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VANDENBERG VILLAGE 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

. . ..... - -.-.. --3757 Constellation Road· Vandenoerg village· Lompoc, (';A \:I;j4;jti 

Telephone (805) 733~2475· Fax: (805) 733-2109 
"Pnde in Community Sen'ice" 

RESOLUTION NO. 188-10 

November 2, 2010 

LEAK DETECTION AND REPAIR PROJECT 

hllp: /11'1 { sd.of'g 
infolfiow c.rd DIV .... "" 

WHEREAS, on March 3, 2009 the Board of Directors of the Vandenberg Village 
Community Services District (District) approved participation in the Proposition 84 
process; and 

WHEREAS, the District, Mission Hills Community Services District, and the City of 
Lompoc share the Lompoc Groundwater Basin; and 

WHEREAS, the District had 81.6 million gallons of unaccounted-for water in fiscal 
year 2009-2010; and 

WHEREAS, the District is committed to reducing unaccounted-for water; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Board of Directors of the Vandenberg 
Village Community Services District as follows: 

1. Vandenberg Village Community Services District shall participate with the City 
of Lompoc and Mission Hills Community Services District in a regional Leak 
Detection and Repair Project. 

2. The required matching funds will be obtained through water user fees adopted 
by the Board of Directors. 

3. $22,000 in the current fiscal year's budget is earmarked for project costs and 
future project costs will be budgeted as required on an annual basis. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Vandenberg Village 
Community Services District this 2nd Day of November 2010 upon motion by 
Director Brooks, seconded by Director Wyckoff and as approved by the following roll 
call vote, to wit: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

Directors Blair, Brooks, Fox, Redmon and Wyckoff 
None 
None 
None 
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ATTEST: 

~ p 
Secretary, Board of Directors 

.~ / /. /" // 
~h1'1I(.Mte/)JH/ 

Robert Wyckoff' " "Y1 
President, Board of Directors 



MISSION STATEMENT

To efficiently provide dependable drinking water delivery and 
wastewater collection services to Vandenberg Village residents, 

with a commitment to customer service.
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FISCAL YEAR 2010-11 BUDGET



OPERATING BUDGET

The operating budget expenditures are presented in two 
categories:

� Water Fund

� Wastewater Fund

The operating budget is funded by rates. 
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Water and Wastewater Operating Budget Summary

Fiscal Year 2010-11
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Below is a summary explanation for each category of the proposed 
operating budget for the water and wastewater enterprise funds. 
Although each fund has its own budget, they are described together in 
the summary to better represent the operating activities of the District. 
More detailed information on each line item is available in the District 
Office for review.

OPERATING REVENUES

The proposed water and wastewater revenues reflect no changes in 
rates.

Water revenues are projected by using an average number of 
active customers for a calendar year and five-year historical 
average water consumption. Since revenue projection is based on 
historic performance, actual revenue could be better in some 
months and worse in others.

Wastewater revenues are projected by using an average number 
of active customers. The fees collected are fixed monthly charges;
hence, actual performance does not vary greatly from budget 
projection.

In addition to budgeted water and wastewater revenues, staff 
estimates a water reserve replenishment total in the amount of 
approximately $287,000 and a water conservation fund 
contribution of $24,000 for Fiscal Year (FY) 2010-11.

NON-OPERATING REVENUES

Interest Earnings are budgeted for the District’s investment 
accounts with the Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF), Santa 
Barbara County Treasury; money market account at Santa 
Barbara Bank & Trust; and Wastewater Capital Reserve Fund 
(WCRF) at the City of Lompoc. 
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Projections are as follows:

LAIF 0.5% - Variable
Santa Barbara County 0.5% - Variable
Money Market 0.5% - Variable
WCRF 0.5% - Variable

OPERATING EXPENSES

In general, operating expenses that are not exclusive to the water or 
wastewater funds (insurance, utilities, office supplies, administrative 
expenses) are allocated at 60% water, 40% wastewater. Customer 
related expenses (billing stock, postage, newsletters) are allocated at 
50% to each fund. 

Water Treatment – Budgeted water treatment costs decreased 
$10,600 from FY 2009-10 budget due to reduction in budgeted 
chemical costs. 

Salaries & Benefits – Salaries and benefits have increased 
$14,515 over FY 2009-10 budget. The anticipated salaries and 
benefits for working hours are:

Water fund  $588,700 (FY 2009-10:  $579,485)
Wastewater fund $341,600 (FY 2009-10: $336,300)
Total $930,300 (FY 2009-10:  $915,785)

The budget is based on a 1.3% economic adjustment and 
assumes that employees who are not at the top of their pay scale 
will receive at least one merit increase. Benefits such as PERS 
and worker’s compensation which are based on gross salaries 
reflect this assumption.

The budgeted benefits expenses increased by $6,615. The
additional cost for paid benefits such as insurance, retirement, etc. 
represents 56.83% of the total base salary the District pays its 
employees. 
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The table below shows a historical comparison of actual salaries to 
budget (does not include paid benefits such as holiday, sick and 
vacation):

Fiscal 
Year

Notes Total 
Budgeted 
Salaries

Total 
Actual 

Salaries

Variance 
from 

budget
06-07 3.75% economic adjustment 475,100 455,519 (19,581)
07-08 5.00% economic adjustment 514,000 495,900 (18,100)
08-09 Salary survey adjustments 553,500 539,931 (13,569)
09-10 3.00% economic adjustment 563,100 530,452

(projected)
(32,648)

10-11 1.30% economic adjustment 571,000

Insurance – Cost includes general liability and property casualty 
insurance. The budget amount assumes no increase in rates 
charged by ACWA-JPIA.

Depreciation – Budget depreciation assumes new capital assets 
purchased in January. All assets are depreciated for the full month 
beginning the first month of ownership. 

Although there is no cash outlay for depreciation expense, the 
Board adopted resolutions in 1994 and 2006 to set cash aside 
based on depreciation expense and establish rates to provide 
sufficient cash to fund this depreciation expense in order to fund a 
replacement reserve for the purpose of replacing capital 
equipment.

Professional/Contract Services – Budget increased for Merchant 
Account Fees (for credit card/debit card payments by our 
customers) by $12,425.

Employee Travel Expense – Budget increased by $1,200 for 
training and mileage.

Director’s Expense – Budget increased by $5,250 for training 
and mileage.

Wastewater Treatment – Budget decreased by $55,900.



Vandenberg Village Community Services District
Water and Wastewater Operating Budget Summary

Fiscal Year 2010-11

R:\DOCS\WP\Finance\BUDGET\2011\Operating Summary.doc 4/1/2010 Page 4 of 4

WCRF – Budget increased by $415,000. This represents the 
District’s portion of capital improvements to the wastewater 
treatment plant. The new WCRF requirement of $742,558 goes 
into effect on July 1, 2010. 

LRWRP Debt Service – New budgeted annual payment of 
$742,558. This represents the District’s portion of the LRWRP 
State Revolving Fund loan annual payment. The payment for FY 
2009-10 was paid from Prop 50 grant funds. 

NET INCOME <LOSS>

Water Fund  $347,645 Wastewater Fund  <$933,666>
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VVANDENBERG VILLAGE COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
 BUDGET

FISCAL YEAR 2010-11

Water Wastewater Combined

REVENUE
41100 Residential 995,193 1,029,157 $2,024,350
41200 Commercial 133,890 220,564 $354,454
41300 Bulk Metered Residential 60,020 $60,020
41400 Irrigation 99,850 $99,850
41700 LRWRP Upgrade Charge        293,031 $293,031
42100 Fire Protection 985 $985
49200 Interest Earnings (Investments) 15,400 12,100 $27,500
49201 Interest Earnings (WCRF) 3,800 $3,800

Reserve Replenishment 287,190 320,327 $607,517
1,592,528$ 1,878,979$ 3,471,507$

EXPENSES
Source of Supply

51105 Contract Services 3,400 $3,400
51112 Pumping Equipment 10,000 $10,000
51405 SYRWCD Pump Tax 14,000 $14,000
51415 Groundwater Recharge 5,000 $5,000

Pumping Equipment
52105 Contract Services 6,000 $6,000
52112 Supplies & Repairs 5,270 4,280 $9,550
52113 SCADA Supplies and Repairs 1,600 400 $2,000
52300 Purchase Power 205,000 5,200 $210,200
52310 Generator Fuel 1,050 $1,050

Water/Wastewater Treatment
53105 1 Wastewater Treatment - LRWRP 680,800 $680,800
53105 2 Wastewater Treatment - Plant Lease - WCRF 450,000 $450,000
53105 3 Wastewater Treatment - Debt Service - LRWRP 742,558 $742,558
53115 Regulatory Fees AB2995 8,000 $8,000
53118 Water Treatment - Chemicals 71,700 $71,700
53205 Contract Services 2,500 $2,500
53212 Supplies & Repairs 2,500 $2,500
53214 Utility Services 500 $500

Transmission and Distribution
54103 Waste Discharge Fee 1,300 $1,300
54105 Contract Services 250 $250
54132 Supplies & Repairs 3,500 $3,500
54205 Contract Services - Reservoirs 11,800 $11,800
54222 Supplies & Repairs - Mains 2,000 3,000 $5,000
54232 Supplies & Repairs - Services 20,000 2,500 $22,500
54232 1 Supplies & Repairs - Poly B 7,500 $7,500
54242 Supplies & Repairs - Meters 20,000 $20,000
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VVANDENBERG VILLAGE COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
 BUDGET

FISCAL YEAR 2010-11

Water Wastewater Combined

56403 1 Floating Holiday 2,427 $2,427
56406 Medical Insurance 64,900 $64,900
56407 Long Term Disability 7,130 $7,130
56410 Educational 11,300 $11,300
56417 PERS 146,000 $146,000
56418 Dental Insurance 9,000 $9,000
56419 Life Insurance 2,800 $2,800
56421 Workers Compensation 14,300 $14,300
56423 Vision Care 1,770 $1,770
56424 Performance/Incentive Pay 2,500 $2,500
56430 Medicare FICA 10,100 $10,100
56431 SUI 1,800 $1,800
57363 WW Allocation - Workers Compensation 5,200 $5,200
57364 WW Allocation - Employee Benefits 125,700 $125,700
57372 WW Allocation - Payroll Taxes 4,400 $4,400
57463 WW Allocation - Workers Compensation (5,200) ($5,200)
57464 WW Allocation - Employee Benefits (125,700) ($125,700)
57472 WW Allocation - Payroll Taxes (4,400) ($4,400)

1,296,430$ 2,840,845$ 4,137,274$
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Actual FY 
Ended

Amended 
Budget

Staff 
Proposed

% Total 
Revenue/

Committee 
Recommended

% Total 
Revenue/

6/30/2009 6/30/2010 6/30/2011 Expense 6/30/2011 Expense

Water Sales 1,277,503 1,252,144 1,289,938 79.79% 1,289,938 79.79%
Water Conservation 0 70,410 24,047 1.49% 24,047 1.49%
Reserve Replenishment 282,838 289,460 287,190 17.77% 287,190 17.77%
Sub-Total $1,560,341 $1,612,014 $1,601,175 99.05% $1,601,175 99.05%

Non-operating Revenue 54,513 45,100 15,400 0.95% 15,400 0.95%
Non-operating Expenses 0 0 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Sub-Total $54,513 $45,100 $15,400 0.95% $15,400 0.95%

Salaries & Benefits 593,767 579,485 588,700 45.41% 588,700 45.41%
Purchased Power 183,174 205,000 205,000 15.81% 205,000 15.81%
Treatment 75,128 95,800 85,200 6.57% 85,200 6.57%
Insurance 15,097 16,680 16,680 1.29% 16,680 1.29%
Depreciation 117,883 116,935 162,243 12.51% 162,243 12.51%
Source of Supply 16,758 33,390 32,400 2.50% 32,400 2.50%
Pumping 18,979 15,900 13,920 1.07% 13,920 1.07%
Transmission and Distribution 48,879 102,900 65,550 5.06% 65,550 5.06%
Administrative 56,573 75,293 74,971 5.78% 74,971 5.78%
Customer Accounts 26,382 29,717 35,475 2.74% 35,475 2.74%
Transportation 7,796 9,000 9,000 0.69% 9,000 0.69%
Tools/Equipment 1,975 6,900 4,560 0.35% 4,560 0.35%
Other 6,285 2,580 2,730 0.21% 2,730 0.21%
Sub-Total $1,168,677 $1,289,579 $1,296,430 100.00% $1,296,430 100.00%

+10.35% +0.53% +0.53%

$446,177 $367,535 $320,145 $320,145 
+ Depreciation $117,883 $116,935 $162,243 $162,243 

$509,547 $439,370 $466,989 $466,989 
44% 34% 36% 36%

VANDENBERG VILLAGE COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
OPERATING BUDGET - WATER

NON-OPERATING REVENUE

OPERATING EXPENSE

OPERATING REVENUE

Reserve Contribution Factor
ESTIMATED ADDITION TO CASH RESERVES

NET INCOME

FISCAL YEAR 2010-11
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Budgeted 
Operating 
Expense

 Water $1,296,430
 Wastewater 2,840,845

 Total $4,137,274

Administrative Salaries

Administrative Salaries(Total Annual PR) $368,289
% of Total 
Oper. Exp.

Employee Benefit, Payroll Taxes & 
Worker's Compensation   @ 56.83% 209,285

Total Administrative Salaries $577,574 13.96%

Other Operating Expenses
Vehicles 15,000 0.36%
Tools & Work Equipment 9,100 0.22%
Insurance -Property Casualty 2,800 0.07%
Uniforms 1,450 0.04%
Safety Equipment 3,100 0.07%
Utilities 6,050 0.15%
Office/Misc Expenses 24,200 0.58%

Total Other Operating Expenses 61,700 1.49%

Total 15.45%

Note:  This percentage is used for CWIP Contra Account and for invoices sent to outside parties.

VANDENBERG VILLAGE COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
ADMINISTRATIVE OVERHEAD  FEES

FISCAL YEAR 2010-11













2009 WELL #1 WELL #2 WELL #3 WELL #4 WELL #5 WELL #6 WELL #7 WELL #8 WELL #9 WELL #10 TOTAL
Jan 23,701,300 2,501,800 43,755,300 279,600 681,800 9,105,900 7,264,400 8,593,898 5,939,000 101,822,998
Feb 23,090,300 1,627,600 55,224,900 730,600 0 2,160,400 6,469,700 6,835,748 0 96,139,248
Mar 13,693,400 2,735,900 39,485,400 383,700 83,800 8,515,600 12,625,400 3,970,569 26,813,910 108,307,679
Apr 8,721,900 1,323,900 48,432,400 356,400 829,400 12,716,200 12,560,800 17,685,900 31,690,640 134,317,540
May 8,289,700 2,309,300 54,476,900 217,200 89,300 10,673,000 14,901,600 19,018,200 60,611,700 170,586,900
Jun 18,904,400 4,625,700 37,586,000 886,200 62,300 9,449,300 11,034,600 10,583,600 40,088,600 133,220,700
Jul 20,887,100 10,448,000 52,704,300 1,458,600 2,043,300 12,610,200 14,181,200 16,926,200 54,031,800 185,290,700
Aug 17,750,400 8,827,100 43,080,000 3,243,500 1,062,600 10,832,200 11,400,000 13,131,100 43,419,600 152,746,500
Sep 17,777,500 2,543,000 43,739,100 2,089,800 194,700 9,451,100 12,098,300 15,025,500 48,884,600 151,803,600
Oct 20,012,800 3,700,100 46,648,100 532,600 2,407,100 10,407,300 11,300,200 8,842,900 37,313,500 141,164,600
Nov 16,454,400 2,279,100 40,069,500 762,600 4,111,400 10,624,900 10,896,600 3,422,200 31,786,100 120,406,800
Dec 20,107,000 1,113,100 43,645,700 474,200 5,577,500 7,551,800 11,712,200 11,649,800 18,953,200 120,784,500

209,390,200 44,034,600 548,847,600 11,415,000 17,143,200 114,097,900 136,445,000 135,685,615 399,532,650 0 1,616,591,765 Gallons
4,961 AF

CITY OF LOMPOC  /  W E L L   P R O D U C T I O N (Gallon)
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State of California Department of Water Resources The Resources Agency 

r-----o--r-::--Q--~l 

I ~OOCDQ)I 
PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM STATISTICS Calendar Year 2009 

: (f) 3 0:::l =:1 G II " . : =11:"0 () (j) =:i"i. enera n,ormation 2 Active Service Connections . 
! .p.. g <':S: CO ! Please foil ow the provided instructions. 
I I'V ~ ,)" ru rl 
1 0 () () ca ~!Contact: 
! g» ~ ~ CD !Title: 
I ...... -. 0' 
J (j) (0 CD 3 ;::;:! Phone: I w __ ,,<I 

I ~ ""0 < I Fax-
I w_<Q.,,· 
! en (j) ~ ~ ,IE-mail: 
IOlmCDo' ! COo "-I 3 !Website: 
• (f) • 
! 0 c: -g i County: 

Gene Margheim 

Water Superintendent 

(805) 875-8702 

(805) 740-4756 

9 marghiem@ci.lompoc.ca.us 

www.cityoflompoc.com 

Santa Barbara 
I ~ ""001 
: (j): Populatio 
I ::!. : 

n served: 39,226 
I a I Names of 
I CD: 

communities served: 

Customer Class 

.Single Family Residential 

Multi-family Residential 

Commercial/Institutional . 

Industrial 
--""---

Landscape Irrigation 

Other 

Agricultural Irrigation 

City of Lompoc TOTAL 

Potable Water Recycled Water 

Metered i Unmetered Metered Unmetered 

7,6211 , ...... -

1,0811 r-·-
5641 

18] 
13~ 

711 

01 
... 

94881 I 
I ::s: I ~ .~ ______________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

I CD I 
: ::s I 
I ...... 13. Total Water Into the ;ystem - Units of production: acre-feet ...; mi ion gallons hundre cu ic eet 
!._----------------------I S o 011 o db, 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

~s 119.5\ 90.2 112.2. 137.91 153.21 149.5 185.7[ 149.71 151 1 134.9 114.6J 113.9 1612.3 
Potable 0.241 0.22r 0.35~. 

T .... 
0.381 ·0381 

. I 
Surface 0.26, 0.16 0.34 044

1 
0.25 0.17 0. 191 3.38 

Purchased ~/ 1 1 I 
,-.-

I I , , I , 
Total Potable 119.761 90.36 112.441 138.121 153.55 I 149.84, 186.141 150.08 151.381 135.151 

I 
114.771 114.09 1615.68 

Untreated Water 
, 

1 1 1 , 1 , 
Recycled~ 

i , 
1 

i i 

1 I I I I 
11 Potable wholesale supplier(s): 21 Recycled wholesale supplier(s): 

Level of treatment: 
4 Metered Water Deliveries - Units of delivery· Dacre-feet o million gallons o hundred cubic feet 

If recycled is included, "box -J, Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

ASingleFamilyResidential 0 50.29 45.92 40.911 58.881 65.731 67.27 74.94l 76.21 69.~22 53.09 .. 48.491 713.96 .• 

B.Multi-family Residential 0 30.08 27.08 25.281 33.541 34

1 

33.61 35.92[ 37.221 36.03 33.93 31.63 28.191 3~~ . 

11931 
, 

25.951 22.311 13.65\ C.Commercial/lnstitutional 0 13.5 13.93 16.481 19.93 21.19 21.391 22.68 16.05 218.99 .-'--
0.881 1341 

.. . , 
I D.I nd ustrial 0 1.13 1.07 1.12 1.17 1.12j 1.06) 1.07, 0.98 1.01 1.071 13.02 

2.941 12.471 
, 

17-61 

-""--

15.36·1 
. 

. 6.051 ~dscape Irrigation 0 3.7 3.95 11.74 12.92 17.841 14.61 8.45 127.63 
I ... 

I 
FOther 0 4.56 5.43 4.531 6.14 7.79 9.49 9.461 9841 23.51, 8.07 6.42 7.521 102.76 

Total Urban Retail (A thru F) 103.26 97.38 86.471 128.851 140.31 145.65 160.671 167.871 167.31 143.49 116.65 104.971 1562.87 

Agricultural Irrigation 0 
, 

I I I ! 1 I I 
Wholesale(to other agencies) 0 1 I 

, . , .. 

I I ! I I I 
DWR 38 (Rev. 12107) Page 1 of2 
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P. O. Box 1701 

-~LEAK 
Palm Springs, CA 92263 
(760) 320-8273 (760) 320-9319 Fax ~

AMERKmN 

~ "DETECTION 
mE ORIGINAL LEAK SPECIALISTS" PRoPOSAL/AUTHORIZATION FORM 

; ',:.;' 

NAME: Lomp.c Water District 

CONTACT: Bill Kol.ff (Wat ... Disttict Man_ger) 

ADDRESS: 601 E •• t North Ave 

CITY/STATE: Lompoc, CA Zll', 93436 
WI< 

8M PHONE, 1'IlONE: 805-875-8705 

NAM€, 

CONTACT: 

ADDRESS, 

Lompoc Water District 

601 E •• t North Ave 

CITY/STATE' Lompoc, CA ZIP, 93436 
WK 

FAX #, P!JONE, 805-1175-8705 

DESCRIPTION OF WORK: Electronic le"k survey listening equipment will be used to listen at all fire 
hydrants, valves, air vacs, curb stops, and any other point of contact to determine if any leak noise 
can be heard. If so leak correlation equipment along with ground mlcs and inert test gas and pipe line 
locators will be used to help identify leakls location. All leaks areas will be marked and photo taken 
and place on map then into daily report with location, date, and approximate gallons and 
measurements if needed from point of interest. 

This estimate is to conduct survey on approximately 170 miles of water main. 135 miles of the 170 is 
Ale with copper services. Approximately 13, 000 water servicefmeters for both LOmpoc and 
Vandenburg Village. Note: Review scope of wor\c: section for more details. 

Estimated Daily Rate $1500.00 per day 

CRWA member discount (-200.00) per day 
Discounted Daily Rate $1,300,00 per day 

Due to material type normal coverage would be estimated 2-3 miles per day as a minimum. 

Note: This is based on rough figures. Daily rates would be adjusted accordingly to actual time spent 
to perform and complete survey. 

Estimated days to complete work 50-60 days at 3 miles per day. $1,300.00 per day @ 55 days 
totaling $71,500.00 

GUARANTEE ON DETECTlQN 

Amerienn Leak Detection guarantees all leak Ioo&.tiott and detection work for 30 days from the date of (;ompletion. We wll1 te-tcst the system or 
refund the detection fcc {at our sole option) jf it is reported within the above 30-day pet10Q that tt leak stili exists. We will not be Hable for MY other 
consequential losses. 

kwilson4
Callout
$71,500/170 miles = $420/mile
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GUtUlANTEE ON RE~AlRS 

Minor rcpair~ are gtlsranteed for 30 days. Major repairs arc guaranteed for 12 months, All repair~ are guaranteed from date o-r completion and ("('If 

defective workmanship only, 

WAIYER OF RIGHT TO CANCEL 

I-Iaving initit),tcd a contra,ct in ~onncction with Emergency Repair,s ofScrvicc. for the immediate; protection ofpersOt'ls or real and personal property. r 
hereby stale lh(lt the following emergency situa.tion exists. requiring immediate attention: ____________________ _ 

Pursua.nt tQ Section 1689.1 J Of the California Civil Code, [ acknowledge flnd hereby waive 3,11 rightf; to cancel the sale within three days. 

State or C'[ifornia Contractor License #S:l7380 Federal. JD #33-0106141 

I authorb~ American LeAk Detection to ~mnplew the above-d(\stribed work and agre-e to the charge$' aQd terms as describl!!d. I further 
IlgrM: to PIlY reasonable charges for c'()Uettioni including attOl'ney·s fees, court fe~s, ADd collection tosts, in the event of my (l~rt'l.uI4 AS wen as 
penalty int .. est a, ,nowed by law. (pAYMENT IS DUE IN ¥ULL UPON COMl"LETION.) 

