MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

OF THE

SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY WASTEWATER AUTHORITY

ENGINEERING COMMITTEE

April 8, 2010

A Regular Meeting of the South Orange County Wastewater Authority Engineering Committee was held on Thursday, April 8, 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


DENNIS CAFFERTY, El Toro Water District


DAVE REBENSDORF, City of San Clemente 


DR. ROBERT GUMERMAN, Moulton Niguel Water District 


MIKE DUNBAR, South Coast Water District (arrived 8:40 a.m.) 

ERIC BAUMAN, City of San Juan Capistrano (arrived 8:45 a.m.)
Also Present:


BRIAN PECK, SOCWA Director of Engineering


CHRISTINE HUTTON, Administrative Assistant

LARRY DEES, Moulton Niguel Water District
Mr. Peck, SOCWA, Director of Engineering, called the meeting to order at 8:34 a.m. and welcomed all those in attendance. 

Review/Approval of Meeting Minutes (November ’09 and January ‘10)

DISCUSSION:


Mr. Peck requested comments and corrections for the provided meeting minutes.  Dr. Gumerman noted that his name was misspelled in the November meeting minutes
ACTION:

Motion was made by Mr. Ferons and seconded by Mr. Dees to approve the provided Engineering Committee minutes as amended.  Motion carried with all present Engineering Committee members voting aye. 
 Review of Proposals for the Coastal Treatment Plant Primary Upgrade Phase II Design (PC 15)
DISCUSSION:


Mr. Peck informed the Engineering Committee that the proposed project involved the replacement of primary sedimentation basin sludge collectors.  Two basins were completed as part of Phase I for the Coastal Treatment Plant designed by Brown and Caldwell.  The shafts for 

the collectors were stainless steel.  Mr. Peck has previously reported on problems with a similar project at the Latham Plant where Malcolm Pirnie did not follow the specification provided by SOCWA; the error resulted in carbon steel shafts being provided for the project.  Brown and Caldwell was subsequently selected to perform an upgrade to the primary sedimentation basins at the Regional Treatment Plant based on their successful work at the Coastal Treatment Plant.  The shop drawing for the Regional Plant project came in concurrently with the pre-proposal meeting for the second phase of work at the Coastal Plant (the subject of this agenda item).  Consultants were forewarned at the pre-proposal meeting of the problems with shaft material selection.  However, it appears that Brown & Caldwell switched the shaft material from stainless steel to carbon steel after the SOCWA had completed the 90% review of the Regional Plant design documents.  This error was not caught by Brown and Caldwell during their review of the shop drawing; SOCWA staff did catch the issue prior to the return of the shop drawing to the contractor.  Brown and Caldwell has not been able to identify the reason for the material change.  SOCWA staff is currently trying to sort this issue out with the contractor S.S. Mechanical.

Mr. Peck indicated that the situation caused a problem for the current selection process in that Brown and Caldwell had submitted a proposal that merited serious consideration.  Mr. Peck requested that this proposal review be deferred until next month to allow the problem at the Regional Plant to get resolved.  Discussion ensued.

ACTION:

Action on the Coastal Treatment Plant Primary Upgrade – Phase II Final Design proposals was rescheduled to the May Engineering Committee meeting.  

Review Status of San Juan Creek Ocean Outfall Junction Structure Upgrade (PC 5)
DISCUSSION:

Mr. Peck reported the status of the San Juan Creek Ocean Outfall Junction Structure Upgrade project.  Mr. Peck referred to two 11 x 17 drawings that showed the basic design for the upgrade prepared by Carollo Engineers.  The design is difficult to implement due to the depth of the proposed structural reinforcement is below water level.  The concern is that an excavation might destabilize the structure or the adjoining pipelines. SOCWA staff met with Hayward Baker to discuss a jet grouting approach to site stabilization.  Hayward Baker is a national firm with significant expertise in below ground stabilization.  Hayward Baker provided good information but hesitated to do the actual design.  Their interest is in doing the actual construction work.  Ninyo & Moore, the geotechnical consulting firm for the project, is concerned about writing a specification for a technique that depends on the technical expertise of the contractor.  Mr. Peck indicated that if a performance based specification was followed then the need for design expertise in jet grouting might be limited.

Mr. Peck reviewed the geotechnical unknowns associated with the project.  Ninyo & Moore prepared a summary of geotechnical data for the project.  There is no recent geotechnical exploration data at the Junction Structure.  The core data from the original 1978 design is still available.  However, the post construction conditions are not certain.  There is also data from the recent MWDOC project at the mouth of San Juan Creek, in which the designer can extrapolate this data to create a basis for bidding.  The approach to creating the bid documents would then include the following: (1) summarize the geotechnical information (this is complete); (2) write a performance specification (work with Carollo and Ninyo & Moore to define the necessary stabilization; (3) prepare very basic guide specifications for sheet piling, grout stabilization, and dewatering; (4) bid work; (5) contractor mobilizes on site; (6) contractor performs geotechnical exploration.  The basis for the project might need to be revised after completing the exploration. 

Mr. Peck discussed information that is needed for the environmental documentation for the project – how long is the contractor going to be on-site; how much space is needed; and what type of equipment will be used.  
Discussion ensued regarding the bidding of the project.  Mr. Ferons indicated that SOCWA could either sole source Hayward Baker or get a pre-negotiated price from them.  Mr. Rebensdorf queried about going ahead and doing a boring to find out current local conditions.  Mr. Peck indicated that that might become a very lengthy process, as that would require going through the permitting process twice (for two different site mobilizations).  Mr. Peck indicated that Mr. Richard Bell, MWDOC, has indicated that it took them nine months to get through the Coastal Commission and the CEQA process for the initial phase of their test slant well on the opposite side of San Juan Creek.  It appears that SOCWA might be able to deal with the City of Dana Point for a local Coastal Commission ruling.  It is not clear whether or not that will speed the process.
 
