MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

OF THE

SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY WASTEWATER AUTHORITY

ENGINEERING COMMITTEE

February 11, 2010

A Regular Meeting of the South Orange County Wastewater Authority Engineering Committee was held on Thursday, February 11, 2010, at 8:30 a.m. at the Administrative Office located at 34156 Del Obispo Street, Dana Point, California.

The following Engineering Committee Members were present:


DAN FERONS, Santa Margarita Water District


LARRY DEES, Moulton Niguel Water District 


DAVID SHISSLER, City of Laguna Beach


MIKE DUNBAR, South Coast Water District

ERIC BAUMAN, City of San Juan Capistrano

NOAH SANCHEZ, Irvine Ranch Water District
Also Present:


BRIAN PECK, SOCWA Director of Engineering


CHRISTINE HUTTON, SOCWA Administrative Assistant

MIKE WILSON, SOCWA Assistant General Manager/Director of Operations 

MIKE DEMAREE, SOCWA Director of Finance

Mr. Peck, SOCWA, Director of Engineering, called the meeting to order at 8:33 a.m. and welcomed all those in attendance. 
Review/Approval of Meeting Minutes (October and November ’09)
DISCUSSION:


Mr. Peck stated that the October 8, 2009 Engineering Committee Meeting was distributed for Engineering Committee review, however, the November Engineering Committee Meeting minutes would not be distributed until the March Meeting.  Mr. Peck asked if there were any questions or comments regarding the October Engineering Committee Meeting minutes.  There was none.
ACTION:

Motion was made by Mr. Dees and seconded by Mr. Ferons to approve the provided Engineering Committee minutes.  Motion carried with all present Engineering Committee members voting aye.  
Review of Proposed SOCWA Capital Improvements Budget for Fiscal year ‘10/’11 (All Project Committees)
DISCUSSION:

Mr. Peck stated that this was the first formal discussion regarding the Fiscal Year ‘10/’11 Capital Improvements Budget by the Engineering Committee.  However, these projects and budgets have been presented to the Committee over the past four months as the ‘first year’ of the proposed update to the Ten Year Plan.

Mr. Peck reviewed three proposed projects for Project Committee 2 at the J.B. Latham Plant.  The most significant project in the capital improvement plan is the construction for the Aeration/Co-Generation Upgrade with a budget of over $3 million. The second project was the Strategic Plan for the J.B. Latham Plant in which staff will have a detailed scope of work presented to the Engineering Committee for review in April.  The final new budget item for the J.B. Latham Plant has the nebulous title of ‘Site Preparation’.  The now defunct AWT Project included provisions for demolishing several structures on the site as well as relocating the Engineering Department office trailer. SOCWA is proposing to remove the old maintenance shop building followed by installing a set of office trailers in its place.  This will require a new foundation, wiring for power, phone and internet, water supply and a sewer connection.  However, the most significant part of the project is the building demolition, as past survey work indicated the presence of asbestos in the roof.  Mr. Bauman recommended that a survey be done of the building for mercury in the light ballasts and switches.  He noted that the City of San Juan Capistrano had determined surprisingly high mercury levels when removing an old trailer.

Next, Mr. Peck reviewed three proposed projects for Plant 3A.  The first project is an upgrade to the primary sedimentation basins similar to the projects being performed at the other three SOCWA plants.  The work includes the replacement of the sludge collectors, the scum skimmers, and the launders.  The second project is an increase in budget to the secondary clarifier recoating. This is based on the recent bid opening for the similar clarifier recoating at the Regional Treatment Plant.  The third project is devoted to infrastructure repair.  Settlement has increased to the point that the dissolved air flotation thickener (DAF) system is becoming impacted and the failure of underground piping and electrical conduits.  A significant rehabilitation project is proposed that would excavate down to eight feet in certain areas.  Then a geosynthetic liner would be installed, buried infrastructure would be repaired and the foundation would be reconstructed.  This is based on a preliminary concept that was developed several years ago by a geotechnical engineer.  We are attempting to do a localized solution rather than a plant-wide repair.  

The only proposed item for Project Committee 5 is additional funding for grout stabilization on the reinforcement of the Junction Structure.  Mr. Peck noted that the issue was how to excavate to the base of the structure without destabilizing the pipe and the structure itself.  Staff met with a contractor to review methods for grout injection. Mr. Peck deferred this topic for further discussion at the April Engineering Committee Meeting.

Mr. Peck stated that only two additional budget items were being proposed for the coming fiscal year.  The first project is the replacement and relocation of the sodium hypochlorite feed system.  The Sodium Hypochlorite Project has been continuously shifted back in time within the Ten Year Plan for the past four years.  The project is proposed for the coming year to resolve a Uniform Fire Code issue regarding containment.  There is a possibility that the new Sodium Hypochlorite facility could also provide disinfectant for the proposed South Coast Water District creek treatment project.  Mr. Dunbar indicated that the creek treatment project is currently embroiled in negotiations with the California Department of Fish and Game.  Mr. Dunbar believes that they will know more about the status of that project in two months.

The second proposed Coastal Treatment Plant budget item is the additional budget for the West Primary Sedimentation Basin Upgrade.  The Ten Year Plan divided this project into two budget years.  Staff mailed out Request for Proposals (RFP) to consultants two days ago.