Customer. ________________ T)~tc; ________ ALD Repre$entat.ivc; ___________ _ 



/ 
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Leak Survey 
Proposal 

CITY OF LOMPOC AND VANDENBURG VILLAGE 
LOMPOC WATER DISTRICT 

AMERICAN LEAK DETECTION 
868 Research Drive, Ste 100 
PO Box 1701 
Palm Springs, CA 92263 
800-755-6697 

601 East North Avenue 
Lompoc, CA 93436 

October 5, 2009 

Rep; Jimmy Carter 

PAGE 01 

',2009I1rMrica" Lei,k O .... ';r.tlon, Inc AmericanLeakDetection.com 866.570.5325 
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Scope of Work to be Performed 

A leak survey of the system will be conducted. A leak survey consists of using acoustical 
listening equipment along with leak correlation, ground micing, pipe line locating, and 
using inert test gases (helium and helium-hydrogen mix) approved by the A WW A as the 
approved tcst gas needed for testing the system and locating leaks. 

Initial Survey 

The initial survey will be performed with a survey tool (listening device) to listen at all 
accessible points such as fire hydrants, valves, air vacs, curb stops, storage tauks, and any 
available pipe. Our goal is to be as thorough as possible and to find all leaks. American 
Leak Detection docs not perform hydrant-lo-hydrant testing unless requested to do so 
during the sl,l.rvey. 
Estimated survey time / distance per day on metallic systems such as Steel, Galvanized, 
Duct.ile Iron, Cast b:on and Copper is an average of 3 -5 miles per day. 
For non - metallic systems such as PVC, C-900, Poly, NC (asbestos cement) and cement 
lined cast iron. Ground micing will be needed every 4-6 feet to see if leak /s can be heard 
averaging 2-3 miles per day. 

Pinpointing Leaks 

As leaks arc heard during the survey, leak correlation will be perform.ed by setting up 
sensors at valves, hydrants, or any point of contact. Data such as [pipe 1 distances 
between sensors, pipe type (cast iron, steel, ductile iron, C-900, PVC, etc.), and diameter 
of each segment, will be collected. This information will be entered into the correIator's 
main unit, and then put through a series of filters to help determine the location of a leak. 
A eorrelator must hear leak noise to locate a leak. The ability to hear leak noise and 
locato a leak depends on the pipe material and size of the leak. 

Ground micing will be performed to assist in locating leaks, and wi.lI also be used to 
listen on segments of distribution lines (NC asbestos cement, C-900, and plastic/poly). 
Ground micing on the surface above these lines will be every 4 to 6 feet. These are low 
frequency matedals that do not anow leak sounds to travel great distances and Can be 
difficult to hear. 

Pipe line locating will be used as needed to assist with locating leaks. Line locators work 
only on metaHie materials such as steel, copper, ductile iron, and cast iron, depending on 
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the type of connections. Rubber connecting joints can hinder electrical currents from 
traveling any great distances. 

Tnert test gas and electronic inert gas detection equipment will be used as needed to help 
identifY the location of leaks. This will help locate small leaks or leaks that are not 
producing enough leak noise to bc heard by other listening devices due to pipe material, 
soil, and the pOSition and type of leak. 

If leak / s ate being difficult to detect due to distance, pipe material, size of leak or? 
valving off certain segments, pot boling at certain dedicated distance's and increased 
pressure may need to be coordinated with system to help identifY leak location this is a 
last resort part of testing but under certain circumstances could be the only way of 
narrowing leak location. 

All efforts will be made to accurately locate all possible leaks in a timely manner. All 
leaks found will be photographed and marked with approved marking material (marker 
paint and flags). Tfneeded, measurements from a specific point to a leak will be entered 
into the daily report. 

Leak Report 

American Leak Detection will use daily worksheets to identifY all points of contact and 
sections tested. Ifavailable, we will include a copy afthe system map for location of the 
distribution system, to highlight all tested areas, indicate locations of leaks, and identify 
any areas of concern. All leaks will be marked on the map and location sheet, with a 
drawing onhe leak area with measurements and any additional photos. 

All daily testing results, leak I.acations, estimated size of leaks, and the total number of 
leaks found will be entered into a final report for documentation for the system. 

Qualifications 

American Leak Detection was established .in 1974 and is the world's largest leak 
detection company specializing in non-invasive leak detections for water, gas, sewer 
systems, and pool and spas, for residential, commercial, and municipal customers. We 
have over 100 franchise locations in the U.S. and 17 franchises in 7 countries. We also 
have 4 corporate-owncd locations: Palm Springs and San Bernardino California; Boston, 
Massachusetts; and Ft. Lauderdale, Florida. 

We have been ranked # 1 by Entrepreneur Magazine in the Miscellaneous Maintenance 
Products & Services category for 8 straight years. And in 2008 we were ranked in the top 
25 performing franchise system by the Wall Street Journal. 

PAGE 04 
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~" IlMEIuCAN 
_~LERK· 
- "DETECTION· 

TH E ORIGINAL LEAK S~EClALISTS" 

SURVEY AGREEMENT 

City of Lompoc and Vantilenburg Village 
Lompoc Water IDistrict 
601 East North Avenue 

Lompoc, CA 93436 
October 5, 2009 

AMERICAN LEAK DETECTION 
888 Research Dr., Suite 100 

PO Box 17111 
Palm Springs, C~ 92263 

800-755-6697 

LEAK SURVEY AGREEMENT 

PAGE 05 

This agreement made this October 5,2009 by and between American Leak Detection Inc, 
and City of Lompoc and Vandenburg Village, ~ompoc Water District, 601 East North 
Avenue, Lompoc, CA 93436 and (hereafter the ¢lient"). 

In accordance with the terms of this Agreement ALD will provide leak survey and/or leak 
detection services and related consulting (the "Setvices") to Client. The Services are to be 
provided in connection with the project more fully described in Exhibit A to this Agreement. 

RESPONSIBILITIES OF ALD 

ALD will conduct leak surveys on Client system o~ elements of Client's system and where 
leaks are detected; ALD will use its best efforts 16 pinpoint the location of those leaks. 

ALD will provide fully trained professional leak ,detection technicians using such leak 
detection methods as it deems necessary, including but not limited to leak noise 
correlation, electronic ground contact microphon~s and inert gas trace detection. 

ALD will provide summary reports, daily througlhout the duration of the project, such 
summary reports to include lines surveyed, faults and characteristics noted, and any leaks 
detected. : 
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I 

ALD will familiarize itself with Client's distribution system, either by the study of Client maps 
and records, or by study of Client's system to dete/mine availability, condition, location and 
suitability of the available contact pOints. If the avi3ilable contact points are inadequate or 
insufficient to provide accurate and reliable survey data, ALD will so advise Client and 
consult with Client on effective remedies. 

ALD will make physical contact with Client's system at intervals and at times it determines, 
in its sole discretion, to be best for the accuracy ~nd reliability of the survey. 

, 
ALO will mark all suspected leak sites and, when possible, verify the location of such leaks 
through secondary examination. Such leaks will t)e clearly marked and reported on Leak 
Reports to Client within seven business days after the completion of the project. The 
comprehensive report will provide detailed description of area(s)] covered, system 
condition, areas of concem and suggestions for' additional or periodic surveys, repairs 
and/or improvements and other system details aEi requested by Client. 

INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR RELATIONSHIP 

CLIENT Will, at its own cost, furnish complete and accurate maps, drawings, as-builts, and 
system notes (hereafter the "Detail") to ALO; su¢h Detail to accurately present data on 
type, size and location of all buried pipe(s), hydralhts, valves, service valves, valve boxes, 
previous repairs (and repair types), post-installatidn additions or deletions, and any known 
hazards. . 

CLIENT will take all reasonable steps to provide access to the system for ALD, including 
exposing and/or cleaning system valves, valve !:1oxes, service valves or other buried or 
otherwise inaccessible appurtenances of the systems. 

CLIENT will furnish personnel to operate any valves, service stop or hydrants and handle 
any public relations and traffic control (to include notification of public safety officials), as 
needed, and will further provide such information as may be necessary from time to time by 
ALD. 

CLIENT will maintain constant pressure in the system being surveyed or tested to ensure 
that any extant leaks will generate continuous energy and signals. 

In the event that acceptable contact pOints are n~t available, CLIENT agrees to provide 
access points to the system as may be required by ALD to provide accurate leak survey 
and/or pinpoint leak detection information. . 

It is Client's responsibility to call the appropriate utilities to determine the location of utility 
lines prior to the commencement of any excavatioh. ALD does not undertake to determine 
the location of any gas, electric or other dangerdus lines which may be in the vicinity of 
detected leaks. 

2 
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ALD will provide in best efforts to thoroughly and dompletely provide the services described 
herein. CLIENT agrees to pay ALD in full whetliier leak indications are found or not. If 
Client's failure to satisfy its responsibilities set forth in this Agreement compromises ALD's 
ability to adequately complete the leak survey and detection services described herein, 
CLIENT shall at ALO's option, 1) nevertheless pay ALD in full for an incomplete surveyor 
2) pay ALD an adjusted fee to reflect additional work required to provide a complete 
survey. 

INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR RELATIONSHIP 

It is understood and agreed that at all times during the terms of this Agreement ALD will act 
as an independent contractor. ALD and/or eajCh of its employees or agents will be 
employees or agents of ALD alone, with the sole right to employ, supervise, direct and 
discharge such employees and/or agents as it deems necessary in its sole discretion. ALD 
will not, at any time, directly or indirectly, hold itself as an agent. servant or employee of 
CLIENT and will not make any commitment, or incur any liability on Client's behalf. 

LIMITATION OF DAMAGES 

In the event of ALD's failure to fully perform its re~ponsibilities hereunder, CLIENT agrees 
that AlO's monetary liability shall be limited to the amount of its agreed fee. In no event 
shall ALD be liable for consequential or punitive damages nor for non-economic injury to 
CLIENT. 

AMENDMENT AND APPROVAL 

Any modification to or change in this AgreemMt must be in writing and signed by 
authorized representatives of the parties hereto before any such modification or change 
can take effect or be binding upon either party. . 

DISPUTE OF RESOLUTION 

In the event of a dispute concerning either party's performance of its obligations under this 
agreement, other than Client's obligation to pay compensation for services rendered, either 
party shall have the right to have the matter resolved by arbitration pursuant to the rules of 
the American Arbitration Association, provided th~t demand for arbitration is made before 
or upon filing an answer in any litigation. 

ATTORNEY'S FEES AND OTHER COSTS 

In the event either party retains legal counsel as the result of a breach of any of the tenns 
of this agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover reasonable attorneys 
fees and costs from the breaching party, regardl.t.ss of whether such fees and costs are 
incurred in litigation, arbitration, or otherwise_ 

4 
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PERIOD IN WHICH TO MAKE CLAIMS 

Except with regard to Client's obligations to make payment to ALD pursuant to this 
Agreement or any other agreements between CLIENT and ALD, and due to the urgent 
nature of the services provided by ALD to CLIENT, any and all claims riSing out of this 
Agreement or the relationship between CLIENT and ALD shall be barred unless notice, 
action or proceeding is commenced within 30 days from the date on which CLIENT or ALD 
knew or should have known, in the exercise of reasonable diligence, of the facts giving rise 
to such claims. 

SEVERABILITY 

Except as otherwise stated in this Agreement, each provision of this Agreement, and any 
portion of any provision, is severable and the remainder ofthis Agreement will continue in 
full force and effect. To the extent that any provision of this Agreement is deemed 
unenforceable, CLIENT and ALD agree that such provisions will be enforced to the fullest 
extent permissible under governing law. This Arureement will be deemed automatically 
modified to comply with governing law if any aPPlicable law requires: (a) a greater time 
period for notice of the termination of this Agreement; or (b) the taking of some other action 
not described in this Agreement. 

FORCE MAJEURE 

Neither ALD or CLIENT shall be responsible for any downtime, and neither party shall be 
liable for any breach ofthis agreement or delay in performance except as to the obligation 
to pay for services rendered under this agreement, resulting from a strike, lockout, or other 
labor dispute, fire, earthquake, flood, civil commotion, war, riot, acts of governmental 
authorities, act of God, casualty, or accident, delay in the delivery of energy, or other cause 
beyond the reasonable control of or occurring without the fault of such party. 

ASSIGNMENT 

Neither CLIENT nor ALD may assign this Agreement (or any part of it) without the prior 
written consent of the other party. The provision$ of this section do not limit, in any way, 
the ability or right of either party to hire and discharge employees, agents, subcontractors 
or other representatives. 

COMPENSATION 

ALD Agrees to provide services related to the project hereunder and CLIENT agrees to pay 
ALD in accordance with the Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated by reference. 

All Leak Reports will be sent with invoices for serVices rendered. Payment terms are net 
thirty (30) days. ALD will not be responsible for any charges incurred by CLIENT for outside 
work crews or equipment hired or contracted for by CLIENT. 

5 
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ENTIRE AGREEMENT 

This Agreement, together with any attachments, exhibits or concurrently executed 
documents) set forth the entire agreement and understanding of CLIENT and ALD in 
respect to the transactions and services contemplated hereunder and supersede all prior 
agreements, arrangements and understanding related to the subject matter hereof. 

Intending to be bound, CLIENT and ALD sign and deliver this Agreement effective on 
the day and date first written above, 

AMERICAN LEAK DETECTION 

By Jimmy Carter, Director of Corporate 
Field Services 
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Segovia, Susan 

From: Paul Johnson [paul.johnson@wso.us] 

Sent: Tuesday, July 06, 2010 1 :22 PM 

To: Segovia, Susan 

Cc: Reinhard Sturm 

Subject: References and costs 

Susan -

Here is the production and cost information you asked for (from Reinhard Sturm): 

Apple Valley Ranchos Water Company 
(reference Joone Lopez former deputy GM of AVRWC now GM at Calaveras County Water District) 
Total miles surveyed = 51 miles 
Days spent = 8 

EI Dorado Irrigation District 
(reference Sharon Fraser) 
Total miles surveyed = 17miles 
Days spent = 4 

SC EDISON 
(reference Paul Thomas) 
Total miles surveyed for Las Virgenes Municipal Water District = 88miles 
Days spent = 12 

Page lof2 

The price is difficult to state since all these projects had leak detection as one component of a more 
comprehensive project which included a detailed AVVWA water audit, component analysis, District Metered Area 
field leakage measurements, and leak detection. 
So I would agree with you that we should say that we will not submit change orders. 

In addition, we have worked at: 

METRO Water Services 

(reference Leanne Scott) 

In five years, 5,976.95 miles of main were checked for leakage, almost 1,200 miles per year or about 5 miles per 
day. 

For the first 5 year project in Nashville, we charged $300/mile. Now, starting the second 5 year project, we have 
reduced that cost to $200/mile because of our familiarity with the people and the system. 

WSO does not have a set price per mile of main. Each system is different and each system is priced separately. 
In order to cover ourselves for cost increases that might come from working in 2011 instead of 201 0, we will raise 

the per mile price to $270/mile and for a total of $50,760 for the whole estimated 188 miles of main. 

I hope this is enough information to cover whatever you need, but if there is anything else we can help with, 

8117/2010 
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Date: Thu, May 27, 20lO at 2:42 PM 
Subject: Leak Detection Price Quote 

Ms. Allen-

Page 3 of4 

Reinhard Sturm is out of the office this week, so he asked me to go ahead and send you this price 
quote. This price is good based on doing all 188 miles (City of Lompoc - 135 miles; Vandenberg 
Village Community Services district - 27 miles; and Mission Hills Community Services District - 26 
miles) at one time. The total price for the 188 miles would be $40,328.00,which we would bill to you 
on a monthly basis while the work is being done based on a cost of $2 I 5/mile for the miles of main 
checked each month. 

The other information you requested is: 

I. Survey time: (weather permitting) 

Lompoc - 6 weeks 

Vandenberg - I week 

Mission hills - I week 

These times could vary slightly, but in no case do we expect the total time to exceed 11 weeks. 

2. We expect to average approximately 5 miles of main per day. This could vary depending upon the 
number of leaks located. 

3. WSO will need assistance in the form of: 

Maps of the distribution systems 

Assistance in locating mains not adequately shown on the maps 

Assistance in shutting off valves or services as needed (very rarely) 

12/30/2010 
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Page 4 of4 

4. Minor additional services required - possibly help in shutting hydrants or valves, rarely help with 
traffic control and PR would be at the clients requirements. 

Please let me know if you have any additional questions or ifthere is anything else you need to know 
aboutWSO. 

Do you have any idea how soon you will be making a decision and how soon you would want to begin 
work? Scheduling should not be a problem, but the sooner we know something the better. 

Thank you for the opportunity to supply you with this quote. We hope to be working with you in 
sunny California soon! 

Paul Johnson 

Paul Johnson 

V.P., WSO 

615-834-6100 

12/30/2010 



Segovia, Susan 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Paul Johnson [paul.johnson@wso.us] 

Wednesday, June 23, 2010 2:55 PM 

Segovia, Susan 

Reinhard Sturm 

Re: Leak Detection Price Quote 

Attachments: Scope of Work FINAL.docx; Lompoc Leak Form Draft.doc 

Susan -

Page 1 of4 

Attached are two documents - the Scope of Work for leak detection and the rough draft for the leak 
report form (if we are selected for the project, that form will be modified to be specific to Lompoc). 

The original quote was for listening on all hydrants, valves and services in the system. 

Please let me know if you need any additional information. 

Paul Johnson 

On Fri, Jun 18,2010 at 6:19 PM, Segovia, Susan <~SEGOVIA@cj.lompoc.ca.us> wrote: 

Paul, 

. I am working with Cynthia Allen concerning quotes for a leak detection survey of the water 
distribution systems in the City of Lompoc, Vandenberg Village Community Services District, and 
Mission Hills Community Services District. I need clarification concerning the information provided 
in the e-mail below. 

1. Please provide a description of the work for the leak detection survey, including the process that 
will be used to identifY the leak, once any leak noise is heard.( one paragraph or more). 

2. Please clarifY if the quote for the electronic survey includes listening at all fire hydrants, valves, 
air vacs, curb stops, and any other point of contact to determine if any leak noise can be heard. 
If your original did not include this please revise your numbers including this information. 

I would like this information by Friday, June 24, 2010. If you have any questions please contact me. 
Thank you, Susan Segovia 

12/30/2010 



WSO will adopt the following procedures for the leak detection survey:-

A. The first step in the procedure will be to review the distribution maps of the system for 
familiarization of the pipe network and available appurtenances (valves, services, hydrants, etc.) 
to be used for leak detection contact points. 

B. A comprehensive leak detection survey will then be undertaken by making physical contact with 
all available main line appurtenances (valves, hydrants, etc.) and customer services. Sonic leak 
sound amplification instruments will be, used. 

C. When normal contact points are not available or cannot be created within a reasonable 
distance, sonic ground listening devices will be used by making physical ground contact. If 
excessive ambient noise precludes the effectiveness of the ground listening device in an area 
during daytime hours then this portion of the network will be scheduled for survey during night­
time hours. Sonic ground listening instruments will only be used when ground cover is 
pavement, cement or similar hard surface. 

D. All indications of leaks found during survey will be verified a second time, after which the leak 
will be pinpointed with a computer-based leak sound correlator. The leak noise correlators to 
be used by WSO are current state of the art. Pinpointing leak locations through interpretation 
of sound intensity, either by ear or other like methods, will not be used when contact points are 
available for use with a correlator. 

E. The survey equipment used will not normally require valves to be operated during surveying and 
pinpointing. However, on occasion, services or valves may require operation to eliminate 
service draw noises or to change velocity noise. If required, any appurtenance operation will 
need to be performed by the Lompoc personnel only. 

F. WSO will provide a copy of the leak reports for any leaks that are pinpointed, as well as a Final 
Report at the end of the project. The Final Report will include: 

i. Executive Summary showing the footage covered, types of leaks found, quantity of leaks 
found and remarks recommending improvements that may be made to your 
distribution system. 

ii. Survey Review explaining the procedures and methods used during this study. 

iii. Leak Reports with detailed drawing showing each leak location that is pinpointed, the 
type of leak found, approximate time spent pinpOinting, an estimate on the GPM lost 
and a leak classification to organize facilitation of repairs. 

G. Whenever any repairs of the leaks detected by WSO are completed prior to completion of the 
field work, WSO will re-survey that section of the system, to be sure no very quiet leaks are 
missed due to an over powering noisy leak sound. 

H. All WSO field personnel will be provided with all necessary leak detection instruments, 
equipment and tools to complete the survey and leak pinpointing. 



City of Lompoc 

Date: ___ _ 

surveyD RecheckD 

Location' 
Zone: Map: 

Address: 

Reference: 

Detail , . 
Estimation 

GPM: 

Priority: 

Cover: 
Soil: 

Gravel: 

Asphalt: 

Concrete: 

Meter Pit: 

Depth: 

Action: 
Marked: 

Blue and White 
(Excavate) 

Marked: 
Blue and White 
(Further Action) 

Unmarked: 
(Comments) 

Comments: 

Co, Name: WSO 
Contact: Roy Benjamin 
Telephone Number: 678-699-7257 

Leak Report Report # ___ _ 

General: 
Missed Leak D Location Error D Request D 

Leak SusDected on' Indication of Leak' 
Parcel: Main: Valve: Sonic: 

Service: Hydrant: Correlation: 

Meter: Other: Visual Water: 

Note: Does this leak report sflllllrsede anD 
original leak report? YES UNO Retest: YES D NO D 

Reason: Technician: 



Superior 
Inspection- Leak Detection-Utility Locators 

154 W. Foothill Blvd, Suite A·261 

Susan Segovia 
City of Lompoc 
Senior Administrative Analyst 
100 Civic Center Plaza 
Lompoc, CA 93438-8001 

June 22, 2010 

Upland, California, 91786 

RE: Leak Detection Survey of the Water Distribution Systems 
City of Lompoc 
Vandenberg Village Community 'Services District 
Mission Hills Community Services District. 

(888) 679-0953 

We walk through your survey test site and perform an inspection and look at as-built 
drawings on your water system; to determining the best route area to start the survey. We 
perform leak detection survey on 188 miles of the fire hydrants, valves, air vacs, curb 
stops, cut-off valves and water meters, within the three water districts. This will 
determine if there are any water leaks such as defective pipeline, valves and fire hydrants 
on the system. We used high State-of-the-art electronic test equipment such as water 
correlation, LD 12 acoustic leak detector and ultrasonic leak detection sensing 
equipment. Each leak is identified by color code markings, it's size and location is data 
logged as well as photographs taken of the leak and location. When survey is complete a 
meeting is held with the Test Site IFacilities Manager to discuss the survey and our 
findings. A comprehensive report is generated which contains details of each leak 
including location, size of leak and repair recommendations. 
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I. Daily rate is $6,000 per day at distance of 3 miles per day and 15 miles per week, 
Monday - Friday 7:30A.M. - 3:30 P.M. 

2. Estimated time of completion for 188 miles of pipeline: 82 days 

3. Total price: 82 days X $6,000.00 = $492,000 
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$492,000/188 miles = $2,617/mile
This is significantly higher than the other 2 proposals received and Lompoc does not anticipate survey costs to be this high.
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Subtotal                 $53,700.00
Tax (8.75%)           $  4,698.75
Total                       $58,398.75
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California Utility Equipment 
13681 Newport Ave. Suite 8 #602 

Tustin, Ca. 92780 
Tel: (909) 673-1600 FAX: (909) 673-1700 

1-800-514-9503 
QUOTATION 

p.6 

AERlAL BASKETS - DIGGER DERRlCKS - UNDERGROUND LINE & WATER LEAK LOCATORS 

DATE July 14,2010 

TO City of Lompoc 
601 E. North St. 
Lompoc, Ca. 93436 

DELIVERY In Stock 

A'ITENTION Bill Koleff 
805-875-8708 Phone 
805-875-8613 Fax 

FROM Steven L. Gamblin ph.951-323-9345 

We are proud to submit the following prices aud options on Metrotech pipe and cabJe locating equipment.. As the Master 
Distributor of Metroteeh, California Utility Equipment will provide Free Training For Life. This is • line item quote 
presenting discussed options for you to choose at your discretion. I will not provide totals nor calculate tax until you make 
your final decision. 

Thank You. Steven L. Gamblin. 

