 



PROPOSED CERTIFICATES AND COURSES 

BASIC WATER TREATMENT CERTIFICATE. 
(PROPOSED) 

ENGL 111 Composition and Rhetoric 
BSAD 111 Principles of Managing 

TOTALS 

ADVANCED WATER TREATMENT CERTIFICATE.' 
(PROPOSED) 

WWTT 299 Cooperative Education 
TOTALS 

·Courses in highlighted boxes need to be developed. 

III 
TI 
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;:u 

'" 
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m 
C'l 
0 
;:u 
C 
m 
C 

0 .... 

" N 

3 
3 

22 

45 
45 

360 

" N 
0 

0 

3 150 
22 435 

The total credit hours required to complete both certificates is 
44. These credit hour equate to 645 hours of classroom time or 
equivalent work and 150 hours of on-the-job work for the WWTT 299 
Cooperative Education class. Fourteen courses will be developed 
that represent 35 college credit hours and 555 hours of classroom 
time or equivalent work. 

As many courses as possible will be developed to be online or a 
blend of online and in-person. It is assumed that BDD will 
provide classroom and laboratory space for instructor-led classes 
and access to computers for online coursework. Students will be 
able to access the online courses from any location with internet 
access. 
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Date: 0610312010 

To: Buckman DirectDiversion Board 

Via: Brian Snyder, Acting PublicUtilities Director pK~ 

From:Rick Carpenter, WaterResources Coordinator {LV' 
HE: Approval of BudgetAdjustment Requests for BOD FY 09/10 

In February 2010, the Buckman Direct Diversion Board approved annual 
operating budgets for the BOD facility for FY 2009fl010. The budget 
included $275,433 for Personnel costs for a partial year of operations. This 
was for key positions that were needed to start up the facility. These 
positions have been advertised and staff is in the process of accepting 
applications. Dueto the timingof the job postings and hiring process, these 
funds will not be fully utilized in the current FY for this purpose. Staff is 
requesting that the funding earmarJ(ed be adjusted so that it can be utilized 
by other operating costs needed at this time. Those costs include 
advertising for the job position postings, and various Professional Services 
contracts. 

Staff is requesting approval of the attached BAR which win move funding 
from the Personnel lineItemto the Professional Services and theAdvertising 
line itemsin the amount of $275,433. 

Recommended Action: 

Staff recommends approval of the BARfor FY2009/10 in the amountof 
$275,433. 

SSOOl.PIIll • 11M 
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oCIty of Santa Fe, New Mexico 
o 

r 

::IllBUDGET ADJUSTMENT REQUEST (BAR) 
m 

~ 

DEPARTMENT' DIVISION' SECTION' UNIT NAME DATE ::Ill 
m 

PUBLIC UTllITIESI WATER 0610212010 o 
o 
::Ill 

ITEMDESCRIPTION B.U.' LINEITEM SUBLEDGER INCREASE DECREASE o 
(f_llplUMIlnIyI m 

o 
Professional Svc 72410.510300 252,933 

Supplies 72400.530100 1,000 

Advertising 72400.561850 20,000 -, 
N 

Communications 72410.514100 1,000 Q 

Fuel 72410.531000 500 

JUSTIFICATION: (useacld/lionsl page If ne6ded) TOTAL 275,433\ $ 

Increase09(10 Budgetto reflectadditional expenses. 

CITYCOUNCil.APPROVAL 
• rica J......_ CA.~ Q6I101lO c.vCoundl Appto""'D

~ ........ Date R~ BUdgetOmcer Date 

Division Director Date Finance Director Dale 

Agemgnem" 
DepartmenlDirector Dale City Manager Dale 
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Ruckma. D1recl D1,ersloR Prulecl ;:u 
--	 ---- - --_.-.....4­
A joint regional project of the City of Santa Fe and santa Fe County to build a reI/able and sustainable water supply. 

;:u 
m 
o 

MEMORANDUM	 o 
;:u 
o 
mDate: January 25, 2010	 o 

To: Buckman Direct Diversion Board	 o 
.....

From: Rick Carpenter, BODProject Manager	 -, 
N

Subject: FY09/10 Operating Budget Adjustment Request 
-, 
N 
o 

The BOD Project Manager requested approval of the current fiscal year operating budget 
ofor the BOD In order to hire the BOD Facilities Manager and three BOD professional 

positions this fiscal year. The BOD Board approved this operating budget request at Its 
August 2009 meeting. The amount was $166,710. 

Subsequently, the BOD Project Manager requested that the BOD Board approve addition of 
a full-time instructor/trainer/safety officer to the positions we need to fill this fiscal year. 
The BOD Board approved this request at its November 2009 meeting. 

We have learned that Cityof Santa Fe policy requires approved budget for each new 
position before advertisement of the position. Since we must advertise all BOD operator 
positions In the current fiscal year In order to fill them in accordance with the staffing and 
training schedule conceptually approved by the BOD Board In November, a budget 
adjustment request Is necessary to include them. For purposes of including all operators 
above the lowest classification in the budget adjustment request, we have indicated all 
operators will be hired by June 15,2010. In fact, most of the positions will not be filled 
until early FYlO/ll. 

Finally, we now have tentative classifications and salary ranges for all BOD staff. The BAR 
is based on using the midpoints of these salary ranges to calculate personnel costs for the 
FY09/10 budget year. 

These changes Increase the requested FY09/10 operating budget total to $275,432.88 and 
require additional budget of$108.722.88. 

c/o BOOProject Manager, Sangre de Cristo Water Division, City of santa Fe • P.O.Box 909 • Santa Fe. NM 87504' _w.bddprojeclorg 
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Fecllilies Monager S 43.27 
F1nencIeI Monager S 32.08 
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