  Mr. Peck indicated that the proposed budget for the Regional Plant included an additional $250,000 for the Chlorine System modifications.  Mr. Peck believes that the Malcolm Pirnie estimate for the construction cost of $1,100,000 is overly conservative.  The additional $250,000 will bring the available budget to approximately $850,000.  Also, the existing SOCWA capital budget includes $600,000 for the temporary Sodium Hypochlorite Feed System.  SOCWA staff is uncertain just how temporary the design is for the hypochlorite feed system.  Mr. Peck expressed doubt that there was sufficient budget – even with the $250,000 addition - to do both the upgrade to the chlorine feed system and a full-scale hypochlorite project.  Mr. Peck expressed concern that constructing both projects was wasteful.  Mr. Demaree noted that SOCWA had just received a letter from the chlorine provider indicating that that company is getting out of the chlorine gas business.  This will leave Jones as the only chlorine gas supplier in Southern California.  While Jones has indicated a commitment to remain in the chlorine business, it is apparent that the costs will rise.  Mr. Dees suggested that SOCWA staff and MNWD staff should meet with Dr. Gumerman to determine the appropriate direction regarding chlorine and sodium hypochlorite.  Mr. Peck added that there still remains a disagreement between the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) and SOCWA regarding the containment sizing.  However, the OCFA has not corresponded regarding this issue for the past eighteen months.
Mr. Peck then reviewed the Digester Re-coating and Co-Generation Upgrade Design projects for Project Committee 17.


Lastly, Mr. Peck referred to Table 3, which shows a comparison between the values in the FY ‘09/’10 budget, the proposed FY ‘10/’11 budget and the previously adopted Ten Year Plan.    The proposed FY ‘10/’11 budget has a minor decrease in the capital improvement budgets for Project Committees 3A, 15, and 17 as compared to the ‘09/’10 Ten Year Plan.  Mr. Peck pointed out that there was a substantial increase for Project Committee 2 budget due to the construction for the Aeration/Co-Generation Upgrade which had been shifted back from FY ‘09/’10 to FY ‘10/’11.  The combined budget for FY ‘09/’10 and FY ‘10/’11 for Project Committee 2 is below the comparable years in the Ten Year Plan.  Mr. Ferons stated that SOCWA staff should look at the new k-Turbo and Neuros blower units for the J.B. Latham Plant.  The Santa Margarita Water District (SMWD) is looking at these for the Oso Water Reclamation Plant; the payback appears to be 3 to 4 years.
Mr. Peck requested any concerns, questions or problems regarding the proposed budget from the Engineering Committee members before seeking their approval for the Ten Year Plan at the March Engineering Committee.  
ACTION:


No action at this time.

Review of Draft Ten Year Plan (All Project Committees)
DISCUSSION:

Mr. Peck stated that the target for presentation of the Ten Year Plan to the SOCWA Board of Directors is the normally scheduled April meeting.  Mr. Peck has received a few comments from the Engineering Committee on previously transmitted Ten Year Plan materials regarding a few minor math errors found in the spreadsheets.  In addition, Mr. Peck noted that he had received a call from Mr. Dunbar inquiring why the administrative costs were higher for Project Committee 15 than Project Committee 17 (although the Regional Plant is larger and more complex than the Coastal Plant).  Mr. Peck explained that Project Committee 15 also included the AWMA Road, the sludge force mains, and to a limited extent, Aliso Creek itself.  Mr. Peck pointed out that dealings with the County of Orange and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers tended to involve more staff time than conventional plant projects.  Mr. Dees inquired if time spent on Aliso Creek projects was also spread to Project Committees 21 and 24.  Mr. Peck responded that typically yes but it depended on the location and scope of the Aliso Creek projects.  Mr. Dunbar inquired if SOCWA staff time was charge directly to individual projects.  Mr. Peck responded that it was not; that time is budgeted as administrative/legal.  Mr. Ferons added that it was more typical to capitalize staff time by having a labor code for each project.  Mr. Demaree responded that the distribution of time was between liquids, common and solids for the Project Committees 2 and 17.   Mr. Ferons speculated that it might not be a significant issue for SOCWA since it is not using bond funds like the member agencies.  Mr. Peck responded that he would take another look at the projected allocation of administrative time.

Mr. Dees noted that the cost loading should be included in the Ten Year Plan.  Mr. Peck responded that the cost loading tables for each member agency would be included in the Appendix.  


Mr. Peck concluded that if there were any additional questions he would like to receive inquiries by February 25; then, present the final Ten Year Plan at the March Engineering Committee meeting for approval.  

ACTION:


No action at this time.

Public Comments on Items 1, 2, and  3
DISCUSSION:


Mr. Peck asked if there were any public comments on items 1, 2, and 3.  There was none.
ACTION:


No action needed.

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:05 a.m. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Minutes are a true and accurate copy of the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the South Orange County Wastewater Authority Engineering Committee of February 11, 2010, and approved and ratified by the Board of Directors of the South Orange County Wastewater Authority.

___________________________________________________________

Thomas R. Rosales, General Manager / Secretary

SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY WASTEWATER AUTHORITY