QTY MODEL DESCRlPTION PRlCE TOTAL 

I HL7000 Metrolog System Cl 0 : Connuander Metrolog View Software $16,495.00 
12302 10 Noise Loggers wlShort Antenna, Cable RS232, Car 

Antenna wi Magnetic Base, Wall Charger, Vehicle Charger, 
Hard Canying Case, Operation Manual 
On Site Trainin" No Charge 
Less 5% Discount -$824.75 $15,670.25 

Tax and Freight will be Reflected on Final Invoice 
ONE YEAR WARRANTY 
FREE TRAINING FOR LIFE 
LOCAL PRODUCT SUPPORT 
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California Utility Equipment 
13681 Newport Ave. Suite 8 #602 

Tustin, Ca. 92780 
Tel: (909) 673-1600 FAX: (909) 673-1700 

1-800-514-9503 
QUOTATION 

p.2 

AERIAL BASKETS - DIGGER DERRICKS - UNDERGROUND LINE & WATER LEAK LOCATORS 

DATE July 14, 2010 DELIVERY In Stock 

TO City of Lompoc ATTENTION Bill Koleff 
601 E. North St. 805-875-8708 Phone 
Lompoc, Ca. 93436 805-875-8613 Fax 

FROM Steven L. Gamblin ph.95 1-323-9345 

" We are proud ro submit the following prices and options on Melrotecb pipe and cable locating equipment. As tbe M.ster 
Distributor of Metrotecb, California Utility Equipment will provide Free Training For Life. This is a line item quote 
presenting discussed options for you to choose at your discretion. I wil1 not provide totals nor calculate tax until you make 
your finaJ decision. 

Thank You. Steven L. Gamblin. 

QTY MODEL DESCRIPTION PRICE TOTAL 

1 HL6000 Metrotech Water Leak Correlator with Rugged Field Proven $21,995.00 
Design, Automatic and Manual Selection Ranges 25Hz -
5,OOOHz, Eight Composition Pipe Material, Sophisticated 
Performance but Easy to Understand for Quick Leak 
Identification and Precision Pinpointiog. 
Price Includes Complete Training After Delivery 

Less 5% Discount -$1,099.75 $20,895.25 

Tax and Freight will be Reflected on Final Invoice 
ONE YEAR WARRANTY 
FREE TRAINING FOR LIFE 
LOCAL PRODUCT SUPPORT 
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APPENDIX 4-2 
Project 2: City of Santa Maria, Untreated Water Landscape Irrigation Project 

 2010-2012 City Budget Resolution 

 2009-2010 City Budget Resolution 

 In-Kind Funding Match Labor Hours Form  

 Bethel Engineering Fees for Construction Documents 

 Bethel Engineering Construction Cost Estimate 
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BETHEL ENGINEERING
Civil Engineers

2624 Airpark Drive
Santa Maria, Ca. 93455

Telephone (805) 934-5767

Secondary System Extension
to Allan Hancock College

Quantity Unit Cost Item Total
TASK 1-BASE PROJECT

Mains:
12"     Pipe, PVC 3232 LF $50.00 $161,600.00

Mains Subtotal: $161,600.00

Valves:
12"     Valve Assembly 5 EA $2,500.00 $12,500.00

Valves Subtotal: $12,500.00

Miscellaneous:
Engineering Design 1 LS $100,000.00 $100,000.00
Well Repair Monitoring Well 1 LS $150,000.00 $150,000.00
Connect to Monitoring Well 1 LS $6,000.00 $6,000.00
Connect to Existing 6 LS $300.00 $1,800.00
Disconnect from Existing 3 LS $300.00 $900.00
Connect to Existing Irrigation Meter 2 LS $5,000.00 $10,000.00
Remove/replace Pavement 2965 SF $5.00 $14,825.00
Remove/replace concrete 1 LS $1,200.00 $1,200.00

Miscellaneous Subtotal: $284,725.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST: $458,825.00
Contingencies @ 15%: $68,823.75
BASE PROJECT CONSTRUCTION COST: $527,648.75

TASK 2 -TREFT PARK/MILLER SCHOOL EXTENSION

Mains:
12"     Pipe, PVC 1169 LF $50.00 $58,450.00

Mains Subtotal: $58,450.00

Valves:
12"     Valve Assembly 1 EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00

Valves Subtotal: $2,500.00

kwilson4
Rectangle

kwilson4
Text Box
Project 2, Task 5

kwilson4
Text Box
(Phase 1B)

kwilson4
Text Box
(Phase 2)



Miscellaneous:
Engineering Design 1 LS $40,000.00 $40,000.00
Cap 1 LS $250.00 $250.00
Connect to Existing 1 LS $300.00 $300.00
Connect to Existing Irrigation Meter 1 LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
Remove/replace Pavement 3507 SF $5.00 $17,535.00

Miscellaneous Subtotal: $63,085.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST: $124,035.00
Contingencies @ 15%: $18,605.25
TREFT PARK/MILLER SCHOOL EXTENSION: $142,640.25

TASK 3-Tie to Well #4

Miscellaneous:
Well #4 Repair 1 LS $150,000.00 $150,000.00
Engineering Design 1 LS $10,000.00 $10,000.00
Connection to Well #4 1 LS $6,000.00 $6,000.00
Remove Replace Pavement 1 LS $500.00 $500.00

Miscellaneous Subtotal: $166,500.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST: $166,500.00
Contingencies @ 15%: $24,975.00
TIE TO WELL #4 CONSTRUCTION COST: $191,475.00

TASK 4 - SANTA MARIA HIGH SCHOOL EXTENSION

Mains:
12"     Pipe, PVC 2387 LF $50.00 $119,350.00

Mains Subtotal: $119,350.00

Valves:
12"     Valve Assembly 4 EA $2,500.00 $10,000.00

Valves Subtotal: $10,000.00

Miscellaneous:
Engineering Design 1 LS $65,000.00 $65,000.00
Cap 1 LS $250.00 $250.00
Connect to Existing 1 LS $300.00 $300.00
Connect to Existing Irrigation Meter 1 LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
Remove/replace Pavement 7161 SF $5.00 $35,805.00

Miscellaneous Subtotal: $106,355.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST: $235,705.00
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Contingencies @ 15%: $35,355.75
SANTA MARIA HIGH SCHOOL EXTENSION: $271,060.75

TASK 5 - FAIRPARK EXTENSION

Mains:
12"     Pipe, PVC 2510 LF $50.00 $125,500.00

Mains Subtotal: $125,500.00

Valves:
12"     Valve Assembly 3 EA $2,500.00 $7,500.00

Valves Subtotal: $7,500.00

Miscellaneous:
Engineering Design 1 LS $70,000.00 $70,000.00
Cap 1 LS $250.00 $250.00
Connect to Existing 1 LS $300.00 $300.00
Connect to Existing Irrigation Meter 1 LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
Remove/replace Pavement 7530 SF $5.00 $37,650.00

Miscellaneous Subtotal: $113,200.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST: $246,200.00
Contingencies @ 15%: $36,930.00
FAIRPARK EXTENSION: $283,130.00

TASK 6 - ADAM PARK EXTENSION

Mains:
12"     Pipe, PVC 1422 LF $50.00 $71,100.00

Mains Subtotal: $71,100.00

Valves:
12"     Valve Assembly 2 EA $2,500.00 $5,000.00

Valves Subtotal: $5,000.00

Miscellaneous:
Engineering Design 1 LS $40,000.00 $40,000.00
Cap 1 LS $250.00 $250.00
Connect to Existing 1 LS $300.00 $300.00
Connect to Existing Irrigation Meter 2 LS $5,000.00 $10,000.00
Remove/replace Pavement 4266 SF $5.00 $21,330.00

Miscellaneous Subtotal: $71,880.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST: $147,980.00
Contingencies @ 15%: $22,197.00
ADAM PARK EXTENSION: $170,177.00
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TASK 1: BASE PROJECT CONSTRUCTION COST: $527,648.75
TASK 2: CAMINO COLEGIO CONSTRUCTION COST: $142,640.25
TASK 3: TIE TO WELL #4 CONSTRUCTION COST: $191,475.00
TASK 4: SANTA MARIA HIGH SCHOOL EXTENSION: $271,060.75
TASK 5: FAIRPARK EXTENSION $283,130.00
TASK 6: ADAM PARK EXTENSION: $170,177.00

TOTAL PROJECT ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST: $1,586,131.75
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APPENDIX 4-3 
Project 3: City of Santa Maria, LeakWatch Project 

 2010-2012 City Budget Resolution 

 In-Kind Funding Match Labor Hours Form  

 Equipment Quotes 

 FlexNet Equipment Information 
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Fixed Base Evaluat ion 
Towers 

Number of 
Company Sites 

llron 10 
N~ptune 8 
Sensus 3 
Aclara 20 

Extra 
Quoted cost City Costs 

5140,000 S 175,000 
5152,000 $ 125,000 
5240,000 $0 
S140,000 5425,000 

Extra CSM costs beyond the first three sites 
Tower $15,000 
Power supply 55.000 
Installation $5.000 
Tolal' $25.000 

Cell service Ufecycle 
costs Tola l 
S84 ,000 5399,000 
560,000 S337,000 

SO S240,000 
S204 ,000 S769,000 

• Does not Include easements, Propagation studies requ es ted from all bidders , 
On ly Sensus provided aclual tower loca tions. 
On ly firs ! three sites have fiber , Remain ing lowers need ce ll service at $50 per month 

Endpoints 
Sin Ie Endpoint 

Company Cosl Number 
llron S92 20 ,870 
Neptune S135 20.870 
Sensus $150 7,000 
Adara $135 20,870 

Annual Maintenance 
Company Annual # Years 

llron S12 ,510 19 
Neplune $29,000 19 
Sensus S6,600 19 
Aclara $25,250 19 

Extras 
Server and 

Company Software Serv ice 
Itron 540,750 $320 ,700 
Ne tune 536,375 58,500 
Sensus S34,000 $0 
Aclara S32,500 $12,150 

Lifecycle Total 

Company Towers Endpoints 
llron 5399,000 $3,183,963 
Neptune $337,000 53,627 ,450 
Sensus $240,000 52.820,000 
Aclara 5769,000 53,627 ,450 

Dual Endpoint 
Cost Number 

SO -
$0 -

5160 6.000 
$0 -

Total 
5237,690 
S551 ,000 
S 125,400 
$479,750 

Total 
5361,450 
$44,875 
534,000 
544,650 

Annual 
Maintenance Extras 

5237,690 5361 ,450 
$551,000 $44,875 
5125,400 534,000 
$479.750 544,650 

Anlennas Re isters 
Cost 

S22 
SO 
$0 
$0 

- \ 

Total 
$4,182, 103 
54,560,325 
53.2 19,400 
54 ,920,850 

Number Cost Number Total 
20 ,870 560.00 13,500 53,183,963 

- S60.00 13,500 53,627,450 

- 560.00 13.500 52,820,000 
- 560.00 13,500 S3,627,450 

c02- t> « - 02.0-53-D/I 

~ {L '»'-'-~'ke{, 

• { T613 
• ::', 4-00 "-"-Xll 520 b j::> 

· 3 . 400 J:ce; r~I-:S'~ . 
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Project 4: City of Goleta, 

 San Jose Creek Capacity Improvement and Fish Passage Project 

 City RDA Financial Support Letter 

 Santa Barbara County Board Resolution 

 Santa Barbara County October 2010 Board Meeting Minutes 

 GVLT Grant Agreement 

 In-Kind Funding Match Labor Hours Form  

 CDFG Grant Application 

 COM3 Professional Services Agreement for Consulting 

 HJA Professional Services Agreement for Land Acquisitions 

 NHC Professional Services Agreement for Hydraulic Models 

 Bengal Engineering Professional Services Agreement for Design 

 Engineer's Estimate of Probable Construction Costs 

 

 

 





BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA LETTER 

 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
105 E. Anapamu Street, Suite 407 

Santa Barbara, CA  93101 
(805) 568-2240  

 

Agenda Number:  

 

Department Name: Flood Control 
Department No.: 054 
For Agenda Of: 10/05/10 
Placement:   Admin 
Estimated Tme:   N/A 
Continued Item: No  
If Yes, date from:  
Vote Required: Majority   

 

TO: Board of Directors, Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
  

FROM: Department 
Director(s)  

Scott D. McGolpin, Public Works Director, 568-3010 

 Contact Info: Jonathan S. Frye, Interim Deputy Public Works Director, 568-3436 

SUBJECT:   Cooperative Agreement for Construction of Improvements on San Jose Creek with 
the City of Goleta   

 

County Counsel Concurrence  Auditor-Controller Concurrence  
As to form: N/A  As to form: N/A     
Other Concurrence:    
As to form: N/A   
 

Recommended Actions:  
 
Approve and authorize the Public Works Director or designee to execute the Cooperative Agreement for 
Construction of Improvements on San Jose Creek with the City of Goleta for a not-to-exceed amount of 
$5 million. 

 
Summary Text:  

On June 5, 2007 your Board authorized the Public Works Department and the CEO’s office to work 
with the City of Goleta to develop an MOU to provide funding for the City’s San Jose Creek 
Improvement Project.  The Board’s support of the project was contingent upon the project providing fish 
passage as approved by the State Department of Fish and Game and NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries 
Service.  In 2007, the City estimated the total Project cost at approximately $12 million (channel and 
bridge costs).  In 2007, the Flood Control District stated that it could provide approximately $4 million.  
The Memo of Understanding has not been executed to date. 
 
Currently, the City estimates the total project costs at approximately $24.3 million (channel and bridge) 
and the City has requested a contribution from the District in excess of the $4 million.  
 
Since 2007, County staff has worked with the City in the development of the project that includes fish 
passage improvements as required by your Board.  Development of the project has been complicated 
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and earlier project plans were found to be structurally deficient.  Current plans are now being developed 
to comply with acceptable standards. 
 
Currently several projects are competing for funding from the Flood Control District.  In particular, the 
Lower Mission Creek Project has yet to receive any Federal Construction funding.  Another Goleta 
project, San Pedro / Las Vegas Creek Capacity Improvement Project may require Flood Control District 
Funding for the Union Pacific Railroad bridge replacements.  While UPRR has been helpful in 
development of the project, they have stated that funding of the project is not a priority for them because 
the existing bridges are not structurally deficient.  The project has been a priority for the community due 
to the frequency of flooding in this area over the years.  While San Jose Creek experienced a serious 
flood on March 10, 1995, the San Pedro / Las Vegas project area has experienced multiple flooding 
events due to its lower level of flood protection in that same time period. 
 
Lower Mission Creek, like the San Pedro / Las Vegas system has experienced several flooding events 
over the years as well.  In both cases, the level of flood protection in these two systems is much lower 
than the current capacity in San Jose Creek. 
 
While the Flood Control District has other high priority projects under development, funding a portion 
of the San Jose Creek project would still be logical if the City can deliver a project that includes fish 
passage as required by your Board, and if this can be done in a timely manner. 
 
Since your Board’s direction to develop a Funding MOU with the City, the City has been requesting a 
greater level of funding from the Flood Control District.  Given the lack of surety of Federal Funding for 
Lower Mission Creek, and based on recent information regarding the construction costs of the San Pedro 
/ Las Vegas Creek project, staff is recommending that no more than $5 million be contributed to the 
City’s San Jose Creek Improvements Project. 
 
Recent discussions at the City Council have inquired why the County had not included San Jose Creek 
in its CIP.  Since the project was being developed by the City, Staff did not include the project in the 
CIP, however, the project has now been placed on the County’s CIP. 
 
The Council also asked why the Flood Control District would not contribute more funding.  The project 
originally was developed without the contribution of ANY Flood Control funds.  Other outside funding 
was originally identified.  Additionally, it has to be recognized that San Jose Creek has a higher level of 
flood protection today than many other high priority projects will experience. 
 
Staff recommends that your Board authorize the Public Works Director or his designee to execute a 
Cooperative Agreement for Construction of Improvements on San Jose Creek with the City of Goleta 
for a not-to-exceed amount of $5 million. 
Background:  
The Redevelopment Agency for the City of Goleta seeks to improve the area commonly known as the 
Goleta Old Town Redevelopment Project Area. It is guided by the Redevelopment Plan approved and 
adopted in July of 1998 by the County Board of Supervisors under County Ordinance No. 4326.  The 
purpose and intent of the Board of Supervisors with respect to the Project Area was to eliminate the 
existing conditions of blight in the Project Area.   
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The Redevelopment Plan contemplated various infrastructure improvements that were identified as 
necessary to accommodate the Project goals.  The City of Goleta’s current “San Jose Creek Capacity 
Improvement Project” was conceived during that effort.  When the City incorporated in 2002, pursuit of 
the infrastructure improvements shifted from the County’s Redevelopment Agency to the City’s 
Community Services Department. 
 
Methods of financing the Redevelopment Project identified in the 1998 Redevelopment Plan included 
property tax increments, interest income, bonds, loans from private institutions, proceeds from the sale 
or lease of property, financial assistance from the County, State of California, federal government, or 
any other public agency, or any other legally available source.   
 
The Santa Barbara County Flood Control District was not included in funding discussions until 2007 in 
part because of the ‘redevelopment’ nature of the project and also because the capacity of the San Jose 
Creek concrete lined channel in the Project Area is currently capable of conveying a 25-year return 
period event.  There are approximately 190-200 parcels located within the San Jose Creek floodplain in 
the Project Area.  The San Jose Creek project was not included in the voter approved benefit assessment 
list of projects in 1996. 
 
Numerous other projects were in fact listed in the voter approved benefit assessment.  Contrast the 
above existing San Jose Creek facts to other identified capital improvement priorities on the South 
Coast:  the approximate 995 parcels located within the floodplain of the Lower Mission Creek Project 
Area are dependent upon channels and bridges that have conveyance capacities with occurrence 
frequencies of two to ten years; the approximate 170 parcels located within the floodplain in the area 
immediately upstream of US 101 adjacent to San Pedro and Las Vegas Creeks are served by bridges that 
convey less than a ten-year event.  For reference, there are approximately 8,230 parcels on the South 
Coast located in the floodplain as mapped by FEMA. 
 
Significant flooding occurred in the Goleta Old Town Project Area most recently in March, 1995.  
Significant flood events have occurred in the other two listed project areas multiple times in that same 
time frame.  The Flood Control District is being looked upon to provide funding for both of the above 
capital projects as well, given that anticipated federal funding has not materialized for the Lower 
Mission Creek Project, and the Union Pacific Railroad has not identified its two bridges at Las Vegas 
and San Pedro Creeks as priorities.   
 
However, recently revised estimates were received by the District for the Las Vegas/San Pedro Project.  
Unfortunately, the railroad bridges are now estimated to cost significantly more than previously 
anticipated and will more than likely be the District’s financial burden to bear.  Also, on Mission Creek, 
due to the impacts of the economy on real property prices in Santa Barbara, the benefit/cost ratio for this 
project could be potentially less than 1.  If that is in fact the case the federal funding anticipated to match 
the District’s local share may never materialize to construct this project.  Due to these two very 
significant financial threats; the District believes it is prudent financially at this time to cap the South 
Coast Flood Zone’s contribution to the City’s San Jose Creek project at a not-to-exceed amount of $5 
million. 
 
Fiscal and Facilities Impacts:  
Budgeted:  
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Narrative: 
There are no construction reimbursement costs budgeted for this current fiscal year.  Actual construction 
costs are not anticipated until next fiscal year and will be included in the 2011-12 budget.  Staff time and 
administrative costs for this project have been included in the Adopted 2010-11 budget under the Design 
Cost Center of the Water Resources Division of the Public Works Department as shown on page D-366   
Staffing Impacts:  

Legal Positions: FTEs: 
  

Special Instructions:  

Direct the Clerk of the Board to send a copy of the minute order of these actions to the Flood Control 
District office, Attn:  Christina Lopez.  
 
Attachments: 
Copy of Cooperative Agreement for Construction of Improvements on San Jose Creek 

Authored by:   Jonathan S. Frye, Deputy Public Works Director, Interim, 568-3436 

 

 
 



Tuesday, October 5, 2010

9:00 AM

County of Santa Barbara

COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

BOARD HEARING ROOM, FOURTH FLOOR  

105 EAST ANAPAMU STREET, SANTA BARBARA

First District - Salud Carbajal

Second District - Janet Wolf, Chair

Third District - Doreen Farr

Fourth District - Joni Gray, Vice Chair

Fifth District - Joseph Centeno

Michael F. Brown, County Executive Officer

Action Summary

The Board of Supervisors meets concurrently as the Board of Directors of the Flood Control & Water Conservation 

District, Water Agency, Redevelopment Agency, the Santa Barbara Fund for Public and Educational Access and other 

Special Districts.

Live Web Streaming of the Board of Supervisors Meetings, Agendas, Supplemental Materials and Minutes of the 

Board of Supervisors are available on the internet at: www.countyofsb.org.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS



October 5, 2010BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Action Summary

7:50 A.M. ..... Convened and Recessed to Closed Session

9:00 A.M. ..... Reconvened to Regular Session

CONVENED: 9:05 PM

Roll Call

Supervisor Carbajal, Supervisor Wolf, Supervisor Farr, Supervisor Gray, 

and Supervisor Centeno

Present: 5 - 

Pledge of Allegiance

Report from Closed Session

10-00890COUNTY COUNSEL

Closed Session Agenda

County Counsel reported that the Board of Supervisors took the following 

actions:

Approved settlement in Nordyke v. County of Santa Barbara, WCAB No. 

ADJ4573973, in the amount of $108,530. 

Details of this announcement may be obtained from the Office of County 

Counsel.

 

Approval of Minutes of the September 28, 2010 Meeting

A motion was made by Supervisor Carbajal, seconded by Supervisor Farr, to 

Approve the Minutes.  The motion carried by the following vote:

 

Ayes: Supervisor Carbajal, Supervisor Wolf, Supervisor Farr, Supervisor 

Gray, and Supervisor Centeno

5 - 

Page 1County of Santa Barbara
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A-13) 10-00884GENERAL SERVICES

Consider recommendations regarding Amendment No. 1 to the Construction Contract and 

Notice of Completion for the Lompoc Veterans Memorial Building, Roof Replacement, 

Project No.8584, 100 E. Locust Ave., Lompoc, CA, Fourth District, as follows:

a) Approve and authorize Chair to execute Amendment No. 1 to the Construction Contract 

with Derrick’s Roofing, Inc. (a local vendor) for the Lompoc Veterans Memorial Building 

Roof Replacement in the amount of $18,447.00; and

b) Accept the Notice of Completion for the Lompoc Veterans Memorial Building Roof 

Replacement performed by Derrick’s Roofing.

A motion was made by Supervisor Farr, seconded by Supervisor Gray, that 

this matter be Acted on as follows:

a) Approved; Chair to execute; and

b) Accepted.

The motion carried by the following vote:

 

Ayes: Supervisor Carbajal, Supervisor Wolf, Supervisor Farr, Supervisor 

Gray, and Supervisor Centeno

5 - 

A-14) 10-00879PUBLIC WORKS, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, FLOOD CONTROL AND 

WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

Acting as the Board of Directors, Flood Control and Water Conservation District:

Authorize the Public Works Director or designee to execute the Cooperative Agreement for 

Construction of Improvements on San Jose Creek with the City of Goleta for an amount not 

to exceed $5,000,000.00, Second District.

A motion was made by Supervisor Farr, seconded by Supervisor Gray, that 

this matter be Authorized.  The motion carried by the following vote:

 

Ayes: Supervisor Carbajal, Supervisor Wolf, Supervisor Farr, Supervisor 

Gray, and Supervisor Centeno

5 - 
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Adjourned at 12:40 PM

The Board of Supervisors closed the meeting of October 5, 2010 in memory of Owen 

Rice of the Santa Maria Valley.

