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Utility Operator Certification Advisory Board 
Minutes October 28, 2016  

 

 Ms. Eisen called the meeting to order at 9:06 a.m. and began with the roll call and 
introduction of guests. 

1. Roll Call & Introduction of Guests: 

Present:  
  Maria Gilvarry, Joe Harvey, Cathie Eisen, Dale Graham, Joe Bailey, Bobby 

Towle, Sydney Hoke (attended by phone) 

Absent:  
 (Ivan) Michael Abell, Rick Mitchell 
 
Guests: Eric Hall, NMED-UOCP; Danielle Shuryn, NMED-DWB (attended by phone); 
Anne Keller, NMED-UOCP; John Fitzgerald, Michael Alvidrez, Brian Bennon (ITCA), 
Arnulfo Castenada, Nick Lucas (ABQWUA), Judy Bently (ABQWUA) 

2. Review and approval of agenda: 

 Ms. Eisen inquired if everyone had a chance to review the agenda and asked for any 
changes or corrections.  Ms. Keller proposed the removal of Rudy Apodaca and Marlon Luna 
from Item #5.  She also proposed tabling the “Discussion of operator experience for reciprocity” 
to the next meeting and replacing Item #6 with a “Review of the Water and Wastewater Level 3 
& 4 Need to Know criteria.  Mr. Bailey proposed a correction to the next meeting date in Item 
#11 to be changed to 2017.  Mr. Bailey moved to accept the agenda as amended.  Mr. Graham 
seconded the motion.  All members voted affirmatively and the motion passed unanimously. 

3. Review and approval of August 9, 2016 meeting minutes: 

 Ms. Eisen asked if everyone had a chance to review the meeting minutes.  Ms. Eisen and 
Mr. Graham noted a few typos to be corrected.  Mr. Graham made a motion to approve the 
meeting minutes as amended.  Mr. Hoke seconded the motion.  All members voted affirmatively 
and the motion passed unanimously. 

4. Discussion of engineering and related experience: 

 Ms. Eisen led discussion related to operator experience and many operators’ desire to test 
for the level 3 certifications when they don’t have actual operations experience.  Ms. Eisen 
expressed concerned about allowing those operators test for level 3 certifications; she thinks 
allowing them to test for level 1 or 2 would be more appropriate.  Ms. Gilvarry expressed 
concern that by letting these people test for higher certifications, without requiring them to test 
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for lower certifications first, would set them up to fail.  She thinks a refinement or further 
description of the definition of experience is necessary.   

Mr. Nathanson pointed out that the water level 3 is the first certification that allows 
operators to run surface water treatment plant.  Mr. Nathanson’s concern was that the Dept. is 
potentially certifying water level 3 operators who have never run a surface water treatment plant.  
Mr. Nathanson explained that it’s possible for an operator to attain a WS3 certification without 
the operator having any operational experience in a water 3 type of plant, as long as the operator 
knows how to take tests.  Therefore, he continued, the responsibility is on the hiring system and 
that system’s training/mentoring to ensure that such operator get the experience they need to 
support the WS3 certification need to know responsibilities.  In Mr. Nathanson’s opinion, an 
engineer or other similarly experienced professional who can demonstrate the minimum 1-year 
operational experience and meet the requirements of 20.7.4.22 B (2)(f) is entitled to take up to a 
level 3 exam.  Concerns about whether the operator can operate a level 3 type plant would need 
to be addressed within that system, just as described previously. 

Ms. Eisen stated that she believes the water level 3 test “weeds out” those operators who 
don’t know how to run a surface water treatment plant.  Ms. Gilvarry suggested a refinement of 
the experience requirements to ensure that an operator taking a water level 3 exam is qualified by 
experience to run a surface water treatment plant.  Ms. Gilvarry suggested solution is to require 
all operators to take level 1, 2, 3 & 4 certifications in sequence and not allow anyone to skip a 
lower level certification to test for a higher level certification.  Ms. Eisen did not agree with this 
proposed solution because the State is short of higher level operators.  Ms. Eisen stated she 
doesn’t think the certification requirements be so restrictive that operators can’t move forward 
and achieve higher level certifications.  Ms. Gilvarry expressed the need for operators to 
show/document that the operator has some experience operating a system (ie., shadowing 
certified operators, performing walk-throughs with certified operators, etc.)  Mr. Nathanson 
stated there needs to be a shared responsibility between employers and the certification program 
to make sure these operators are well trained when they apply to take higher level exams.   

 Ms. Gilvarry explained that she’s seen instances where employers are trying to count 
residential plumbing and other non-operations experience as operations experience.  Ms. Gilvarry 
suggested the Program needs to do better job of instructing people to fill out the exam apps.   

Mr. Bailey stated if the applicant meets the basic provisions of the UOC Regulations, 
then the applicant can test.  Ms. Gilvarry again stated the UOC Regulation needs a better 
definition of “operate” and “experience”.  Mr. Bailey: proposed a review of all the definitions in 
the UOC Regulation and if they need to be changed, then the Advisory Board should begin work 
on changing the definitions that need to be changed.   

 Ms. Eisen suggested that the Advisory Board’s “homework” before the next meeting will 
be to review and make notes on any definitions they feel need to be changed.   