Dr. Gumerman asked if the process could be simplified by simply removing the Junction Structure and replacing with a new section of pipe.  Mr. Peck responded that he did not think so because it still involved the same depth of excavation and the same stabilization issues for the remaining pipeline.

Mr. Peck indicated that he saw two problems with this work from the Board of Directors perspective regarding the work:  (1) how do we evaluate the reasonableness of the bid given our lack of experience with this type of project and (2) what protection do you have against significant change orders once the contractor begins excavation at the beach.  Mr. Ferons recommended outlining the issues to the Board; he believes that the Board will be satisfied if they understand the issues at an early stage.  Mr. Peck will return with the results of this discussion at the May Engineering Committee meeting.  

Mr. Peck proposed proceeding along two avenues to develop a bidding approach.  First, Mr. Peck will discuss the proposed work with local general contractors.  Second, Mr. Peck will further review bidding options with Hayward Baker.  The representatives from Project Committee No.5 indicated that this approach was satisfactory.
ACTION:


Mr. Peck is to make an updated report to the Engineering Committee on May 13, 2010.

J.B. Latham Treatment Plant East Plant Improvements Construction Progress Report 
(PC 2)
DISCUSSION:

Mr. Peck reported that the contractor has been making good progress.  The installation of the new switchgear building has been completed.  Mr. Peck presented three new change orders for the project (6, 7, and 8).  Change Order No.6 involves the relocation of a pipeline around the pad for the new switchgear facility.  The pipeline was not identified on the bid plans.  Change Order No.7 involved an alternate routing of the temporary cable to the motor control center in the Energy Building while Motor Control Center ‘L’ is replaced.  The longer alternate route was requested by SOCWA staff to minimize access problems.  Change Order No.8 involves the cost for Ziebarth to drain and clean one of the primary sedimentation basins after a SOCWA gate failed and flooded the work area.  These three small change orders bring the total change order cost for the project up to $44,312.25.  This is still well within the contingency for the project. 
Mr. Ferons asked at what threshold does change orders have to be brought to the Board.   Mr. Peck indicated that change orders went to the Board when the cumulative change order amount exceeded $20,000. 
ACTION:

The Engineering Committee voted unanimously to recommend Change Order No.6, No.7 and No.8 for Board approval.

Review of Proposed Scope of Services for the J.B. Latham Treatment Plant Strategic Plan (PC 2)

DISCUSSION:

Mr. Peck discussed the proposed scope of services for the J. B. Latham Treatment Plant Strategic Plan.  This is a unique project which requires detailed consideration of the scope.  The proposed budget for the work is $200,000.  The overall goal of the project is to speculate what the plant will look like in 25 years.  The relevance of this work is to determine how SOCWA can maintain options for the future; how to optimize the existing operation; and how to avoid committing capital funds to an area of the treatment plant that will end up being reworked. Mr. Peck speculated that this is a challenging project for a consultant because there are so many different ways to approach the project.  The creativity that the consultant brings to this work will be important.  In addition, the consultant will have to be comfortable with a survey level effort rather than detailed analysis.  The proposed tasks for Structural Review (Task 3) and Seismic Analysis (Task 4) are key elements to the project.  SOCWA will provide the consultant with access to plans, reports, and for a one-week period access to the insides of typical basins.  The consultant will have to use the available information to make a rapid assessment of the basins.  The same broad analysis will be needed for the seismic review.  A thorough and detailed analysis will not be possible for the many scope items.

Discussion ensued regarding the experience of the Santa Margarita Water District (SMWD) with the strategic plan for the Chiquita facility.  Mr. Ferons noted that it is important in this type of study to keep the consultant focused on the key specifics.  
Mr. Dunbar noted that this was not truly a strategic plan in that it was not looking at the broader goals of the agency.  In truth, it is more of a long term facility plan.  Dr. Gumerman stated this type of facility plan should focus on what the plant will be doing in 25 years.  The focus then shifts on the steps necessary to get the plant to that point.  Mr. Ferons suggested that this might be better to break into two separate projects.  The first project would be a scoping study; the second project would be build on the points identified in the scoping study.  Dr. Gumerman agreed with that two prong approach.  Mr. Ferons expanded on this to say that there are a broader set of issues to be considered: septage handling, FOG handling, and energy management.  What service should SOCWA provide to the community?


Mr. Peck indicated that he would refashion these ideas into the draft Request for Proposals.
ACTION:


SOCWA staff will present the draft request for proposals at the May 13 Engineering Committee Meeting.

Regional Treatment Plant Headworks Upgrade Construction Progress Report (PC 17)

DISCUSSION:

Mr. Peck indicated that this item had been agendized in anticipation of a change order.  However, SOCWA staff has determined not to execute that particular change order.  A change order is anticipated in the near future related to a sun shade for a series of instrumentation panels located on the south side of Headworks Building.  S.S. Mechanical continues to make good progress on the project.  
ACTION:


No action at this time.

Review of Request for Proposals for Plant 3A Infrastructure Repair Design Services (PC 3A)

DISCUSSION:

Mr. Peck reported that he did not have the draft request for proposals (RFP) completed.  This item will be addressed at the May Engineering Committee meeting.  
ACTION:

No action at this time.

Public Comments on Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7
DISCUSSION:


Mr. Peck asked if there were any public comments on items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7.  There was none.

ACTION:


No action needed.

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:26 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 April 08, 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