Adjourned to

October 12, 2010

Betteravia Government Center

Board Hearing Room

511 East Lakeside Parkway

Santa Maria

Announcements

The meeting of Tuesday, October 5, 2010 will be telecast live on County of Santa Barbara TV channel 20 at 

9:00 AM, and will be rebroadcast on Thursday, October 7, 2010, at 5:00 PM and on Saturday, October 9, 

2010, at 10:00 AM on CSBTV Channel 20.

http://www.countyofsb.org
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 Agenda Item B.3 
        CONSENT CALENDAR 

 Meeting Date: July 20, 2010 
 
 
  
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Steve Wagner, Community Services Director 
 
CONTACT: Rosemarie Gaglione, Capital Improvement Program Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Grant Agreement with Goleta Valley Land Trust for San Jose Creek 

Capacity Improvement and Fish Passage Project  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
 A. Authorize the City Manager to execute a grant agreement with the Goleta  
  Valley Land Trust for the San Jose Creek Capacity Improvement and Fish  
  Passage Project in the amount of $100,000. 
 
 B. Approve a new budget appropriation for FY 2010-11 in the amount of   
  $100,000 in Goleta Valley Land Trust Grant monies to fund account 311- 
  5-9009-705 and corresponding revenues to account 311-4-9009-220. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In February 2009 Staff applied to the Goleta Valley Land Trust (GVLT) for a $100,000 
grant toward the construction of the fish passage portion of the San Jose Creek 
Capacity Improvement and Fish Passage Project. Due to the environmental benefits 
and opportunity for people to view steelhead fish swimming in the creek, the GVLT 
awarded the $100,000 towards the project. 
 
San Jose Creek is listed as a high priority creek for steelhead trout recovery as noted in 
Steelhead Assessment and Recovery Operations in Southern Santa Barbara County 
(Stoecker, 2002). Since the creek was channelized in 1964, it has acted as a barrier to 
steelhead attempting to swim upstream to spawn, since the water level currently is 
either too low or flows too swiftly. Part of this project will remove 87,500 square feet of 
this barrier and open up 3.24 stream miles for fish migration. Total cost of the fish 
passage component is estimated at $2.1 million ($1.7 million for construction capital) 
out of the estimated $16 million total channel project cost.   
 
Due to the widespread benefits of the project to the local residents and businesses as 
well as restoring fish passage for an endangered species, the project has a broad level 
of strong local community, environmental group and agency support. 
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DISCUSSION:   
 
The majority of the construction of the channel improvements will be funded by 
Redevelopment Agency monies. A portion is also expected to be funded by the Santa 
Barbara County Flood Control District. To offset the cost of the RDA funds budgeted to 
the project, staff has been diligent in applying for grant funds. The project is a finalist for 
a $750,000 Fish Passage Grant through the Department of Fish and Game. The flood 
control portion is expected to receive $1.18 million in Proposition 84 funds. County 
Flood Control is expected to contribute approximately $5 million dollars. Due to the fish 
passage benefit of the project, in March 2009 the GVLT awarded the City a $100,000 
grant toward the project. Award of the grant is contingent on other grant sources not 
being sufficient to fund the fish passage component. Thus far, other grant funds have 
not been awarded to the project. The GVLT grant funds are intended for use toward 
construction of the fish channel. Authorization of the GVLT grant agreement by Council 
is necessary to accept these funds.  
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
The Council may elect not to authorize the GVLT grant agreement and thus not accept 
the $100,000 in grant funds toward the cost of the fish passage component of the 
project. This would either result in additional General Fund monies being allocated to 
the project or the removal of the fish passage component which would correspondingly 
result in the project not being permitted. 
 
GOLETA STRATEGIC PLAN:  
 
The San Jose Creek Channel Capacity and Fish Passage Improvement Project is 
consistent with Goal 10.0 of the Goleta Strategic Plan entitled “Emphasize Old Town 
Revitalization,” more specifically Objective 10.2 “Address Flood Control Improvements 
in Old Town.”  
 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
The adjustments requested in this report increase revenues and allocations to the San 
Jose Creek Capacity project by $100,000.  The current construction estimate for the 
channel and fish passage improvements is $16 million. Further revisions to budget 
appropriations for this project may be needed as construction costs become more 
defined.  Those adjustment requests will be made as they are identified.   
 
Legal Review By: Reviewed By: Approved By: 
 
 
__________________ __________________________ ____________________ 
Tim W. Giles Michelle Greene Daniel Singer 
City Attorney  Administrative Services  City Manager 
 Director    
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ATTACHMENT: 
 
1. Grant Agreement with Goleta Valley Land Trust  
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2010 FRGP Proposal Application Form 

 

Section 1: Summary Information 
1. Project type: HB 
2. Project title: San Jose Creek Capacity Improvement and Fish Passage Project 
3. Applicant name: City of Goleta 
4. Person authorized to sign 

grant agreement: 
Daniel Singer, City Manager 

5. Contact person: 
 

Rosemarie Gaglione, PE, Capital Improvement Program Manager 

6. Mailing Address: 
Check if changed from previous 
applications   

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B 

7. City, State, Zip: 
 

Goleta, CA  93117 

8. Telephone #: 
Check if changed from previous 
applications   

805-961-7569 

9. Fax #: 
 

805-685-2635 

10. Email address: 
 

rgaglione@cityofgoleta.org 

11. Type: Public Agency X   Nonprofit Organization    Indian Tribe  

12. Certified nonprofit 
      organization:    

Yes      No X   
 Nonprofit Organization Number:  _____________________________ 

13. New grantee: Yes X    No     We have applied, but not received money before 
 

14. Licensed Professional Yes X No    If Yes provide: Name Rosemarie Gaglione, PE,  
License number CA C74497,  
Affiliation City of Goleta CIP Manager, American Society of Civil 
Engineers 
Contact information (phone/e-mail) 805-961-7569 
rgaglione@cityofgoleta.org 
 
Yes X No    If Yes provide: Name Md Wahiduzzaman, PE,  
License number CA C49838_____,  
Affiliation _Bengal Engineering___, 
Contact information (phone/e-mail) Md@BengalEngineering.com  
805-685-6511 
 
Yes X No    If Yes provide: Name Ed Zapel, PE,  
License number WA Civil #27523; AK Civil #AEL C 11311,  
Affiliation American Society of Civil Engineers, American Fisheries 
Society, American Water Resources Association, 
Contact information (phone/e-mail) _ezapel@u.washington.edu   
206-799-4801. 

15. Amount requested: 
 

$750,000 

16. Total project cost: 
 

$4,567,038 for fish passage component,  approx. $20,000,000 for channel 
modification which includes fish passage component.    

17. Salmonid species benefited: Coho  Steelhead X     (Cutthroat      Chinook ) 

For DFG use only 
Proposal No.           Region 
 
 
 
 

     BDS           SRC          SS 
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18. Project objectives: 
 

To facilitate fish passage of steelhead salmon to their historical habitat 
and spawning grounds as part of a flood control capacity improvement 
project. Upon completion of this project, it is anticipated that steelhead will 
once again be abundant in San Jose Creek. 

19. Task number or reference: 
 

Task: CC-04 
Implement the recommendations identified in the Conception Coast 
Project's Barrier Inventory for south Santa Barbara County coastal 
drainages. 

20. Time frame: 
 

November 2010 – November 2012 

21. Stream: 
 

San Jose Creek 

22. Tributary to: 
 

Goleta Slough - Pacific Ocean 

23. Watershed System: San Jose Watershed 
24. County(ies): 
 

Santa Barbara 

25. Coastal Zone: Yes X        No      Lower half of project 
26. Trinity River Basin: Yes       No X 

Section 2: Location Information 
1. Township, Range, Section (T/R/S): 

and the 7.5 USGS Quad map 
name.  

T4N, R28W, in portions of Sections 16, 17 and 9 
Goleta Quadrangle 1995 

2. Latitude, Longitude (in decimal 
degrees, Geographic, NAD83): 

 

The latitude/longitude of the project is 34.44/-119.82.    

3. Location description: 
 

San Jose Creek is located in the City of Goleta in the County of Santa 
Barbara.  A portion of the creek is located within the Coastal Zone. The 
Coastal Zone boundary occurs 1,900 feet south of Hollister Avenue and 
includes the downstream section of the creek. This project will replace 
the flood control channel from 80 feet north of Hollister Avenue to 4,250 
downstream to the Goleta Slough. The creek parallels State Route 217 
southwest towards Goleta Slough for approximately 1.5 miles. 

4. Directions: 
 

From the North or the South, exit HWY 101 at Fairview Avenue and turn 
south for 0.3 miles. Turn left (east) on Hollister Avenue for 
approximately 0.7 miles. You can access the creek from north of the 
bridge without going through any locked gates.  

 

Section 3: Watershed Information:  
All questions in this Section refer to the watershed named in Number 1 below. 
1. Watershed name: 
 

San Jose Creek Watershed 

2. Watershed area: 
 

 
Square miles =   7.48               

3. Watershed area directly affected 
by the proposed project: 

 
percent = _____N/A____________ 

4. Land use statement: 
 

The removal of this barrier to fish passage will provide justification for 
removing two additional but much smaller barriers upstream which 
would open up an additional 2.25 miles of upstream to steelhead 
migration for a total of 5.49 miles. To protect the natural processes and 
resources of the San Jose Creek Watershed that includes, identifying 
opportunities to enhance the natural functioning of the creek ecosystem 
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and respective private property and community values. 
5. Watershed ownership: 
 

% Private:   46     % State:   1       % Federal __50___% Local  _3____ 
 

6. Length of anadromous streams 
in watershed: 

 
miles = ___10 miles________________ 

7. Watershed Plan(s): 
 

1) Final San Jose Creek Watershed Plan, County of Santa Barbara – 
Public Works Department, November 2005 

 2)Steelhead Assessment and Recovery Opportunities in Southern         
Santa Barbara County, California, (2002), Matt Stoecker 
 

8. Background information Final San Jose Creek Watershed Plan, County of Santa Barbara – 
Public Works Department, November 2005; Steelhead Assessment and 
Recovery Opportunities in Southern Santa Barbara County, California, 
(2002), Matt Stoecker 

 

Section 4: Project Objectives 
1. List task information: 
The project will remove a 4,250 linear foot long barrier to steelhead passage on San Jose Creek. Removal of 
this barrier is consistent with Task ID# CC-04 (Priority 5 - High) of the Steelhead Trout Management 
Task database which states:  Implement the recommendations identified in the Conception Coast Project's 
Barrier Inventory for south Santa Barbara County coastal drainages. This barrier is specifically identified in 
that report.  
 
The existing concrete channel acts as 4,250 linear feet of fish passage barrier. Flows in the creek are flashy 
with very narrow transition windows during the few years that flows even allow for Steelhead migration, and 
fish who do manage to make it part way up the channel can be left stranded on the channel bottom to die. 
Steelhead used to migrate upstream in large numbers before this channel was constructed in 1964.  
 
The existing trapezoidal concrete lined channel will be demolished and replaced with vertical concrete walls 
and an articulated concrete revetment (ACR) bottom. The ACR will mimic a natural bottom. A 30 foot wide fish 
passage channel will be molded into the bottom in the ACR. Weirs will be installed to mimic natural diverse 
flow patterns and to create resting pools. The ACR will allow for groundwater to come into the channel which 
will reduce the water temperature during low flows and increase the window for fish migration. The channel is 
being designed to meet or exceed minimum and maximum velocity requirements for the Steelhead. 
 
2.   Need for the project: Multi-objective project to increase the capacity of the flood control channel to 
reduce risk of flooding and provide fish passage for migrating endangered Steelhead.  
 
The existing concrete channel acts as 4,250 linear feet of fish passage barrier. Flows in the creek are flashy, 
and fish that do manage to make it part way up the channel can be left stranded on the channel bottom to die. 
San Jose Creek is listed as ciritical to the survival of the Steelhead; they used to migrate upstream in large 
numbers before this channel was constructed in 1964.  
 
The project will incorporate Steelhead passage which is critical to the survival of the species. The City of 
Goleta is very concerned about preserving and restoring the natural resources and native plant and animal 
species. A key objective of this project is to accommodate fish passage in the newly designed channel to allow 
the safe passage of native fish and animal species to their historical habitats and spawning grounds.   
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San Jose Creek includes approximately 6.5 miles of steelhead habitat, with a habitat value from very low 
(concrete-lined channel project site) to very high (main stem above the west fork confluence). Based on 
Steelhead Assessment and Recovery Opportunities in Southern Santa Barbara County, California (2002) 
which assessed 24 watersheds in the south coast region of Santa Barbara County, San Jose Creek has a total 
habitat score (product of habitat quantity and quality) of 3.74 in a range of 0.52 to 12.58, and is ranked 11 of 24 
in terms of quality. The report ranks San Jose as 6 out of 24 in the Steelhead Recovery Ranking (combines 
total habitat score and salmonid status values for watershed). Upon completion of this project, it is anticipated 
that Steelhead will once again be abundant in San Jose Creek.  
 
The Goleta Old Town area has been repeatedly damaged by storm related flooding events. Two serious 
events occurred in 1995 and 1998 and caused significant damage. This project is needed to drastically reduce 
or eliminate the threat to public safety and property from flooding events.  When San Jose Creek overflows its 
banks, the entire historic downtown area is covered with a depth of three or more feet of water. The flooding 
devastates homes and businesses, absorbs public resources and carries contaminants from specific affected 
properties over the entire area, eventually entering the Goleta Slough and Pacific Ocean. The goal of the flood 
control portion of this project is to protect this historic area from the threat of flood, thus enabling 
redevelopment to occur, and heading off the spread of contaminants to sensitive habitat which will also 
improve the water quality in the Slough and Pacific Ocean. When the project is complete over 200 parcels will 
be removed form the 100 year FEMA flood map. This area is in the Redevelopment Agency and a substantial 
portion of the population is considered to be economically disadvantaged. Business owners and landlords don't 
want to invest in their properties only to have them flood again. This project is the critical path to the 
redevelopment of Old Town.   
 
2. Limiting factors to 

salmonids remediated by 
proposed project: 

 

X     Water quantity  (lack of flow, diversions, runoff) 
X     Water quality   (temperature, chemistry, turbidity) 

    Riparian dysfunction (lack of shade, excessive nutrients, roughness,  
    elements) 

   Excessive sediment yield (pool and gravel quality) 
   Spawning requirements (gravel, resting areas-pools) 
   Rearing requirements (velocity, lack of shelter, pools) 
   Estuary / lagoon issues (closure during migration periods) 

X     Fish passage (emigration and immigration) 
 
 
3. Limiting factor remediation: 
This project will demolish the existing concrete channel and replace it with a channel that has vertical concrete 
walls and an articulated concrete revetment (ACR) bottom. The ACR will mimic a natural bottom. A fish 
passage channel with weirs to create resting pools and facilitate Steelhead at all swimming speeds will be 
installed. This is the removal of the barrier and inclusion of fish passage.  
 
The ACR will sit on top of filter fabric, a layer of crushed rock and a layer of sand. The groundwater table in the 
area is high, and the ACR will allow ground water to seep into the channel, increasing the quantity of water in 
the channel during dry periods and also widening the transition window available for fish passage between rain 
events. 
 
Water quality will be improved in two ways. First, the temperature of the flow in the dry season will be lowered 
by the seepage of groundwater through the ACR. Second, nutrients may be filtered out through the bottom of 
the channel which will improve the water quality in the Slough.  In addition, the addition of roughness elements 
and the placement of weirs will create diverse flow conditions in the fish passage channel. The geometry of the 
channel and the tall vertical walls will shade the fish passage channel from early morning and afternoon sun 
and help to keep water temperatures low. The ACR can be colored and in combination with shading will help to 
hide the fish from predators. 
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Section 8: Project Budget 
1.  Detailed Project Budget  
          

BUDGET  
San Jose Creek Improvements  

  

Hrs/Units 
for 

Amount 
Requested

Hrs/Units 
of 

Applicant 
Cost 
Share 

Hrs/Units 
of 

Partner 
Cost 
Share 

Hourly 
Rate 

Amount 
Requested 

Applicant 
Amt. of 

Cost Share

Partner 
Amt. of 

Cost 
Share 

Total 
Project 

Cost  

A. PERSONNEL SERVICES          
Level of Staff (Hours)                  
Project Coordination; Planning      $0 $0 $0 $0   
Project Manager        1,040 0 $53.55  $55,692 $0 $55,692   
Field Laborers 0 0 0 $0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0   
   Subtotal  $1,040 $0 $53.55  $55,692 $0 $55,692   
Staff Benefits @ 20% (max funded 31%)  1040 1040 $0 $10.91 $0 $11,346 $0 $11,346   

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICES  $0 $67,038 $0 $67,038   

B. OPERATING EXPENSES  

Description (indicate type of units) 
# of Units
Requested

# of Units 
Applicant 

Cost 
Share 

# of Units 
Partner 

Cost Share 
Unit 
Price 

Amount 
Requested 

Applicant 
Amt. of 

Cost Share

Partner 
Amt. of 

Cost 
Share 

Total 
Project 

Cost  
A-E Construction Support (Hrs)  4000 0 $150.00 $0 $600,000 $0 $600,000   
Construction Engineering (Hrs) 2000 0 $150.00 $0 $300,000 $0 $300,000   
Materials and Supplies   
Demolition & Excavation:  
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Fish Weir (EA) 20 20 0 $10,000.00 $200,000 $200,000 $0 $400,000   
Demo & Excavation for Fish Passage (CY) 5,000 5,000 0 $40.00 $200,000 $200,000 $0 $400,000   
Dewatering for Fish Passage - Add'l (LS) 0 1 0 $400,000.00 $0 $400,000 $0 $400,000   
Wall Extension for Fish Passage (SF) 1,750 10,250 0 $200.00 $350,000 $2,050,000 $0 $2,400,000   

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $750,000 $3,750,000 $0 $4,500,000   
C. SUBTOTALS & ADMIN           

SUBTOTAL (Personnel + Operating)     $750,000 $3,817,038 $0 $4,567,038   
ADMINISTRATIVE OVERHEAD(max.15%)@   0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0   

D. GRAND TOTAL     $750,000 $3,817,038 $0 $4,567,038   
SOFT COST SHARE PERCENTAGE   1.5%  $67,038 $0    
HARD COST SHARE PERCENTAGE   82.1%  $3,750,000 $0    

Applicant = $3,817,038     
Partners (State) = $0 $0    

SOURCE AND AMOUNT OF COST SHARE: 
Partners (Federal)  = $0 $0 

  
 

          
Legend:          
   Hrs: Hours San Jose Creek Fish Passage Project Budget - END    
   SF: Square Foot          
   CY: Cubic Yard          
   VLF: Vertical Linear Foot          
   EA: Each         
   LS: Lump Sum          
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2.  Budget justification: 
The $4,567,038 budget shown above is only for the fish passage portion of the project. The flood 
control project with fish passage is currently estimated at $20,000,000. To simplify the fish passage 
portion, only the additional required depth of the east vertical wall, demo and additional excavation, 
construction dewatering at the additional required depth and the fish weirs were used for that cost 
estimate. The City is not requesting grant funding for staff time or overhead costs.  
 
 
3.  Administrative overhead: 
The City does not include overhead as part of staff salaries, so there will not be a cost for this.   
 
4.  Summary project costs  

Sources of Funds Cash 
In-kind 

(if applicable) 

Status 
S,P,U 

(secured, pending, 
unknown) 

Anticipated 
award date Total 

 
Fisheries Restoration Grant Program 
 

$750,000    $750,000 

Other State Agencies 
      

Federal 
Name(s) and amount(s) of each: 
 

     

Applicant (indicate if Federal): 
City of Goleta Redevelopment Agency $3,750,000 $67,038 Secured On account $3,817,038 

Other Sources 
Name(s) and amount(s) of each: 
 

     

Total 
     $4,567,038 

 
5.  Is any of the cost share being used as match for other (non-FRGP) funding for the project? 

For the Fish Passage portion of the project, the answer is “No.”  $520,650 in RDA money is 
being used to match other funding for the fish passage component of the project. “   
 
 

6a. In-kind Detail: 
In-kind Detail 

Source of In-kind 
contribution 

Total 
volunteer 

hours 

Value of 
volunteer 
labor ($) 

Non-volunteer 
donated labor 

value ($) 

Non-labor 
contribution 
description 

Non-labor 
contribution value 

($) 
City of Goleta staff 1040*  $67,038   
City of Goleta     Materials $3,750,000 
 
* actual City labor costs 
 
 
6b.  Describe how the value of the volunteer labor was determined:     
Santa Barbara Channel Keepers currently conducts monthly testing at 18 sites at streams passing through the 
City, and in the Goleta Slough.  Of those sites, 2 are in San Jose Creek, and 2 are located in the Goleta 
Slough at the foot/bicycle bridge.  The City’s contract with the Santa Barbara Channel Keepers for FY 
2009/2010 is for $15,000.  The two San Jose Creek sites constitute 11% of the 18 sites.  Applying those 
percentages to the contract total, the San Jose test sites would account for approximately $1,650 annually.   
Being conservative, the City estimates those hours are spent on the San Jose Creek testing sites and 
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at least this amount will continue to be spent annually.  The City intends to continue the relationship with 
Santa Barbara Channel Keepers.  
 

 
7.  Estimated Project Cost by Task 
Estimated Project Cost by Task - Project Name _San Jose Creek Capacity 

Improvement and Fish Passage Project_ 
 

Type of Work 
 

Amount Requested 
 

Cost Share 
 

Total 
Fish Passage $750,000 $3,817,038  $4,567,038

Total $750,000 $3,817,038 $4,567,038



AMENDMENT No. 1 
TO PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT  

BETWEEN THE CITY OF GOLETA AND 
COM3 CONSULTING, INC. 

 
This Amendment No. 1 to Professional Services Agreement (Agreement #2009-

037) between the City of Goleta, a municipal corporation (City) and COM3 Consulting, 
Inc (Consultant) dated May 16, 2009 (Agreement) is made this 15th day of June, 2010. 

 
RECITALS 

 
WHEREAS, the Agreement between City and Consultant currently provides in 

Subsection 3 (a) of Section 3 for compensation at the rate of $155 per hour; and 
 
WHEREAS, the parties desire to amend the Agreement so as to provide 

compensation at the rate of $160 per hour; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Agreement between City and Consultant currently provides in 

Section 3 Subsection (a) for the total compensation amount not to exceed one hundred 
and fifty-four thousand and three hundred dollars ($154,300); and 

 
WHEREAS, the parties desire to amend the Agreement so as to provide for 

additional compensation in amount of one hundred, forty-nine thousand, five hundred 
dollars ($149,500) to continue and complete various projects; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Agreement between City and Consultant currently provides in 

Section 6 for the termination of the Agreement on July 1, 2010; and 
 
WHEREAS, the parties desire to amend the Agreement so as to extend the 

termination of the AGREEMENT to June 30, 2011; and  
 

 WHEREAS, the City Council, on this 15th day of June, 2010, approved this 
Contract Amendment and authorized the City Manager to execute this Contract 
Amendment per the Goleta Municipal Code 3.05.050. 

 
AMENDED TERMS 

 
Now therefore City and Consultant agree as follows that the Agreement be, and 

hereby is, amended as follows:  
 
1. Section 3. COMPENSATION AND PAYMENT is amended to increase 

the not to exceed by $149,500 and to read in its entirety: 
 

 (a) Maximum and Rate.  The total compensation payable to Consultant by City for 
the services under this Agreement shall not exceed the sum of $303,800 
(herein "not to exceed amount") and shall be earned as the work progresses on 
the following basis: 
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Hourly at the hourly rate of $160 an hour and with reimbursement 
to CONSULTANT for those expenses set forth in CONSULTANT's 
Schedule of Fees marked Exhibit "B-1," attached and incorporated 
herein.  The rates and expenses set forth in that exhibit shall be 
binding upon CONSULTANT until June 30, 2011, after which any 
change in said rates and expenses must be approved in writing by 
CITY's Project Manager (CITY is to be given 60 days notice of any 
rate increase request), provided the not to exceed amount is the 
total compensation due CONSULTANT for all work described under 
this AGREEMENT. 
 

2. Section 6.  TERM, PROGRESS AND COMPLETION is amended to extend the 
term for an additional year and to read in its entirety: 
 

 The term of this Agreement is from the date first written above to June 30, 
2011, unless term of this Agreement is extended or the Agreement is terminated 
as provided for herein. 
CONSULTANT shall not commence work on the services to be performed until (i) 
CONSULTANT furnishes proof of insurance as required by paragraph 10 below, 
and (ii) CITY gives written authorization to proceed with the work provided by 
CITY's Project Manager.  All services shall be completed within the term of the 
contract, following the notice to proceed. 
 

3.  Except as otherwise specifically provided herein, all other provisions of the 
Agreement shall remain in full force and effect. 
 

In witness whereof, this Amendment No.1 has been executed by the parties 
effective on the date and year first written above. 
CITY OF GOLETA                                      CONSULTANT 
 
 
_________________________                        ________________________  
Dan Singer, City Manager    Gerald Comati  
       President  
 
ATTEST:       
 
__________________________                        ________________________    
Deborah Constantino, City Clerk   Janean Comati    
       Chief Financial Officer  
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM 

__________________________ 
Tim W. Giles, City Attorney 
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Exhibit B-1 
Compensation 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  
Name $/Hr 
Gerald Comati 160 
Various 45 

 

CIP Projects Estimated 
Labor Budget 

Estimated 
Expenses Total Budget Fund Source 

     
CIP/General $10,000 $300 $10,300 Various 
GTIP $12,000 $200 $12,200 GTIP 
Hollister Ave Redesign $1,000 $0 $1,000 RDA 
Cathedral Oaks I/C $25,000 $100 $25,100 HBP/GTIP 
Los Carneros $42,000 $300 $42,300 HBP/GTIP 
SJ Ck Bike - South Bike $2,000 $100 $2,100 TCSP 
SJ Ck Bike - Middle Section $2,000 $100 $2,100 RSTP 
Ekwill/Fowler $42,000 $300 $42,300 RDA 
San Jose Creek Capacity $12,000 $100 $12,100 RDA 
     
S/T $148,000 $1,500 $149,500   
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Project Name: San Jose Creek Capacity Improvement & Fish Passage Project 
 

AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
BETWEEN THE CITY OF GOLETAAND 

BEACON INTEGRATED PROFESSIONAL RESOURCES, INC.  
dba HAMNER, JEWELL & ASSOCIATES 

This AGREEMENT FOR CONSULTANT SERVICES is made and entered into 
this 10 day of December, 2010, by and between the CITY OF GOLETA, a municipal 
corporation (herein referred to as "CITY"), and BEACON INTEGRATED 
PROFESSIONAL RESOURCES. INC. dba HAMNER, JEWELL & ASSOCIATES, 
(herein referred to as "CONSULTANT"). 

WHEREAS, CONSULTANT represents that they are sufficiently experienced and 
capable of providing the services agreed to herein and are sufficiently familiar with the 
needs of the CITY; and 

WHEREAS, CONSULTANT was recommended for award by the Community 
Services Director based on a competitive request for proposal process by the CITY in 
2008 to perform these services on a prior proposal for the same project; and 

WHEREAS, the City Manager is authorized by the City Council per the Goleta 
Municipal Code Section 3.05.050 to execute this AGREEMENT as the value of the 
AGREEMENT is under $30,000. 

CITY and CONSULTANT agree as follows: 

1. RETENTION AS CONSULTANT 

CITY hereby retains CONSULTANT, and CONSULTANT hereby accepts such 
engagement, to perform the services described in Section 2.  CONSULTANT warrants it 
has the qualifications, experience, and facilities to properly and timely perform said 
services. 

2. DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES 

The services to be performed by CONSULTANT are as follows: 

Professional real estate services in conjunction with the San Jose Creek 
Capacity Improvement and Fish Passage Project. Phase I Services shall 
generally include appraisals, eminent domain requirements and prepare 
offer packages for involved property owner, as more particularly set forth 
as follows:  

CONSULTANT shall provide assistance in acquiring additional property 
rights for the San Jose Creek Project. Additional temporary construction 
easements along the San Jose Creek are anticipated to be needed in 
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order to construct the project improvements. The following property rights 
have been identified for acquisition: 

1. APN 071-190-034:  Kellogg Ave LLC 
 Temporary Access/Construction Easement.   
 

2. APN 071-170-023 
 Permanent r/w acquisition for street purposes. 
 

3. APN 071-140-061:  Blue Ox Properties 
 Temporary Access/Construction Easement.   
 

4. APN 071-140-056,057,058:  Bottiani 
 Temporary Access/Construction Easements. CONSULTANT shall 

perform research to confirm whether or not the Santa Barbara 
County Flood Control District has any existing access rights 
across these parcels and shall confirm the status of the litigation 
and order of immediate possession previously filed and obtained 
on these properties. Any work on these properties shall be 
coordinated with City’s legal counsel to assure no detrimental 
effect on the pending litigation.   

 
5. Caltrans Right-Of-Way: 

 Temporary Construction Easement sought from Caltrans. Assume 
that the rights will be granted in the form of a Permit and will not 
require an appraisal. 

 
6. DLC and Newland Properties 

 Extension of temporary construction easements. These temporary 
construction easements expire 12/31/10 and will need to be 
extended. 

 
7. APN 071-130-017:  County of Santa Barbara 

 This is a County-owned sliver parcel that will be incorporated into 
the roadway. City will seek a Quitclaim Deed from the County to 
the City for this parcel. 

CONSULTANT shall obtain an appraisal in accordance with Government 
Code and eminent domain requirements and prepare offer packages 
based upon the appraisal for presentation to each involved property 
owner. The offer packages shall include an offer letter, Appraisal 
Summary Statement, proposed Right of Way Agreement and Deed.  
These documents shall be presented to the City of Goleta Project 
Manager, for review and pre-approval prior to presenting offers to property 
owners. 
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This is for Phase I Services to begin the pre-right of way acquisition 
process that will include ordering and obtaining needed additional title 
reports and initiating property owner communications and site meetings.  
CONSULTANT shall coordinate with Bengal Engineering on all work, 
provide support on utility research and confirmation of any prior rights, and 
the gathering of items needed to commence the right of way appraisal 
process. Actual offers to acquire right of way cannot commence until the 
CONSULTANT has legal descriptions for each parcel that the engineers 
determine will need to be acquired for this project. Thus, offers and 
negotiations to acquire the needed right of way will be completed under a 
future Phase II process. 

Phase I services shall include the following tasks: 

1. Title Reports (2 parcels)  

2. Appraisals by Steve Schott (not including Caltrans and Bottiani)  

3. Appraisal for additional Bottiani rights  

4. Right of Way Acquisition Budget (up to 70 hours of HJA staff time)  

5. Utility Easement Research and County coordination/quitclaim (20 hrs 
maximum)  

6. CONSULTANT shall communicate to Mr. Murphy, the CITY’s eminent 
domain counsel, any revised project needs for the Bottiani property. 

 
3. COMPENSATION AND PAYMENT 

(a) Maximum and Rate.  The total compensation payable to CONSULTANT 
by CITY for the services under this AGREEMENT SHALL NOT EXCEED the sum of 
$29,000.00 (herein "not to exceed amount"), and shall be earned as the work 
progresses on the following basis: 

Hourly at the hourly rates and with reimbursement to CONSULTANT for 
those expenses set forth in CONSULTANT's compensation marked 
Exhibit "A," attached and incorporated herein. The rates and expenses set 
forth in that exhibit shall be binding upon CONSULTANT until December 
31, 2011, after which any change in said rates and expenses must be 
approved in writing by CITY's Project Manager (CITY is to be given 60 
days notice of any rate increase request), provided the not to exceed 
amount is the total compensation due CONSULTANT for all work 
described under this AGREEMENT. 

(b) Payment.  CONSULTANT shall provide CITY with written verification of 
the actual compensation earned, which written verification shall be in a form satisfactory 
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to CITY's Project Manager. Invoices shall be made no more frequently than on a 
monthly basis, and describe the work performed (including a list of hours worked by 
personnel classification). All payments shall be made within 30 days after CITY’s 
approval of the invoice. 

4. EXTRA SERVICES 

CITY shall pay CONSULTANT for those CITY authorized extra services, not 
reasonably included within the services described in Section 2, as mutually agreed to in 
advance. Unless CITY and CONSULTANT have agreed in writing before the 
performance of extra services, no liability and no right to claim compensation for such 
extra services or expenses shall exist. The applicable hourly rates for extra services 
shall be at the hourly rates set forth in the compensation exhibit. Any compensation for 
extra services shall be part of the total compensation and shall not increase the not to 
exceed amount identified in Section 3. 

5. CITY PROJECT MANAGER AND SERVICES BY CITY 

The services to be performed by CONSULTANT shall be accomplished under 
the general direction of, and coordinate with, CITY's "Project Manager," as that staff 
person is designated by CITY from time to time, and who presently is Rosemarie 
Gaglione. The Project Manager shall have the authority to act on behalf of the CITY in 
administering this AGREEMENT but shall not be authorized to extend the term of the 
AGREEMENT or increase the not to exceed amount. 

6. TERM, PROGRESS AND COMPLETION 

The term of this AGREEMENT is from the date first written above to December 
31, 2011, unless term of this AGREEMENT is extended or the AGREEMENT is 
terminated as provided for herein. 

CONSULTANT shall not commence work on the services to be performed until (i) 
CONSULTANT furnishes proof of insurance as required by paragraph 10 below, and (ii) 
CITY gives written authorization to proceed with the work provided by CITY's Project 
Manager.  All services shall be completed within 365 calendar days following the notice 
to proceed. 

7. OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS 

All drawings, designs, data, photographs, reports and other documentation (other 
than CONSULTANT's drafts, notes and internal memorandum), including duplication of 
same prepared by CONSULTANT in the performance of these services, are the 
property of CITY. CITY shall be entitled to immediate possession of the same upon 
completion of the work under this AGREEMENT, or at any earlier or later time when 
requested by CITY. CITY agrees to hold CONSULTANT harmless from all damages, 
claims, expenses, and losses arising out of any reuse of the plans and specifications for 
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purposes other than those described in this AGREEMENT, unless written authorization 
of CONSULTANT is first obtained. 

8. PERSONAL SERVICES/NO ASSIGNMENT/SUBCONTRACTOR 

This AGREEMENT is for professional services which are personal to CITY.  
Lillian D. Jewell is deemed to be specially experienced and is a key member of 
CONSULTANT's firm, and shall be directly involved in performing, supervising or 
assisting in the performance of this work. This key person shall communicate with, and 
periodically report to, CITY on the progress of the work. Should any such individual be 
removed from assisting in this contracted work for any reason, CITY may terminate this 
AGREEMENT. This AGREEMENT is not assignable by CONSULTANT without CITY's 
prior consent in writing. 

9. HOLD HARMLESS AND INDEMNITY 

(a) Hold Harmless for CONSULTANT's Damages.  CONSULTANT holds 
CITY, its elected officials, officers, agents, and employees, harmless from all of 
CONSULTANT's claims, demands, lawsuits, judgments, damages, losses, injuries or 
liability to CONSULTANT, to CONSULTANT's employees, to CONSULTANT’s 
contractors or subcontractors, or to the owners of CONSULTANT's firm, which 
damages, losses, injuries or liability occur during the work required under this 
AGREEMENT, or occur while CONSULTANT is on CITY property, or which are 
connected, directly or indirectly, with CONSULTANT's performance of any activity or 
work required under this AGREEMENT. 

(b) Defense and Indemnity of Third Party Claims/Liability.  CONSULTANT 
shall investigate, defend, and indemnify CITY, its elected officials, officers, agents, and 
employees, from any claims, lawsuits, demands, judgments, and all liability including, 
but not limited to, monetary or property damage, lost profit, personal injury, wrongful 
death, general liability, automobile, infringement of copyright/patent/trademark, or 
professional errors and omissions arising out of, directly or indirectly, an error, 
negligence, or omission of CONSULTANT or any of CONSULTANT’s officers, agents, 
employees, representatives, subconsultants, or subcontractors, or the willful misconduct 
of CONSULTANT or any of CONSULTANT’s officers, agents, employees, 
representatives, subconsultants, or subcontractors, in performing the services described 
in, or normally associated with, this type of contracted work. The duty to defend shall 
include any suits or actions concerning any activity, product or work required under this 
AGREEMENT, and also include the payment of all court costs, attorney fees, expert 
witness costs, investigation costs, claims adjusting costs and any other costs required 
for and related thereto. 

(c) No Waiver.  CITY does not waive, nor shall be deemed to have waived, 
any indemnity, defense or hold harmless rights under this section because of the 
acceptance by CITY, or the deposit with CITY, of any insurance certificates or policies 
described in Section 10. 
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10. INSURANCE 

CONSULTANT shall, at CONSULTANT's sole cost and expense, provide insurance as 
described herein. All insurance is to be placed with insurers authorized to do business 
in the State of California with an A.M. Best and Company rating level of A- or better, 
Class VII or better, or as otherwise approved by CITY. 
 
Insurance shall include the following (or broader) coverage: 
 

a)   Insurance Services Office Commercial Liability coverage “occurrence” form 
CG 00 01 or its exact equivalent with an edition date prior to 2004 and with 
minimum limits of $1,000,000 per occurrence and $2,000,000 in the 
aggregate. 

 
b) Insurance Services Office form number CA 0001 or equivalent covering 

Automobile Liability, including hired and non-owned automobile liability with 
a minimum limit of 1,000,000 per accident. If the Service Provider owns no 
vehicles, this requirement may be satisfied by a non-owned and hired auto 
endorsement to Service Provider’s commercial general liability policy. 

 
c) Workers’ Compensation insurance complying with California worker’s 

compensation laws, including statutory limits for workers’ compensation and 
an Employer’s Liability limit of $1,000,000 per accident or disease. 

 
d) Professional Liability insurance on a policy form appropriate to 

CONSULTANTs profession. Limits shall be no less than $2,000,000 per 
claim. 

 
Liability insurance policies required to be provided by CONSULTANT hereunder shall 
contain or be endorsed to contain the following provisions: 
 

a)   CITY, its employees, officials, agents and member agencies shall be 
covered as additional insureds. Coverage shall apply to any and all liability 
arising out of the work performed or related to the contract. Additional 
insured status under the general liability requirement shall be provided on 
Insurance Services Office Form CG 20 10 with an edition date prior to 2004, 
or its exact equivalent. Additional insured status for completed operations 
shall be provided either in the additional insured form or through another 
endorsement such as CG 20 37 with an edition date prior to 2004. 

 
b)   CONSULTANT’s insurance shall apply to each insured against whom a 

claim is made or suit is brought, except with respect to the limits of the 
insurer’s liability. Coverage will not be limited to CITY’s vicarious liability. 

 
c)   Liability coverage shall be primary and non-contributing with any insurance 

maintained by CITY. 
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d)   Evidence of coverage (including the workers’ compensation and employer’s 

liability policies) shall provide that coverage shall not be suspended, voided, 
canceled or reduced in coverage or in limits except after 30 days’ prior 
written notice has been given to CITY. Such provision shall not include any 
limitation of liability of the insurer for failure to provide such notice. 

 
e)   No liability insurance coverage provided to comply with this AGREEMENT 

shall prohibit CONSULTANT, or CONSULTANT’s employees, or agents, 
from waiving the right of recovery prior to a loss. CONSULTANT waives its 
right of recovery against CITY. 

 
f)   CONSULTANT agrees to deposit with CITY within fifteen days of Notice to 

Proceed of the Contract certificates of insurance and required 
endorsements. 

 
g)   There shall be no recourse against CITY for payment of premiums or other 

amounts with respect to the insurance required to be provided by 
CONSULTANT hereunder. Any failure, actual or alleged, on the part of CITY 
to monitor compliance with these requirements will not be deemed as a 
waiver of any rights on the part of CITY. CITY has no additional obligations 
by virtue of requiring the insurance set forth herein. In the event any policy of 
insurance required under this AGREEMENT does not comply with these 
requirements or is canceled and not replaced, CITY has the right but not the 
duty to obtain the insurance it deems necessary and any premium paid by 
CITY will be promptly reimbursed by CONSULTANT or CITY will withhold 
amounts sufficient to pay premium from CONSULTANT payments. 

 
h)   CONSULTANT agrees to provide immediate notice to CITY of any claim or 

loss against CONSULTANT arising out of the work performed under this 
AGREEMENT. CITY assumes no obligation or liability by such notice, but 
has the right (but not the duty) to monitor the handling of any such claim or 
claims if they are likely to involve CITY. 

 
11. RELATION OF THE PARTIES 

The relationship of the parties to this AGREEMENT shall be that of independent 
contractors and that in no event shall CONSULTANT be considered an officer, agent, 
servant or employee of CITY. CONSULTANT shall be solely responsible for any 
workers compensation insurance, withholding taxes, unemployment insurance, and any 
other employer obligations associated with the described work. 

12. CORRECTIONS 

In addition to the above indemnification obligations, CONSULTANT shall correct, 
at its expense, all errors in the work that may be disclosed during CITY's review of 
CONSULTANT's report or plans.  Should CONSULTANT fail to make such correction in 
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a reasonably timely manner, such correction shall be made by CITY, and the cost 
thereof shall be charged to CONSULTANT or withheld from any funds due to 
CONSULTANT hereunder. 

13. TERMINATION BY CITY 

CITY, by notifying CONSULTANT in writing, may upon 10 calendar days notice, 
terminate without cause any portion or all of the services agreed to be performed under 
this AGREEMENT. If termination is for cause, no notice period need be given. In the 
event of termination, CONSULTANT shall have the right and obligation to immediately 
assemble work in progress for the purpose of closing out the job. All compensation for 
actual work performed and charges outstanding at the time of termination shall be 
payable by CITY to CONSULTANT within 30 days following submission of a final 
statement by CONSULTANT unless termination is for cause. In such event, 
CONSULTANT shall be compensated only to the extent required by law. 

14. ACCEPTANCE OF FINAL PAYMENT CONSTITUTES RELEASE 

The acceptance by CONSULTANT of the final payment made under this 
AGREEMENT shall operate as and be a release of CITY from all claims and liabilities 
for compensation to CONSULTANT for anything done, furnished, or relating to 
CONSULTANT's work or services. Acceptance of payment shall be any negotiation of 
CITY's check or the failure to make a written extra compensation claim within 10 
calendar days of the receipt of that check. However, approval or payment by CITY shall 
not constitute, nor be deemed, a release of the responsibility and liability of 
CONSULTANT, its employees, subcontractors, agents and consultant for the accuracy 
and competency of the information provided and/or work performed; nor shall such 
approval or payment be deemed to be an assumption of such responsibility or liability 
by CITY for any defect or error in the work prepared by CONSULTANT, its employees, 
subcontractors, agents and consultants. 

15. AUDIT OF RECORDS 

At any time during normal business hours and as often as it may deem 
necessary, CONSULTANT shall make available to a representative of CITY for 
examination of all its records with respect to all matters covered by this AGREEMENT 
and will permit CITY to audit, examine and/or reproduce such records. CONSULTANT 
will retain such financial records, time sheets, work progress reports, invoices, bills and 
project records for at least two years after termination or final payment under this 
AGREEMENT. 

16. WAIVER; REMEDIES CUMULATIVE 

Failure by a party to insist upon the strict performance of any of the provisions of 
this AGREEMENT by the other party, irrespective of the length of time for which such 
failure continues, shall not constitute a waiver of such party's right to demand strict 
compliance by such other party in the future. No waiver by a party of a default or breach 
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of the other party shall be effective or binding upon such party unless made in writing by 
such party, and no such waiver shall be implied from any omissions by a party to take 
any action with respect to such default or breach. No express written waiver of a 
specified default or breach shall affect any other default or breach, or cover any other 
period of time, other than any default or breach and/or period of time specified. All of the 
remedies permitted or available to a party under this AGREEMENT, or at law or in 
equity, shall be cumulative and alternative, and invocation of any such right or remedy 
shall not constitute a waiver or election of remedies with respect to any other permitted 
or available right of remedy. 

17. CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

CONSULTANT is unaware of any CITY employee or official that has a financial 
interest in CONSULTANT'S business. During the term of this AGREEMENT and/or as a 
result of being awarded this AGREEMENT, CONSULTANT shall not offer, encourage or 
accept any financial interest in CONSULTANT'S business by any CITY employee or 
official. 

18. CONSTRUCTION OF LANGUAGE OF AGREEMENT 

The provisions of this AGREEMENT shall be construed as a whole according to 
its common meaning of purpose of providing a public benefit and not strictly for or 
against any party. It shall be construed consistent with the provisions hereof, in order to 
achieve the objectives and purposes of the parties. Wherever required by the context, 
the singular shall include the plural and vice versa, and the masculine gender shall 
include the feminine or neutral genders or vice versa. 

19. MITIGATION OF DAMAGES 

In all situations arising out of this AGREEMENT, the parties shall attempt to 
avoid and minimize the damages resulting from the conduct of the other party. 

20. GOVERNING LAW 

This AGREEMENT, and the rights and obligations of the parties, shall be 
governed and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of California. Should 
litigation occur, venue shall be in Superior Court of Santa Barbara County. 

21. TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER   

CONSULTANT shall provide CITY with a complete Request for Taxpayer 
Identification Number and Certification, Form W-9 (Rev. 12-87), as issued by the 
Internal Revenue Service. 

22. NON-APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS 

Payments due and payable to CONSULTANT for current services are within the 
current budget and within an available, unexhausted and unencumbered appropriation 
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of CITY funds. In the event CITY has not appropriated sufficient funds for payment of 
CONSULTANT services beyond the current fiscal year, this AGREEMENT shall cover 
only those costs incurred up to the conclusion of the current fiscal year. 

23. MODIFICATION OF AGREEMENT 

The tasks described in this AGREEMENT and all other terms of this 
AGREEMENT may be modified only upon mutual written consent of CITY and 
CONSULTANT. 

24. USE OF THE TERM “CITY” 

Reference to “CITY” in this AGREEMENT includes City Manager or any 
authorized representative acting on behalf of CITY. 

25. PERMITS AND LICENSES 

CONSULTANT, at its sole expense, shall obtain and maintain during the term of 
this AGREEMENT, all appropriate permits, licenses, and certificates, including a CITY 
business license, that may be required in connection with the performance of services 
under this AGREEMENT. 

26.  CAPTIONS 

The captions or headings in this AGREEMENT are for convenience only and in 
no other way define, limit or describe the scope or intent of any provision or section of 
the AGREEMENT. 

27. AUTHORIZATION 

Each party has expressly authorized the execution of this AGREEMENT on its 
behalf and bind said party and its respective administrators, officers, directors, 
shareholders, divisions, subsidiaries, agents, employees, successors, assigns, 
principals, partners, joint venturers, insurance carriers and any others who may claim 
through it to this AGREEMENT. 

28. ENTIRE AGREEMENT BETWEEN PARTIES 

Except for CONSULTANT'S proposals and submitted representations for 
obtaining this AGREEMENT, this AGREEMENT supersedes any other agreements, 
either oral or in writing, between the parties hereto with respect to the rendering of 
services, and contains all of the covenants and agreements between the parties with 
respect to said services. 
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29. PARTIAL INVALIDITY 

If any provision in this AGREEMENT is held by a court of competent jurisdiction 
to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the remaining provisions will nevertheless continue 
in full force without being impaired or invalidated in any way. 

30. NOTICES 

Any notice required to be given hereunder shall be deemed to have been given 
by depositing said notice in the United States mail, postage prepaid, and addressed as 
follows: 

TO CITY: Attention: City Manager 
City of Goleta 
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B 
Goleta, CA  93117 

TO CONSULTANT: Attention: Lillian D. Jewell 
Hamner, Jewell & Associates, Inc. 
340 James Way, Suite 150 
Pismo Beach, Ca  93449 

In concurrence and witness whereof, this AGREEMENT has been executed 
by the parties effective on the date and year first above written. 

CITY OF GOLETA                                      CONSULTANT 
 
 
________________________   ________________________  
Daniel Singer, City Manager   Lillian D. Jewell  
       President and Secretary  
 
ATTEST:       
 
 
________________________                           _________________________ 
Deborah Constantino, City Clerk    Name Needed 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

________________________ 
Tim W. Giles, City Attorney 
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Exhibit A 
Compensation 

 
Managing Senior Associate      $175 an hour 
Legal Support *        $175 an hour         
Senior Associate II               $160 an hour         
Senior Associate I               $130 an hour         
Associates II                $110 an hour         
Associates I                $  95 an hour         
Assistants                     $  75 an hour       
 

These rates are inclusive of secretarial support and general office expenses, 
overhead, and profit.  Reimbursable costs that may be passed through to the client as 
additional expenses include travel expenses (based upon the standard IRS mileage 
reimbursement rate, or actual expenses for travel outside of the tri-county area of 
Ventura, Santa Barbara, and San Luis Obispo), special handling fees such as 
certified, express mail, and delivery charges, photography and third party photocopy 
expenses, certain project/client-specific telephone expenses, and other charges made 
by third parties in connection with performing the scope of services with appropriate 
supporting documentation for reference.   
 
Such third party expenses may include, but are not limited to, such costs as moving 
bid fees, title and escrow company charges, and appraisal fees with appropriate 
supporting documentation for reference.   
 
All third party expenses will be billed to the client at cost plus 10%, with appropriate 
invoices or other appropriate documentation provided for reference.  Mileage and 
travel costs will be passed through without mark-up. 
 

 
*  At the request of several of our clients, this billing rate category has been added 
specifically in relation to the qualifications and services of Robert McDowell and Cathy 
Springford who, as licensed attorneys, can provide cost effective support and 
coordination with client legal counselors.  Hamner, Jewell and Associates does not, 
however, provide legal representation or counsel; we work closely with the legal 
counsel of our clients to cost effectively assist in resolving any legal matters 
associated with services we provide. 
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34815-001 R1 

 

March 5, 2010 

 

CITY OF GOLETA 

130 Cremona Drive 

Suite B 

Goleta, CA  93117 

 

Attention: Rosemarie Gaglione 

 

Via E-mail:  rgaglione@cityofgoleta.org 

 

Subject: San Jose Creek Channel Improvement Project 

Scope of Work for Physical Model Study  

 

Northwest Hydraulic Consultants (NHC) is pleased to submit the following scope of work and cost estimate to 

construct and test a physical hydraulic model to evaluate the proposed fish passage and flood capacity 

improvements to the San Jose Creek Flood Control Channel.  

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Description of Study Area and Flooding History 

The San Jose Creek watershed covers approximately 6,000 acres with elevations ranging from sea level to 2900 

ft near the summit of San Marcos pass. The lower reaches of San Jose creek are urbanized and there has been a 

history of flooding through this reach, most notably in the vicinity of the Hollister Avenue Bridge resulting in 

the inundation of portions of Old Town Goleta. Flows in the channel break out over the west bank towards 

Kellogg Avenue.  

 

Flow gauging of the creek is available at two locations and statistical data for peak flow gauging are 

summarized in the following table1. 

 

Statistical Peak Flow (cfs) Return Period 

(years) USGS Gage 111202500 USGS Gage 111202510 

2 407 601 

5 1,020 1,340 

10 1,590 2,020 

20 2,240 2,820 

50 3,210 4,080 

100 4,040 5,210 

500 6,220 8,480 

 

                                                                    
1
 Penfield & Smith Report “San Jose Creek Preliminary Hydrology and Research Report”, prepared for the City of Goleta, 

May 25, 2007 
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Investigations to date have focused on the natural channel upstream of Hollister Avenue, the existing bridge at 

Hollister Avenue, and the concrete-lined channel downstream of Hollister Avenue. The concrete-lined channel 

was designed and constructed during the period of 1963 to 1964 and was designed for a discharge of 3,300 cfs 

that would correspond to a current return period of somewhat over 25 years. Since the initial channel 

construction, the Hollister Bridge was widened which decreased the hydraulic capacity of the channel under the 

bridge, and a new bridge was constructed just downstream of Hollister Avenue which includes structural 

elements and a hanging sewer line that intrude into the flow area and freeboard of the channel. 

 

The points of specific concern found to impact the ability to contain flood flows in the channel were: 

� Insufficient conveyance capacity under the Hollister Avenue Bridge with possible causes being 

transition between subcritical flow to supercritical flow, and size of opening (i.e. the opening just isn’t 

large enough). 

� Containing flood flows upstream of Hollister Avenue tended to have the effect of raising water surface 

elevations. 

� Passing flows greater than 3,300 cfs downstream of Hollister Avenue (without improvements) 

introduced overbank discharge from the channel to the surrounding neighborhood and prevented local 

drainage from entering the channel. 

� Downstream controls (near the old drive-in) are impacted by tidal influences. 

 

In addition to the issues of flood flow capacity, the existing concrete channel has been identified as a barrier to 

upstream migration of anadromous fish, including endangered Southern California steelhead. As part of the 

proposed channel improvement project, the City desires to incorporate fish passage features into the flood 

control channel design. 

 

The points of specific concern found to be responsible for the barrier to upstream fish migration include: 

� At all but high tide, the exit portion of the existing channel is not readily accessible to upstream 

migrating fish due to insufficient depth and high flow velocity 

� At the lowest flows, the flow depth on the concrete apron through the upper 2500 feet of the flood 

control channel is too shallow for fish to navigate 

� At all other flows the flow velocity on the concrete apron through the entire length of the flood control 

channel is too high for fish to navigate 

 

Proposed Channel Improvements 

As part of the Old Town Goleta redevelopment, numerous alternatives have been considered to eliminate 

flooding along this portion of San Jose Creek. Those alternatives include: 

� Re-routing portions of the flood flows to adjacent creek channels. 

� Constructing floodwalls along Kellogg Avenue where it is adjacent to the creek. 
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� Constructing floodwalls upstream of Hollister Avenue to contain the breakout. 

� Replacing Hollister Avenue Bridge. 

� Routing some of the overflow to the Old San Jose Creek Channel (found to only have a capacity of 300 

cfs) 

� Modifying the channel under Hollister Avenue Bridge 

� Extending the concrete-lined channel upstream of the Hollister Avenue Bridge. 

� Constructing additional culverts under Hollister Avenue to supplement the capacity at Hollister Avenue 

Bridge. 

� Modifying the concrete-lined channel section to a rectangular shape. 

� Modifying the concrete-lined channel section to provide flow area under Hollister Avenue Bridge. 

 

The most current design alternative proposed includes removal of the existing sidewall and invert paving and 

replacement with a wider, vertical sidewall, paved channel approximately 50 feet in width, and variable slope. 

Sidewalls are proposed to be constructed of drilled piling and supported precast concrete panels. The invert will 

be paved with standard concrete slab in some areas and articulated, porous concrete mattress in other areas. 

The fish passage channel will be constructed of similar materials within the larger flood channel. Regularly 

spaced water depth control weirs will be constructed throughout the length of the fish passage channel to 

maintain adequate passage flow depth and velocity under the desired fish passage flows. It has not yet been 

determined what shape or of what materials these weirs will be constructed. However, it is expected that the 

physical modeling effort would confirm the expected performance of a suitable weir material and 

configuration. 

 

Study Objectives 

In order to assess the effectiveness and viability of the various alternatives, a physical hydraulic model study is 

being considered. The main objective of the model study will be to evaluate the hydraulic performance of the 

modified channel geometry over the expected range of operating conditions. Specific areas of interest include 

evaluating the effects of modifying the channel on channel capacity (conveyance) and sediment accumulation, 

and assessing the fish passage conditions within the modified channel. In addition, the model could be used to 

demonstrate the hydraulic characteristics of the proposed channel improvements to various stakeholders 

involved in the project. 

 

Previous numerical computer hydraulic modeling accomplished to date has identified the reach in the vicinity 

of Hollister Avenue and the upstream 1000 feet or so of the curving reach of the channel to be the most critical 

in terms of all of the above issues noted.  Agency comments on proposed design modifications have focused on 

fish passage and flood capacity within this reach and in the vicinity of the Hollister bridge crossing. Therefore, 

the physical model will focus on this reach, enabling a logical extension of the results to the less critical 

downstream reach. 
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STUDY APPROACH 

The study will be executed using the following tasks:   

Task 1: Model Design and Construction – NHC will prepare physical model design drawings and submit them 

to the City for review and approval prior to the onset of model construction. Based on the channel dimensions, 

flow rates and study objectives, NHC is proposing to construct and test a flume model constructed at a scale of 

approximately 1:18 to evaluate the detailed performance of proposed channel improvements. The flume model 

will be constructed to accommodate about a 800 ft  long (prototype) channel reach, extending from Sta 66+00 

(approximately upstream of Hollister Bridge) to Sta. 58+00, and be used to evaluate the sediment transport and 

hydraulic design of the channel and bridge transition section critical to the performance of the modification 

alternative. The model will be constructed to represent the proposed in-channel geometry, including fish 

passage facilities and any channel transitions through the study reach. 

Task 2: Model Testing – The proposed model test program would be divided into the following key phases: 

 

Proposed Design Testing: Evaluation of the proposed channel improvements at up to five (5) discharges (up 

to the 100-year flood) to determine the performance of the proposed design with respect to channel 

conveyance (capacity), sediment transport and fish passage conditions through the reach.  

 

Design Development Testing (Optional): This phase of testing could be used to evaluate the performance 

of the existing channel geometry, refinement of the proposed design to improve performance, or 

evaluation of alternative geometries, as required. 

 

Additional Reach Testing (Optional): Reconstruction of the model test bed to simulate a second reach, 

such as the Kellogg Avenue reach (Sta 20+00 to Sta 34+00, but at a smaller scale of 1:30), if necessary. 

Similarly, this would include evaluation of the proposed channel improvements at up to five (5) discharges 

(up to the 100-year flood) to determine the performance of the proposed design with respect to channel 

conveyance (capacity), sediment transport and fish passage conditions through the reach. 

 

Witness Testing (Optional): During the test program, an optional one-day meeting can be held at NHC’s 

laboratory to provide an opportunity for project stakeholders to view the model in operation under various 

configurations. The meeting will include a summary of the data collected on the model and a "hands-on" 

demonstration of the proposed geometry over a range of flow conditions.  

 

Task 3: Reporting – Upon completion of the model testing, NHC will prepare a technical report presenting the 

key findings of the study. The report will include a brief description of the model, relevant color photographs 

and a summary of the test results, including observations, tabular and graphical data, conclusions and 

recommendations. The report will also provide details (description and drawings) of all modifications and/or 

additions that were required to correct any unsatisfactory performance. Five (5) full-color paper copies of the 

report will be prepared and submitted. An optional edited and narrated summary video presenting the key 

findings of the model can also be prepared for an incremental charge. 
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COST AND SCHEDULE ESTIMATES 

The estimated costs to construct and test the flume model as described herein are summarized in the following 

tables.  
 

Task 
Person 
Hours 

Estimated 
Cost (US) 

Design and Construct Test Stand 324 $39,300 

Test Proposed Geometry (5 flows) 88 $12,300 

Prepare Final Report (5 copies) 62 $9,200 

Totals 474 $60,800 

      

Optional Tasks 
Person 
Hours 

Estimated 
Cost (US) 

Design Development Testing (weekly rate) 104 $13,500 

Build and Test Existing Configuration (5 flows) 204 $23,600 

Build and Test Alternative Reach w/ Proposed 
Configuration (5 flows) 

244 $27,100 

Witness Test (1-day) 48 $8,000 

Edited Summary Video 48 $9,800 

Space & Equipment Rental (monthly) - $3,200 

 

 

The above cost estimates are valid for a period of sixty (60) calendar days from the proposal submittal date. The 

cost for additional work beyond the scope as defined herein can be based on NHC’s standard fee rates, daily 

test rates, or negotiated lump sums per test item. Laboratory space and equipment rental charges have been 

included for the flume model up to the issuance of the final report. Additional space rental charges will be 

assessed when the project is delayed for reasons beyond NHC’s control, or if the model is required after 

issuance of the final report. 
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The proposed schedule for the study is summarized in the following table and assumes a notice to proceed date 

of March 15, 2010.  

 

Task Duration (weeks) Completion Date 

Notice to Proceed - March 15, 2010 

Design & Construct Flume 6 April 30, 2010 

Model Testing 

- Proposed Channel Geometry 

 

2 

 

May 14, 2010 

Final Report 2 May 31, 2010 

 

The proposed schedule assumes that all pertinent information is received with the notice to proceed and timely 

reviews are conducted of model drawings and data. If the proposed schedule does not meet your needs, NHC 

will work with you to establish a schedule to meet the project requirements. 

 

We appreciate the opportunity to submit this proposal, and look forward to working with the City of Goleta on 

this project. Please do not hesitate to contact either Ed Zapel in NHC’s Seattle office at (206) 241-6000 or Brian 

Hughes in NHC’s Vancouver office at (604) 980-6011 if you have any questions or require additional 

information. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

northwest hydraulic consultants 
 

original signed by      original signed by  

 

Brian Hughes, P.Eng.      Ed Zapel, P.E. 

Principal       Senior Engineer 

 



AMENDMENT No. 1 
TO PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN 
THE CITY OF GOLETA AND 

BENGAL ENGINEERING, INC. 
 
 

This Amendment No. 1 to Professional Services Agreement 2009-078 between 
the City of Goleta (City) and BENGAL ENGINEERING, INC (Consultant) dated 
September 1, 2009 (Agreement) is made this 20th day of July, 2010. 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the Agreement between City and Consultant currently provides in 
Section 2 for the services to be performed by CONSULTANT particularly set forth in the 
SCOPE OF WORK marked Exhibit “A”; and  

WHEREAS, the parties desire to amend the Agreement so as to provide for 
additional services, as more particularly set forth in the SCOPE OF WORK, attached as 
Exhibit “A-1”, generally being final design services in order to continue the work on the 
San Jose Creek Capacity Improvement and Fish Passage Project; and 

WHEREAS, the Agreement between City and Consultant currently provides in 
Section 3 Subsection (a) for the total compensation amount not to exceed five hundred 
and twenty-four thousand and seventy-three dollars and ninety cents ($524,073.90); 
and 

WHEREAS, the parties desire to amend the Agreement so as to provide for 
additional compensation in the amount of one million, two hundred sixty-one thousand 
and six hundred forty-six dollars and ten cents ($1,261,646.10); and 

WHEREAS, the Agreement between City and Consultant currently provides in 
Section 3 Subsection (a) for expenses set forth in CONSULTANT’s Schedule of Fees 
marked Exhibit “B”; and 

WHEREAS, the parties desire to amend the Agreement so as to provide for 
changes in compensation for expenses set forth in CONSULTANT’s Schedule of Fees 
marked Exhibit “B-1”, attached and incorporated herein; and 

WHEREAS, the Agreement between City and Consultant currently provides in 
Section 6 for the termination of the agreement on September 1, 2010; and  

WHEREAS, the parties desire to amend the Agreement so as to extend the 
termination of the AGREEMENT to December 31, 2011; and 
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WHEREAS, the City Council, on this 20th day of July, 2010, approved this 
Contract Amendment and authorized the City Manager to execute this Contract 
Amendment per the Goleta Municipal Code 3.05.050. 

 

AMENDED TERMS 

Now therefore City and Consultant agree as follows that the Agreement be, and 
hereby is, amended as follows: 

1. Section 2. DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES of the Agreement is amended for 
additional services performed by CONSULTANT and to read in its entirety: 

Professional Engineering services in conjunction with the San Jose Creek 
Capacity Improvement and Fish Passage Project. Services shall generally 
include civil engineering design and environmental services, as more particularly 
set forth in the SCOPE OF WORK, attached as Exhibit “A-1,” and incorporated 
herein.  CONSULTANT shall deliver to CITY the deliverables defined in Exhibit 
“A-1.” 
 

2. Paragraph (a) of Section 3. COMPENSATION AND PAYMENT of the 
Agreement is amended to increase the not to exceed by $1,261,646.10 and to read in 
its entirety: 

(a) Maximum and Rate.  The total compensation payable to Consultant by 
City for the services under this Agreement SHALL NOT EXCEED the sum of 
$1,785,720 (herein "not to exceed amount") and shall be earned as the work 
progresses on the following basis: 

Hourly at the hourly rates and with reimbursement to 
CONSULTANT for those expenses set forth in CONSULTANT's 
Schedule of Fees marked Exhibit "B-1," attached and incorporated 
herein.  The rates and expenses set forth in that exhibit shall be 
binding upon CONSULTANT until December 31, 2011, after which 
any change in said rates and expenses must be approved in writing 
by CITY's Project Manager (CITY is to be given 60 days notice of 
any rate increase request), provided the not to exceed amount is 
the total compensation due CONSULTANT for all work described 
under this AGREEMENT. 

 

3. Section 6.  TERM, PROGRESS AND COMPLETION of the Agreement is 
amended to extend the term for an additional year and four months and to read in its 
entirety: 
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The term of this Agreement is from the date first written above to 
December 31, 2011, unless term of this Agreement is extended or the 
Agreement is terminated as provided for herein. 

CONSULTANT shall not commence work on the services to be performed 
until (i) CONSULTANT furnishes proof of insurance as required by 
paragraph 10 below, and (ii) CITY gives written authorization to proceed 
with the work provided by CITY's Project Manager.  All services shall be 
completed within the term of this Agreement following the notice to 
proceed. 

4. Except as otherwise specifically provided herein, all other provisions of the 
Agreement shall remain in full force and effect 

In witness whereof, this Amendment No.1 has been executed by the parties 
effective on the date and year first written above. 

CITY OF GOLETA                                      CONSULTANT 
 
 
_________________________                        ________________________  
Dan Singer, City Manager    Md. Wahiduzzaman  
       Chief Executive Officer  
 
 
ATTEST:       
 
__________________________                        ________________________    
Deborah Constantino, City Clerk   Scott Onishuk    
       Principal  

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

__________________________ 
Tim W. Giles, City Attorney 
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Exhibit A-1 
 

Scope of Work 
 

1. PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION  
CONSULTANT shall manage the project by tracking the schedule, budget and 
value of the products produced. 
 
Work shall include: 
 Coordination with City, Caltrans, FEMA & Other Public Agencies 
 Direction and oversight of subcontractors 
 Oversight of various products and billing 
 Attendance at project meetings 

 

2. CHANNEL HYDRAULICS DESIGN 
CONSULTANT shall update the preferred computerized hydraulic model (HEC-
RAS), prepared in collaboration with SUBCONSULTANT, during the Type 
Selection Phase of the project. The hydraulic analysis shall include the following 
elements:  

 Duplicate Effective Model 
 Corrected Effective Model 
 Existing or Pre-Project Conditions Model 
 Revised or Post-Project Conditions Model 
CONSULTANT shall oversee, direct and assure that SUBCONSULTANT 
constructs a physical model to validate the sediment transport model for the low 
flow condition.  
Deliverable  

 Hydraulic information for the Conditional Letter of Map Revision 
(CLOMR) request 

 

3. FEMA CLOMR  
CONSULTANT shall prepare the CLOMR request for the San Jose Creek 
Capacity Improvement Project. The request shall include the application forms 
along with the following supporting information: 

 
 Completed application forms 
 Narrative on project and submittal 
 Hydraulic computations along with digital files of computer models used   
 Certified topographic map with floodplain and floodway delineations  
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 Annotated DHS-FEMA FIRM and reflect changes due to project. 
 

Deliverable  

 Two copies of the technical documentation for the CLOMR in 3-ring binder            
  

4. CHANNEL-CIVIL DESIGN 
CONSULTANT shall prepare the channel civil plans. These plans shall layout the 
channel in plan, profile and typical cross section, and shall provide the 
construction details for the construction of the channel, the fish passage and the 
access ramps. These plans shall include the important traffic handling concepts 
to route traffic through the site, including potential detours. Project concept of 50’ 
wide channel with concrete vertical walls and articulated revetment bottom shall 
be used for the development of the final Plans, Specifications & Estimate. 
Deliverables  

 Typical Section Sheet: Channel and fish passage 
 Key Linework Sheets 
 Layouts Plan/Profile Sheets 
 Draft Construction Details 
 Draft Quantity Sheets 
 Fencing Plan  
 Traffic Handling Plan 

95% Channel Civil Plans 
CONSULTANT shall respond to, and incorporate where appropriate, comments 
received from the 65% submittal review. The final plans shall be prepared for use 
in estimating, specifications and permit applications. 
 
100% Channel Civil Plans 
CONSULTANT shall respond to, and incorporate where appropriate, comments 
received from the 95% submittal review. 
 
Final Channel Civil Plans 
CONSULTANT shall respond to, and incorporate where appropriate, comments 
received from the 100% submittal review. These shall be the final plans for 
construction. 

 
Channel: Landscape Architecture. 
CONSULTANT shall oversee, direct and assure that SUBCONSULTANT shall 
develop landscaping concepts and prepare for and present concept review by 
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City staff and the City’s Design Review Board. CONSULTANT shall oversee, 
direct and assure that SUBCONSULTANT shall attend project development team 
meetings as necessary. CONSULTANT shall oversee, direct and assure that 
SUBCONSULTANT shall make submittals at 65%, 95%, 100% and “Final” stage. 

 
Deliverables  

 Final Plans, Specifications and Estimate (PS&E) submittal of landscape and 
irrigation installation  

 
5. ROAD DESIGN  

65% Roadway Design Geometric Approval Drawings (GAD) 
CONSULTANT shall prepare GAD for a portion of Kellogg Avenue from 
approximately station 10+00 to station 35+00 to reconfigure Kellogg Avenue to 
accommodate the channel improvements. 
The City will provide guidance on the typical cross section at the start of the 
work. 
Deliverables: 

 Title Sheet 
 Typical Section Sheet 
 Key Linework Geometry Sheet 
 Layout Sheets 
 Profile Sheets 
 Construction Details 
 Drainage Plans 
 Striping & Signing Plan 
 Roadway Quantities 

CONSULTANT shall make submittals at 65%, 95%, 100% and “Final” in the 
same manner as outlined in the “Channel-Civil Design” section. The 65% 
submittal shall not include the construction details, drainage plans, or roadway 
quantities. The Striping Plan at 65% shall be at concept-level only to show the 
lane configuration of Kellogg Avenue. 

 
6. UTILITY RESEARCH  

CONSULTANT shall prepare initial Utility Information Request letters to be sent 
to the various utility companies, along with the base plans, requesting the utility 
facility maps (“Atlas Maps” and “Record Drawings”) within portions of the project 
limits. 
The information received from this initial phase, and each subsequent phase 
shall be used to evaluate the impacts of the project to surrounding utilities.   
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Effort for Utility Research is an estimate as the complexity of the work, conflicts 
of the existing infrastructure with the proposed project, and the support and 
cooperation from others varies.   

7. CHANNEL-STRUCTURE DESIGN 
CONSULTANT shall design the channel wall system, using United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACOE) guidelines. 
Deliverables: 

 Wall Layout 
 Pile Layout 
 Structure Details: concrete & reinforcement; aesthetic treatment. 
 Revetment Details 
 Fish Passage Details 

Submittals shall be made at 65%, 95%, 100% and “Final” in the same manner as 
outlined in the “Channel-Civil Design” section. 

 

8. HOLLISTER BRIDGE PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE 
Preventative maintenance measures shall include approximately: 
 
 Data Gathering: CONSULTANT shall perform a field investigation of the 
 existing bridge. 
 Utility Survey: CONSULTANT shall gather the available information of the 
 existing utilities in proximity to the bridge. 
 Bridge Hydraulics: CONSULTANT shall evaluate the effects on the channel 
 hydraulics from possible modifications to the bridge. 
 Bridge Foundation: CONSULTANT shall conduct a study to include field work 
 to excavate and visually inspect the existing foundation. 
 Design: CONSULTANT shall design preventative maintenance measures for 
 the bridge. 

 

CONSULTANT shall oversee, direct and assure that SUBCONSULTANT 
performs environmental review and permitting tasks and attends four project 
development team meetings and two public meetings.  
 
Deliverables: 

 Biological surveys – Red legged frog, tidewater gobies, steelhead 
 Native tree inventory 



Amendment No.1 for Agreement #2009-078 
Page 8 of 10 

 Wetland studies 
 Rare plant survey 
 Photo documentation 
 CEQA/NEPA Document – MND/EA Addendum  

 Deliver 25 CDs  
 Native tree and Riparian Protection and Replacement Plan  
 Permitting 

 California Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration  
  Agreement – amendment 

 Section 401 Certification for Regional Water Quality Control Board 
– amendment 

 Section 404 permit application to Army Corps of Engineers 
  

CONSULTANT shall oversee, direct and assure that SUBCONSULTANT 
completes the construction of the 1:18 scale physical model of the channel and 
fish passage portion of the channel, and evaluate for flow and sediment transport 
at up to five discharges up to the 100 year storm.  

Deliverables: 

 Model testing 
 Five full color copies of technical report presenting key findings of the 

study including: 
 Brief description of model 
 Relevant color photographs 
 Summary of test results  
 Observations 
 Tabular and graphical data 
 Conclusions and recommendations 

   

9. RIGHT-OF-WAY ENGINEERING: SUPPORT TO CITY 
CONSULTANT shall provide support to the City staff and other associated 
consultants to assist with engineering insight affecting their work. Right of Way is 
mostly complete for this project and is not part of this contract. 
 

10. SPECIFICATIONS AND ESTIMATES. 
CONSULTANT shall provide “Section 10” (the “Technical Specifications”) for the 
project construction contract. The “heavy civil” special provisions shall be in 
Caltrans Format, the Landscaping specifications shall be in CSI format. 
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The Specifications and Estimate shall be submitted at 95%, 100% and the “Final” 
submittal. 

11. PROJECT SCHEDULE 
CONSULTANT shall provide a Schedule for Design and construction for the 
project.  It shall be updated at 95%.  
 

12.  FINAL PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS & ESTIMATE 
CONSULTANT shall assemble the Plans, Specifications and Engineer’s 
Estimate. 
 

13.  BID SUPPORT 
CONSULTANT shall provide support to the City staff during the “bid phase” of 
the project. 
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Exhibit B-1 
 

Schedule of Fees 
 

Bengal Engineering’s Wage Rates and Classification of Personnel 
 

Classification    Rate       
Project Manager   $150/hr 
Bridge Engineer   $150/hr 
Structural Engineer   $150/hr 
Geotechnical Engineer  $150/hr 
Civil Engineer   $150/hr 
Drafter/Technician   $  85/hr 
Clerical    $  55/hr 
 
 
Direct Costs: 
Reproduction/ Postage/  at cost  
Reimbursable Expenses  at cost  
Mileage    IRS rate 
15% markup on Subconsultants 

 



 Agenda Item E.4 
DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEM 

 Meeting Date: July 20, 2010 
 
 
  
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Steve Wagner, Community Services Director 
 
CONTACT: Rosemarie Gaglione, Capital Improvement Program Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Professional Services Agreement Amendment #1 for the San Jose 

Creek Capacity Improvement Project  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

 A. Authorize the City Manager to execute a Amendment to the Professional  
  Services Agreement with Bengal Engineering, Inc. for Geotechnical  
  Engineering/Investigation and Design Services for the San Jose Creek  
  Capacity Improvement Project for an amount not to exceed $1,261,646.  
   

B. Approve a new budget appropriation for FY 2010-11 in the amount of 
 $88,530 in Highway Bridge Program (HBP) monies to fund account #401-
 5-9033-706 for preliminary engineering for the  Hollister Avenue Bridge 
 over San Jose Creek. 

  
BACKGROUND: 
 
The City of Goleta has been working over the last several years to develop a capacity 
improvement project for the San Jose Creek Flood Control Channel in order to reduce 
the flood threat to Goleta Old Town. The project includes modifications to the existing 
concrete flood control channel downstream of Hollister Avenue to provide both 100 year 
flood protection and fish passage during lower flow events. 
 
In March 2007, a professional services contract was awarded to Penfield & Smith 
Engineers (P&S) for environmental and design services. Since then, the scope of the 
project has evolved considerably in response to various regulatory requirements and 
funding constraints. These revisions have resulted in a complicated design requiring the 
integration of various geotechnical, structural and hydraulic issues related to the 
proposed channel.  
 
Concerns regarding the proposed design were raised during the plan review process by 
Santa Barbara County Flood Control staff. These concerns were mainly related to the 
existing soil conditions and the potential instability of the proposed channel during 
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seismic events. These concerns were validated by a peer review of the design by a third 
party independent design professional. In order to address the concerns relating to the 
proposed design, further geotechnical and structural evaluation/analysis of the project 
were required. 
 
An Request for Qualifications (RFQ) was issued to firms that have experience on similar 
projects where geotechnical, structural and hydraulic forces had to be analyzed and 
integrated into the project design. Staff received five proposals, of which only two met 
the requirements of the RFQ. In September of 2009 Council awarded a contract for 
Geotechnical Engineering/Investigation and Design Services to Bengal Engineering Inc. 
At that time, Staff committed to coming back to Council with an update on the progress 
of design analysis efforts before proceeding with Final Design. 
 
Bengal Engineering has completed a detailed analysis of soil, hydraulic and seismic 
conditions. It was determined that due to unstable and inconsistent soil conditions the 
previously proposed design would not be appropriate. Bengal Engineering then 
evaluated options for improvements to the channel, created hydraulics modeling to 
evaluate the channel configuration, met with various stakeholders to define the fish 
passage geometry and completed preliminary engineering on a new design concept. 
The product of this effort is a conceptual plan for the project. Santa Barbara County 
Flood Control has approved the conceptual plan and approach to the project. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The original scope of the San Jose Creek Capacity Improvement Project, selected 
through the alternatives analysis, included the reconstruction of the existing Hollister 
Avenue Bridge over San Jose Creek and the removal of approximately 300 feet of the 
existing concrete trapezoidal channel near Hollister Avenue. When the fish passage 
component was added to the project, the proposed geometry of the channel had to be 
redesigned. Based upon the Caltrans Bridge Inspection Report, it was determined that 
the Hollister Avenue Bridge could remain in place with alterations to the abutments to 
increase the flow capacity beneath the bridge. 
 
A comprehensive hydraulic analysis of the proposed project was performed by P&S to 
determine the resulting floodplain limits. The plans reached the 35% complete stage 
and the Mitigated Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment (MND/EA) was 
completed and approved by the Planning Agency in April 2008. The Conditional Letter 
of Map Revision (CLOMR) application was submitted to FEMA. 
 
Subsequently, the Flood Control District Board of Directors in considering a 
memorandum of understanding to fund a portion of the project elected not to approve 
funding for the project unless the design provided for fish passage. The City formed a 
fish passage advisory group and hired Ed Zapel, an engineer specializing in fish 
passage and barrier removal design. The result was a project that will hold the 100 year 
storm flows and provide for fish passage. An addendum to the final MND/EA was 
written to account for the design changes necessary to incorporate fish passage. The 
MND/EA Addendum was approved by the Planning Commission on April 15, 2008. 
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When the fish passage component was added to the project, the proposed geometry of 
the channel had to be redesigned. Based upon the Caltrans Bridge Inspection Report, it 
was determined that the Hollister Avenue Bridge could remain in place with alterations 
to the abutments to increase the flow capacity beneath the bridge. 
 
Due to inconsistencies in the geotechnical data, staff initiated further investigation of the 
geotechnical components. The unique soil conditions along the San Jose Creek 
Channel are far more complex than previously assumed. Most of the soils were 
imported during the construction of the existing channel. Not being a natural formation it 
is not possible to extrapolate soil types for any great distance. There is a potential for 
liquefaction which needed to be quantified to a higher degree of certainty than we had 
at that time, and this necessitated approximately $200,000 worth of soil sampling, 
testing and geotechnical engineering analysis. The geotechnical investigations revealed 
inconsistent soil types and low strength soils.  The previously proposed design would 
have been vulnerable to failure, especially given that there was no satisfactory way to 
relieve the groundwater pressure surrounding the solid concrete channel.  
 
Recent inspections of the Hollister Avenue Bridge have also revealed distresses and 
other signs of reactive aggregate deterioration in the bridge abutments. This information 
was forwarded to Caltrans and a comprehensive bridge inspection was performed. 
Additionally, Bengal Engineering arranged for core sampling and reactive aggregate 
testing to be performed by a certified laboratory. The results of these tests came back 
positive for reactive aggregate. This presents both a problem and an opportunity for the 
project. 
 
The existing bridge in and of itself creates a flow constraint that was addressed by 
design because the addition of the fish passage component left no budget for the 
replacement of a bridge with a healthy sufficiency rating. If the bridge has the internal 
problems that we believe it does, the Highway Bridge Program (HBP) would cover 
88.53% of the cost of the design and replacement of the bridge. The HBP also will pay 
for 200 feet of roadway approach on either side of the bridge and also a reasonable 
section of the channel on either side of the bridge. At this time the City has received 
funding authorization in the amount of $100,000 from Caltrans to perform further 
analysis of the structure; HBP will cover 88.53% of this amount. 
 
The ability to construct a new bridge with a larger flow capacity and a slim profile 
creates the potential to design the project without the need for floodwalls, which were 
necessary in the previous design.  
 
A larger bridge opening may also accommodate a bike path undercrossing similar to the 
Hollister Avenue Bridge over Maria Ygnacio Creek east of Patterson Avenue. 
 
Bengal Engineering, Inc. is a local firm that specializes in projects with complex 
combinations of geotechnical, structural and hydraulic components. Since 2001 Bengal 
Engineering has been the recipient of the American Public Works Association (APWA) 
Project of the Year Award five times, an American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) 
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Project of the Year, a California Society of Professional Engineers Central Coast Project 
of the Year Award, and a National Association of Counties Achievement Award. Bengal 
Engineering has worked successfully with the Army Corps of Engineers, Caltrans 
Division of Structures, California Department of Fish and Game, Santa Barbara County 
Flood Control and other Flood Control Districts. Bengal Engineering has developed 
creative designs and construction methodologies which are being adopted by agencies 
such as the Army Corps.  
 
Bengal Engineering completed a detailed analysis of soil and seismic conditions, 
completed preliminary engineering, evaluated options for improvements to the channel, 
created hydraulics modeling to evaluate the channel configuration, and met with various 
stakeholders to define the fish passage geometry. The product of this effort is a 
conceptual plan for the project.  
 
Santa Barbara County Flood Control has approved the conceptual plan and approach to 
the project. An MOU between the City of Goleta and County Flood Control is being 
prepared. Under this MOU the County’s contribution would increase from $4 million to 
$5 million, were the City to be unsuccessful with other outside funding and if project 
costs increase. Presentations of the Fish Passage channel were made to both 
environmental regulatory agencies and the Fish Passage Workshop participants who 
also support the concept. This concept is now ready to proceed to Final Design. 
 
DESIGN CONCEPT 
 
The new design concept is a 50 foot wide channel with vertical walls and an articulated 
concrete revetment bottom. Vertical walls allow for maximum capacity. The walls will be 
installed using a Cast in Drilled Hole (CIDH) method. Wall panels will be added from the 
bottom up. If a section of the channel is damaged by an earthquake, it may be replaced 
without major construction. The vertical walls will also create more shading for the fish 
passage channel. 
 
The difficulty with vertical walls in the previous design was the build up of pore pressure 
behind the walls due to the high groundwater table. The articulated concrete revetment 
bottom will relieve that excess pore pressure by allowing groundwater to move up 
through the channel bottom, much like a natural creek. This also means that the use of 
tiebacks to add additional support for the walls will not be necessary.  
 
Other benefits of the articulated revetment are that it: 
 

• Looks more like a natural creek bottom. 
 
• Allows low flow runoff to be naturally filtered through the bottom into the 
 groundwater. 

 
• Allows for modification of the fish passage channel after construction if 
 fine tuning is needed. 
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• Allows groundwater to seep up through the bottom which will keep water 
 temperatures lower during low flow conditions, which is healthier for fish. 
 
• If a section is damaged by storm or earthquake it can easily be repaired. 
 
• The bottom will be just as strong to move equipment on as solid concrete.  

 
GOLETA STRATEGIC PLAN:  
 
The San Jose Creek Channel Capacity and Fish Passage Improvement Project is 
consistent with Goal10.0 of the Goleta Strategic Plan entitled “Emphasize Old Town 
Revitalization,” more specifically Objective 10.2 “Address Flood Control Improvements 
in Old Town.”  
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
Council may elect not to proceed with this contract, in which case the design process 
would not move forward and the project would likely not move into construction. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
This Amendment #1 is $1,261,646; the original contract amount was $524,074, for a 
total of $1,785,720. This will take the project though Final Design of the Channel and 
includes Bid support. When Caltrans authorizes replacement funds for the Hollister 
Avenue Bridge, an amendment will be brought to Council for design of the replacement 
bridge. HBP funds would cover 88.53% of those costs. Expenditures for the bridge 
replacement must be tracked separately, “segregated” from other expenses according 
to Federal requirements.  
 
The City has secured a $100,000 grant for the fish passage from the Goleta Valley Land 
Trust. The project is also a finalist for a $750,000 Fish Passage Grant through Fish and 
Game. The flood control portion is expected to receive $1.18 million in Proposition 84 
funds. Under the pending MOU with County Flood Control, their commitment has 
increased from $4 million up to $5 million. The County will be participating in the cost of 
the channel construction, but not replacement of the Hollister Avenue Bridge. 
 
Construction estimates at this stage have a 10% to 12% contingency built in. As design 
nears completion the estimate will be more finely tuned. Construction costs are not 
anticipated to increase given the current economic climate. By going out to bid in 
January the City will still benefit from a very competitive bidding climate.  
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The adopted 2010-11 budget includes $9,328,000 in RDA funding for design and 
project construction. This is a multiyear project. Channel construction will take two years 
and bridge construction will begin in the latter half of year two and be completed in year 
three. Therefore, the current RDA budget does not need to be increased at this time. 
The project will go out to bid in late January for a May construction start date.  
 
 
Legal Review By: Reviewed By: Approved By: 
 
 
_________________________ _____________________ ____________________ 
Tim W. Giles   Michelle Greene                    Daniel Singer 
City Attorney  Administrative              City Manager 
  Services Director    
 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
1. Cost Estimate and Funding Table  
2. Professional Design Services Amendment #1 
3. Bengal Engineering, Inc. Proposal  
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 CSI Summary Estimate 6/25/2010

San Jose Creek Improvements
 

Direct  Costs
CSI 

Number

Demolition and Excavation $1,194,000
Articulated Revetment $1,608,370
Concrete Liners $731,184
Fish Passage $3,500,000
Shoring System $10,518,167

Total Direct Costs  $4,301.89 $17,551,721

Indirect Costs

Prime's: General Conditions & Overhead  5.00% $877,586

Escalation: 0.00% $0
Other: Geographic Factor 0.00% $0

10.00% $1,755,172

subtotal of indirect costs $2,632,758
subtotal of direct and indirect costs $20,184,480

Prime's: Bond & Insurance 0.00% $0
Prime's: Fee (Profit) 0.00% $0

total bonds, insurance and fees $0

$4,947.18 $20,184,480

Direct Subtotals

Probable "Bid Cost"     =

Contingency:       (Design and Contingency)

Page 1

4,080 Length
Cost Per LF for Bid Cost $4,947.18

"Soft Costs"

A/E Fees 0.00% $0
Permits 0.00% $0
Other: 0.00% $0

0.00% $0

Total Indirect Costs $0.00 $0

$4,947.18 $20,184,480

l

Probable "Total Construction Cost"     =

Contingency:        Owners change order contingency

Page 1

kwilson4
Callout
Compared to $17.1 million in Table 7-4 for Task 10, Construction. With the improved level of design accuracy since this draft estimate was prepared in June 2010, the estimates listed in Table 7-4 are expected to be more representative of the actual costs.
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6/25/2010

San Jose Creek Improvements 

CSI Unit Division Cost Per
Number Description Qty. Unit Cost Extension Total GSF

Channel Length  LF. = 4,080       
Div. 2 SITE IMPROVEMENTS

Demolition and Excavation  1,194,000
Demolition of Both Side of Existing Trapezoid Shape - Both 
Sides 4,080 LF x 2 = 8,160 LF 

213,000     SF 3.00                  639,000

Demolition of the Bottom of the Chanel Included  In Above  
Excavation of Both Side of Existing Trapezoid Shape to 
Rectangular - Both Sides 4,080 LF x 2 

37,000       CY 15.00                555,000

 
Articulated Revetment 1,608,370

Full width Articulated Revetment
Articulated Revetment From Station 26+00 to 62+95 151,237     SF 10.00                1,512,370

Articulated Revetment From Station 21+95 to 26+00= 405 
LF with 50' Width= 20,250

20,250     SF Included  In Above

Articulated Revetment From Station 38+00 to 62+95 = 
2,495 LF at 52.50 wide= 130,987 SF

130,987   SF Included  In Above

3/4" Crushed Rock Included  In Above
Geotextile Included  In Above
Granular Fill Included  In Above

8'-0" Width Articulated Revetment  
Articulated Revetment From Station 26+00 to 38+00= 1,200 9,600         SF 10.00                96,000
3/4" Crushed Rock Included  In Above
Geotextile Included  In Above
Granular Fill Included  In Above

Concrete Liners   731,184
8" Thk. Concrete Liners on each side of Articulated 
Revetment from Station 26+00 to 38+00

50,400       SF 10.00                504,000

Additional Thicken Conc. Slab about 2' Wide each side 178            CY 250.00              44,444
3/4" Crushed Rock 616            CY 40.00                24,640
Geotextile 50,400       SF 1.50                  75,600
Granular Fill 1,232         CY 30.00                36,960
Anchor Bolts 1,012         LOC 45.00                45,540

Fish Passage 1                LS 3,500,000.00    3,500,000 3,500,000
 

Sh i S tShoring System 10,518,167
Drilling 30" Holes for W14 Beams 38,000       VLF 20.00                760,000  

Drilling 30" Hole     
Installation of Solider Beams

Soldier Beams Subtotal 2,924         Tons 1,900.00           5,555,269
Soldier Beams , at Segment-1, W14 x 90 2,191,726  LBS Included  In Above
Soldier Beams , at Segment-2, W14 x 211 1,856,800  LBS Included  In Above
Soldier Beams , at Segment-3, W14 x 370 1,799,126  LBS Included  In Above

 
30" Dia Fill with Lean Concrete under 14" Plies at1, 012 Locations   

30: Holes Subtotal 25,098       VLF 45.00                1,129,388
 Segment 1 =2,865 Lf @ 8' x 2 sides with 21.5' H 15,937       VLF Included  In Above
 Segment 2 =800 Lf @ 8' x 2 sides with 30' H 6,000         VLF Included  In Above
 Segment 3 =389 Lf @ 8' x 2 sides with 32.5' H 3,161         VLF Included  In Above

 
Precast Panels

Precast Panels Subtotal 107,640     SF 24.00                2,583,360
 Segment 1 =2,865 Lf with 12'-6"' H x 2 sides 71,625       SF Included  In Above
 Segment 2 =800 Lf  with 14' H x 2 sides 22,400       SF Included  In Above
 Segment 3 =389 Lf with 17'-6" H x 2 sides 13,615       SF Included  In Above

 
Cast In Place Concrete Fill Around The Steel Beams 1,171         CY 250.00              292,750

 Segment 1 =2,865 Lf @ 8' x 2 sides with 12.5' H 760            CY Included  In Above
 Segment 2 =800 Lf @ 8' x 2 sides with 14' H 243            CY Included  In Above
 Segment 3 =389 Lf @ 8' x 2 sides with 17.5' H 168            CY Included  In Above

 
Misc. Attachments

Architectural Cap 8,160         LF 15.00                122,400
Steel Plate Support at PC Panel during Installation 1                LS 50,000.00         50,000
Temporary Shoring 1                LS 25,000.00         25,000

Division Total 17,551,721 17,551,721 4,302$    

Page 1



APPENDIX 4-5 
Project 5: Central Coast Water Authority,  

Water Supply Reliability and Infrastructure Improvement Project 

 MOU 

 Coastal Branch Financial Reaches Map 

 2008 April CCWA Board Minutes 

 2009 July CCWA Board Minutes 

 2010 August CCWA Board Minutes 

 2010 October CCWA Board Report 

 CCWA Summary of Incurred Project Costs 

 AECOM Proposal 

 AECOM Technical Memorandum - Engineering Review of Pipeline Repair 
Alternatives 

 





COASTAL BRANCH

FINANCIAL REACHES

Paso Robles

Santa Barbara

Monterey County

Santa Maria Santa Barbara
County

San Luis Obispo
County

Kings County

Kern
County

CALIFORNIA AQUEDUCT

San Luis
Obispo

Lake
Cachuma

Carpinteria

Guadalupe

Tank 5

LEGEND

DWR Facilities

CCWA Facilities

Facilities Operated By CCWA

Facilities Operated By DWR

Polonio P.P.

Devil's Den P.P.

Polonio Pass
WTP

Tank 2

Solvang

Buellton

Tank 7

Santa Ynez P.F.

33A

33B

34

35

37

38

MH II

SY I

SY II

Devil's Den PP

Tank 1

Chorro Turnout

Lopez Turnout

Guadalupe Turnout

Southern Pacific R.R.

Tank 5

McLaughlin Road

SYPF (Forebay)

Cachuma Project Facilities

Bluestone P.P.Tank 1

CONTRACT ENTITLEMENT IN ACRE-FEET BY FINANCIAL REACHES
Purveyor WTP / 33B 34 35 37 38 MH II SY I SY II

Shandon 100

Chorro Valley 2,338

Lopez 2,392 2,392

Guadalupe 550 550 550

Santa Maria 16,200 16,200 16,200 16,200

SCWC 500 500 500 500

Vandenberg AFB 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500

Buellton 578 578 578 578 578 578 578

Santa Ynez (Solvang) 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500

Santa Ynez 500 500 500 500 500 500 500

Goleta 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500

Morehart Land 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200

LaCumbre 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000

SB Research 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50

Santa Barbara 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000

Montecito 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000

Carpinteria 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000

TOTAL ACRE-FEET 43,908 41,470 39,078 38,528 21,828 21,828 16,328 13,750
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MINUTES OF THE 
CENTRAL COAST WATER AUTHORITY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
April 24, 2008 

 
     I. Call to Order and Roll Call 

 
Chairman Trujillo called the April 24, 2008, Central Coast Water Authority (CCWA) 
Board of Directors meeting held at 255 Industrial Way, Buellton, California, to order at 
9:00 a.m.  Attachment No. 1 is a list of those in attendance. 

  
 CCWA member agencies with voting privileges were represented by: 
  
 Harlan Burchardi  Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 

District, ID #1 
Fred Lemere  Carpinteria Valley Water District 
Lynette Mills  Goleta Water District 
Dale Molesworth  City of Buellton 
Richard Shaikewitz  Montecito Water District 
Leo Trujillo  City of Santa Maria 

 

 
 
 Bill Brennan, CCWA Executive Director, requested the Board’s approval to add an 

informational item “Delta Conveyance Coordination” to the Agenda. 
 

Motion to add item IV.G.  “Delta Conveyance Coordination” to the agenda was made by 
Director Lemere, seconded by Director Molesworth, and carried.  

 
 II.  Public Comment 

 
 There was no public comment. 
 

 III. Consent Calendar 
 

A. Approve Minutes of the March 27, 2008 Regular Meeting  
 B. Approve Bills 
 C. Controller’s Report 
 D. Operations Report 
  

Motion to approve the Consent Calendar was made by Director Molesworth, seconded 
by Director Burchardi, and carried.  

 
IV. Executive Director’s Report 
 

A. Operations Update 
 

John Brady, CCWA Operations Manager/Engineer, reported on plant production, 
chemical costs, and totals pumped into Lake Cachuma: 
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It is unlikely that the current GAC Project will be completed by the end of 
FY 2007/08 and the FY 2007/08 budget will be insufficient to fund the project.   

 
Motion to carry over $168,400 from the FY 2007/08 Budget to the FY 2008/09 
Budget; change the GAC in three filters using the combined FY 2007/08 and 
FY 2008/09 Budgets to fund the project; reduce the draft FY 2008/09 GAC 
budget by $101,455; and enter into a contract with Carbon Activated for the 
replacement of the GAC in three filters at the Water Treatment Plant for 
$287,434.34 was made by Director Burchardi, seconded by Director Trujillo, and 
carried. 
 

C. Bulk Chemical Contracts 
 
John reported that CCWA solicited competitive bids for Aluminum Sulfate, Liquid 
Chlorine, Sodium Hydroxide, Ammonium Hydroxide, and Sodium Bisulfite on 
March 28, 2008 and the bids were opened on April 14, 2008.  The lowest 
responsible bids are:  
 

Chemical Company Cost 
Aluminum Sulfate General Chemical $348.00/dry ton
Chlorine Jones Chemical        $410.00/ton 
Sodium Hydroxide Olin Chlor Alkali $649.90/dry ton
Ammonium Hydroxide Airgas $1,275.00/dry ton
Sodium Bisulfite Jones Chemical $1,272.00/dry ton

 
Motion to approve entering into bulk chemical contracts for the purchase of 
Aluminum Sulfate, Chlorine, Sodium Hydroxide, Ammonium Hydroxide, and  
Sodium Bisulfite with the lowest responsive bidders was made by Director 
Molesworth, seconded by Director Shaikewitz, and carried. 
 

D. Finance Committee Report 
 
1. FY 2007/08 Third Quarter Investment Report 

 
 Ray Stokes, CCWA Deputy Director, summarized highlights of the        

FY 2007/08 Third Quarter Investment Report.  As of March 31, 2008, the 
investment portfolio totaled $28.5 million with a 3.73% effective rate of 
return on an average daily balance for the month of March 2008 of 
approximately $28.5 million.   

 
 Current pro forma projections indicate that CCWA will have sufficient 

funds with which to operate for the next six months.   
 
 The Finance Committee recommended Board approval of the FY 2007/08 

Third Quarter Investment Report.  
 

Motion to approve the FY 2007/08 Third Quarter Investment Report was 
made by Director Burchardi, seconded by Director Molesworth, and 
carried. 
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2. FY 2008/09 Four Year Financial Plan Projections 
 

Ray reported that projections of future Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) revenue bond debt service payments for the Coastal Branch 
Extension project facilities had been presented at the March 27, 2008 
Board meeting.  Over the next few years, from year-to-year the projected 
debt service payments reflect significant increases and decreases. 
 
DWR has agreed to change the method used in issuing refunding 
revenue bonds.  The bonds will be refinanced by series to retain the 
original debt service level payment amounts and terms at a lower interest 
rate.   
 
Revenues available from year-to-year to pay rate management credits 
fluctuate significantly.  To reduce some uncertainty in the CCWA 
budgeting process, staff recommends waiting until actual rate 
management credits are provided by DWR and applying the actual credits 
to the budget and corresponding invoices.  
 
The Finance Committee recommends that the Board approve advising 
the project participants that voluntary payment to help level their State 
water payments may be made to CCWA; that rate management credit 
projections be eliminated for 2009; and that future budgets be based on 
actual rate management credits received each year. 
 
Ray will send the information on voluntary prepayment to help offset 
future spikes in the State water payments to the project participants. 
 
Motion to eliminate the 2009 rate management credits from the 
FY 2008/09 Budget and base future budgets on the actual rate 
management credits received from DWR was made by Director Lemere, 
seconded by Director Molesworth, and carried with Director Shaikewitz 
abstaining.  

 
3. Annual Review of the CCWA Investment Policy 

 
Ray stated that in the past year there have been no changes in the law 
that would require amendment of CCWA’s Investment Policy.   
 
The Finance Committee recommended Board approval of making no 
changes to the CCWA Investment Policy.  
 
Motion to make no changes to the CCWA Investment Policy was made by 
Director Burchardi, seconded by Director Molesworth, and carried.  
 

E. Personnel Committee Report 
 
1. Proposed FY 2008/09 Staff Salary Treatment 

 
Bill provided background on the Board approved staff salary treatment 
process and summarized the FY 2008/09 salary pool recommendation.  
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Motion to amend the EBP policy so that the annual calculation is based 
on the actual numbers from the prior fiscal year, and to require no 
employee contribution for benefits for FY 2008/09 was made by Director 
Lemere, seconded by Director Burchardi, and carried.  
 

 
F.       Final FY 2008/09 Budget  

 
Ray reviewed the proposed change to the FY 2008/09 Preliminary Budget.  
 
Staff recommended the replacement of granular activated carbon (GAC) in three 
of the Water Treatment Plant filters using $168,400 from FY 2007/08 funds and 
$121,035 from FY 2008/09 funds.  Combining the FY 2007/08 and FY 2008/09 
projects would result in a net budget reduction of $101,455.   
 
Additionally, staff requested approval to obtain bids for those projects included in 
the budget that require a formal bidding process.   
 
Motion to approve the Final FY 2008/09 Budget as outlined in the staff report and 
to authorize staff to obtain bids for those projects included in the FY 2008/09 
Budget that require formal bids was made by Director Burchardi, seconded by 
Director Lemere, and carried. 
 

G.        Delta Conveyance Coordination  
 

Bill reported that the environmental work and preliminary design of an isolated 
facility (peripheral canal) are moving rapidly.  The facility will affect both the State 
Water Project (SWP) and the Central Valley Project (CVP), and will be large 
enough to transport water for both the SWP and the CVP.  The current estimated 
cost for that isolated facility is between $4 billion - $5 billion (design and 
construction only).   
 
Director Shaikewitz asked about the $20 million planning cost previously 
discussed.  Bill explained that the initial planning costs for 2008 are still 
estimated at $22-$24 million.  DWR is currently estimating that between 2008 
and 2010 the planning costs will be approximately $140 million.  Ray stated that 
the amount is for both the State Water Contractors (SWC) and CVP contractors.  
Director Shaikewitz asked if the federal contractors would be paying half of that 
cost.  Bill stated that the current plan is for SWC and the CVP to each pay half.  

 
Funding and management of the project need to be addressed.   

 
• Near term, funding will have serious cash flow implications because DWR 

does not have an extra $140 million over the next three years.  The SWC will 
to have to enter into a financial agreement with DWR to pay this cost over 
the next three years.    

• The SWP and the CVP contractors desire to provide a role in the design, 
construction financing, and management of the Delta Conveyance facilities. 
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A group comprised of Ray Stokes, Steve Arakawa from Metropolitan Water 
District, Tom Levy from the Coachella Valley Water District, and Tom Clark from 
the Kern County Water Agency is working with DWR to put this funding approach 
together.   
 
A new Exporter Joint Powers Authority comprised of SWP and CVP contractors 
is being assembled.  CCWA would be asked to join in order to participate in the 
Delta Conveyance work.   
 
Participating SWC and CVP contractors would be asked to approve the 
necessary funding and, in the case of the SWC, added to their Statement of 
Charges.  Each SWC would sign a memorandum of agreement with DWR that 
would provide the SWC with participation rights and allow DWR to add the 
additional cost on the Statement of Charges.   
 
Ray stated that this arrangement would protect cash for rate management 
credits.  DWR will have an estimate of the SWC share for three years and add 
that on the Delta Water Charge.  This will generate about $5 million a year.  A 
Delta Water Charge cost incurred today is paid for until the end of the Project 
repayment period (2035), which creates a deficit on the Delta Water Charge.  
CCWA wants to minimize any deficit in the Delta Water Charge because it comes 
out of rate management credits.  With the proposed funding mechanism, the 
SWC and the CVP are going to make up the difference between what is collected 
under the Delta Water Charge and what is actually incurred so there will be no 
impact to rate management credits.   
 
Director Shaikewitz asked the amount of CCWA’s obligation.  Ray stated that 
CCWA would be obligated for approximately 1% of the total through the Delta 
Water Charge and the amount paid voluntarily.  The Delta Water Charge in the 
CCWA FY 2008/09 budget had been increased by $5 AF in anticipation of this 
type of a funding mechanism.  It is likely that all of the 2008 amount and the 
anticipated amount for 2009 will be on the Statement of Charges.  Ray explained 
that at the end of the three years and when a notice of determination on the 
project is obtained, DWR will issue revenue bonds and the SWC will get their 
money back.  If, for some reason, the project does not go ahead those 
contractors advancing monies would be repaid with interest from 2011 until the 
end of the current contract.   
 
Bill stated that the process must also ensure that the CVP contractors make their 
contributions in a timely manner.   
 
The advanced funding amount (currently estimated at $14 and $18 acre-foot over 
a three-year period or $5 to $8 acre-foot a year) would appear as a separate line 
item on the DWR bill.  In such case, CCWA would contribute approximately 
$250,000 - $275,000 annually.   
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V. Closed Session 

1. Public Employee Performance Evaluation 
2. Conference with Labor Negotiator 
 
The Board retired to Closed Session at 11:25 a.m. and reconvened at 11:59 a.m. with no 
action reported. 

 
VI. Reports from Board Members for Information Only 
 

There were no reports from Board members 
 
VII. Items for Next Regular Meeting Agenda 
 

A. Santa Barbara County Suspended Water Update 
B. Central Coast Water Supply Reliability Agreement (San Luis Obispo County Dry 

Year Program) Update 
  

 
VIII. Date of Next Regular Meeting:  May 22, 2008 
 
IX. Adjournment 
 

The meeting adjourned at 12:01 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

_____________________________ 
William J. Brennan 
Secretary to the Board 
 
/sr 
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MINUTES OF THE 
CENTRAL COAST WATER AUTHORITY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
July 23, 2009 

 
 

     I. Call to Order and Roll Call 
 
Chairman Lavagnino called the July 23, 2009, Central Coast Water Authority (CCWA) 
Board of Directors meeting held at 255 Industrial Way, Buellton, California, to order at 
9:00 a.m.  Attachment No. 1 is a list of those in attendance. 

  
 CCWA member agencies with voting privileges were represented by: 
  
 Ed Andrisek  City of Buellton 

Bert Bertrando  Goleta Water District 

Harlan Burchardi  Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, 
ID #1 

L. J. Lavagnino  City of Santa Maria 
Fred Lemere  Carpinteria Valley Water District 
Tom Mosby  Montecito Water District 

 

 
II.  Public Comment 

 
 There was no public comment. 
 

III. Consent Calendar 
 

A. Approve Minutes of the April 23, 2009, Regular Meeting 
B. Approve Bills 

 C. Controller’s Report 
 D. Operations Report 
  

Motion to approve the Consent Calendar was made by Director Burchardi, 
seconded by Director Andrisek, and carried.    
 

IV. Appointment of Ad Hoc Water Transfer Committee 
 
Chairman Lavagnino appointed Chris Dahlstrom, Director Shaikewitz, and 
Richard Sweet to the newly reactivated Ad Hoc Water Transfer Committee for a 
term to coincide with that of the Chairman of the Board. 

 
V. Executive Director’s Report             

A. Operations Update 
 

John Brady, CCWA Operations Manager/Engineer, reported on plant 
production, chemical costs, and totals pumped into Lake Cachuma: 
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 Plant Production 

(AF) 
Chemical 

Costs ($/AF) 
SYPF Pumping Total 

(AF) 
April 2009   1,561 $52.78 345 
May 2009 2,247 $36.37 715 
June 2009 2,433 $28.43 474 

 
 

WATER TREATMENT PLANT  

• The annual update to the Water Treatment Plant Operations Plan was 
completed and submitted to the Department of Public Health. 

• A new gate was installed in the plant’s perimeter security fencing to 
provide access to the raw water pipeline right-of-way. 

• The chemical contracts were extended for a one-year period. 
• The Plant’s Risk Management Plan (RMP) and Spill Prevention 

Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) were completed and submitted 
prior to the deadline. 

• The third waste wash water pump was rebuilt. 
• The main access road was serviced through crack filling, fog seal, and 

restriping. 
Dave Renelle, Maintenance Foreman, received instrumentation 
training through ISA. 
  

DISTRIBUTION 
 
• Distribution Technicians Eric Kieding and Bill Taylor attended the 

2009 Western States Corrosion Seminar at Cal Poly Pomona. 
• Don Ross, IT/Instrumentation and Control Specialist, received security 

camera software training. 
• The Santa Ynez Pumping Plant outlet flow meter was replaced and a 

modified meter vault cover was installed. 
 
LABORATORY 

• The Initial Distribution System Evaluation (IDSE) was completed and 
the monitoring report and proposed monitoring schedule was 
submitted to the Department of Public Health. 

• The second chlorite jar test was conducted. 
 
GENERAL 
 
• The draft Kennedy Jenks design basis memorandum for the Santa 

Ynez Pumping Plant Bisulfite Tank Design was reviewed and 
analyzed 

• The Westland District Pump-in Proposal was reviewed and an 
assessment of the impact to CCWA participants prepared. 

• An electrical review of the server room in the Buellton Administrative 
office was conducted to determine code compliance.   

• CCWA volunteered to serve as a Steering Committee Member for the 
Prop 84 Grant Application project.  The MOU for this project was 
executed and the participation fee was paid, as required. 
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B. 2009 State Water Project Table A Amount Allocation and 2008 Carryover 
 

Bill Brennan, CCWA Executive Director, stated that the Department of 
Water Resources (DWR) 2009 State Water Project Table A Amount 
Allocation remains at 40%.  Carryover and water transfer programs, 
however, have increased the average allocation for CCWA project 
participants to 68%.   
 
DWR exports from the Delta increased to over 5,000 cfs beginning July 1 
when the delta smelt restrictions were lifted. 
 

C. Finance Committee Report 
 

1. FY 2008/09 Fourth Quarter Investment Report 
 

Ray Stokes, CCWA Deputy Director, summarized highlights of the 
FY 2008/09 Fourth Quarter Investment Report.  As of June 30, 
2009, the investment portfolio totaled $66.6 million with a 1.13% 
effective rate of return on an average daily balance for the month 
of June 2009 of approximately $66.6 million.   
 
Current pro forma projections indicate that CCWA will have 
sufficient funds with which to operate for the next six months.   
 
The Finance Committee recommended Board approval of the 
FY 2008/09 Fourth Quarter Investment Report. 
 
Motion to approve the FY 2008/09 Fourth Quarter Investment 
Report was made by Director Burchardi, seconded by Director 
Lemere, and carried.   
 

D. Sodium Bisulfite Tank Project (C-06SBMOD) Carry Over Budget 
 
John stated that due to work load and other projects with higher priority, 
the FY 2006/07 Santa Ynez Bisulfite Tank Modification Project was 
carried over into FY 07/08 and again into FY 08/09.   
 
Because of some operational issues, staff recommended that the 
services of an experienced engineering firm be retained to review the 
system and complete a retrofit design.  The Board approved the 
recommendation and authorized transferring $13,291 from the 
Distribution Engineering Services Budget to the Sodium Bisulfite Tank 
Project Budget. 
 
Due to engineering evaluation and staff review, the project evolved into a 
full system retrofit project and the following recommendations were made. 
 

o Approve the transfer of $5,708.23 remaining FY 08/09 funds from 
the SYPP Outlet Meter Replacement Project (C-08SYPSFM) to 
the Sodium Bisulfite Tank Project Budget (C-06SBMOD); 
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o Approve the transfer of $2,178.74 remaining FY 08/09 funds from 
the Sodium Bisulfite Level Transmitter Project (C-07SBLVLT) to 
the Sodium Bisulfite Tank Project (C-06SBMOD); and 

o Approve the transfer of $45,348.03 remaining FY 08/09 funds 
from the SYPP Electrical Variable (Budget Item 5800.31-DIST) 
budget to the Sodium Bisulfite Tank Project (C-06SBMOD). 

 
Motion to approve the recommendations set forth in the staff report was 
made by Director Andrisek, seconded by Director Burchardi, and carried. 

 
E. Accounting Software Upgrade Carry Over 
 

Ray requested a $51,000 carryover of FY 2008/09 funds for an 
accounting software upgrade and the purchase of human resources 
software.  Microsoft will no longer support the version of Solomon 
accounting software CCWA currently uses after June 30, 2010.  The 
estimated cost of the software and consultant work to complete the 
upgrade is $34,000. 
 
Currently, much of the human resources tracking for vacation, sick leave, 
and other HR information is done through spreadsheets, word 
documents, and in-house forms.  The estimated cost for the HR software 
and consultant work for implementation is $17,000. 
 
CCWA was selected as a candidate to apply for grant monies from 
Orfalea Foundation’s “Aware and Prepare” program the mission of which 
is “to create a community partnership to strengthen capabilities to 
mitigate, prepare for, respond to, and recover from an emergency or 
disaster in Santa Barbara County.”     
 
CCWA staff completed the grant application with the Orfalea Foundation 
for additional IT equipment and anticipates that the notice of grant 
application will be received in the fall of 2009.   
 
Motion to approve the carryover of funds from FY 2008/09 to FY 2009/10 
for the accounting software upgrade and human resources software 
purchase in the amount of $51,000 was made by Director Burchardi, 
seconded by Director Bertrando, and carried. 
 

F. Carryover of Project Funds from FY 2008/09 to FY 2009/10 
 
Ray stated that due to timing and scheduling, certain capital expenditures 
and non-capitalized projects included in the FY 2008/09 budget were not 
expended.   

 
Ray requested FY 2008/09 carryover of project funds in the total amount 
of $220,507  

o Miscellaneous Concrete Repairs - $11,250 (WTP) Non-
Capitalized 
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o Fall Protection Equipment Tank 2, 5 & EDV - $6,201 
(Reaches 33B, 34 & 35)  Non-Capitalized Project 

o Fire Pump Control Panel Replacement - $6,607 - (WTP) 
Capitalized  Project 

o Santa Ynez Pumping Plant Bisulfite Tank $53, 235 (Santa Ynez II) 
o Permitting of Santa Ynez II Erosion Repairs - $67,289 (Santa 

Ynez II) –Capital Project 
o Vehicle Replacements - $9,175 – (All Distribution Financial 

Reaches) Capital Purchase  
o Accounting Software Upgrades - $51,000 (Administration) 
o Land acquisition for the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) - 

$15,750  
 

CCWA applied for a grant with the Orfalea Foundation’s Aware and 
Prepare program that provides grant funds to agencies in the County 
needing additional funds for disaster preparedness.  If those funds 
become available, it will help offset CCWA’s budget for 2009/10 on the 
disaster preparedness project. 

 
Motion to approve the FY 2008/09 Budget carryover of project funds in 
the total amount of $220,507 to FY 2009/10 was made by Director 
Andrisek, seconded by Director Burchardi, and carried.   
 

G. 1. San Luis Obispo County 2009 Transfer Program Update 
 

Bill stated that 2009 is the second year of the program with 5,924 acre-
feet of Table A water having been made available, but only 3,869 acre-
feet purchased. 
 
A majority of the requested San Luis Obispo County (SLOC) 2009 
transfer water will be delivered by the end of July.   
 
In order to comply with DWR bookkeeping requirements, CCWA must 
purchase and physically take delivery of the water remaining in this year’s 
SLOC transfer water program before the end of the calendar year.   
 
Bill asked that any project participant interested in any or all of this water 
contact him as soon as possible.   
 

G.2. Carryover Update 
 

Bill stated that according to the Water Supply Contract a contractor must 
annually declare whether it wishes to store any water it believes to be in 
excess of its needs, or sell it in one of the two annual DWR Turn-back 
Pools.   
 
Article 56(c) allows Contractors to store project water outside its service 
area.  Water may be stored as long as storage capacity exists.  
Contractors will not be charged additional fees for storing water in this 
program.  Contractors may not sell stored water in the year that it was 
stored.   
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Storage space in San Luis Reservoir is allocated in proportion to total 
Table amounts of those participating in the storage program.   
 

G.3. Carpinteria Valley Water District Table A Option Agreement Update 
 

At its March 26, 2009 regular meeting, the Board approved a processing 
agreement for the benefit of the Carpinteria Valley Water District (CVWD) 
allowing staff time and consultant costs associated with the sale or option 
to sell a portion of CVWD’s Table A to be charged directly to CVWD.   
 
CVWD is updating its 2006 Water Reliability Strategies for 2030 report 
and has confirmed that it has water supplies in excess of its needs.  
CVWD is completing a CEQA draft negative declaration that reflects this 
“determination of surplus water supplies.”  Staff does not believe that 
CCWA is a responsible party for CEQA purposes. 
 
Charles Hamilton, CVWD’s General Manager, provided a status update.  
CVWD entered into an option agreement with Plains Exploration and 
Production Company (PXP) to hold an option to transfer the right to use 
CVWD’s allotment.  This year PXP sent CVWD a letter saying they were 
no longer interested in acquiring water.  That amount of water has been 
released and CVWD is looking at a potential decision by the CVWD 
Board to determine that up to 1,000-acre feet of State water is available 
for sale.   
 
CVWD is expected to have a CEQA document ready in about two weeks.  
CVWD will be sending the CEQA documents to Bill at that time.  Charles 
stated that he thinks the suggestion that the Transfer Committee meet is 
a good one.  

 
H. DWR Statement of Charges Update 
 

Ray outlined various issues currently being addressed by CCWA staff 
and the State Water Contractors (SWC).  The main areas addressed 
were: 
 

 Recently discovered errors in the Statement of Charges for 
CCWA (Santa Barbara County) 

 Other items of protest raised by CCWA regarding the Statement 
of Charges 

 Possible DWR Account Yearend Deficits 
 Possible Tolling Agreement Extension 

 
In 2006, each of the contractors entered into a Tolling Agreement 
with DWR agreeing not to initiate litigation against DWR on any 
item in the Statement of Charges through the tolling period.  The 
Agreement, which is scheduled to expire September 30, 2009, 
covers the 2007, 2008, and 2009 Statement of Charges.  The 
State Water Contractors Audit-Finance Committee created a work 
group to resolve items of protest that were raised by individual 
contractors.  Since not all of those items will be resolved by 
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September 30, 2009, extending the Agreement to the end of 2010 
is being considered.   

 
Motion to recommend that the County of Santa Barbara execute an 
extension of the Tolling Agreement to December 31, 2010 with a 
provision that the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program be placed on a 
Tolling Agreement exhibit as a 60-day call-out item was made by Director 
Burchardi, seconded by Director Lemere, and carried. 

 
I. 2009 Goals Update 
 
 Bill reviewed highlights of the 2009 Goals Update. 
 
J. State Water Project Update 
 

Among matters discussed were 
 

 Delta smelt  
 Salmon 
 Longfin smelt 
 Green Sturgeon 
 Legislative analysts’ interest in reorganizing the resource agency and 
possibly pulling the State water project and making it an independent 
water agency.   
 Contract extension 

 
VI. Reports from Board Members for Information Only 
 

Director Lemere asked if CCWA was devoting any resources to Quagga and 
Zebra mussel research.  Bill stated that while CCWA is not individually devoting 
funds, State Water Resources and DWR are focusing on the matter.   

 
VII. Items for Next Regular Meeting Agenda 

 
VIII. Date of Next Regular Meeting:  August 27, 2009  

 
IX. Adjournment 
 

The meeting adjourned at 11:26 a.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
_____________________________ 
William J. Brennan 
Secretary to the Board 
 
/sr 
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AMENDED MINUTES OF THE  
CENTRAL COAST WATER AUTHORITY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
August 26, 2010 

 
I. Call to Order and Roll Call 

 
Chairman Lavagnino called the August 26, 2010, Central Coast Water Authority (CCWA) 
Board of Directors meeting held at 255 Industrial Way, Buellton, California, to order at 
9:00 a.m.  Attachment No. 1 is a list of those in attendance. 

  
 CCWA member agencies with voting privileges were represented by: 
  
 Ed Andrisek  City of Buellton 

Harlan Burchardi  Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, ID #1 

L. J. Lavagnino  City of Santa Maria 
Bill Rosen  Goleta Water District 
John Sabedra  City of Guadalupe 
Richard Shaikewitz  Montecito Water District 

 

  
II.  Public Comment 

 
There was no public comment. 

  
III.  Consent Calendar   

 
  A. Approve Minutes of the August 26, 2010 Regular Meeting 
  B. Approve Bills 
  C. Controller’s Report 
  D. Operations Report 
  
  Motion to approve the Consent Calendar was made by Director Burchardi, seconded by 

Director Sabedra, and carried. 
  
IV.  Executive Director’s Report 

   
  A. Operations Update 
    
   John Brady, CCWA Operations Manager/Engineer, reported on plant 

production, chemical costs, and totals pumped into Lake Cachuma: 
    
    Plant Production 

(AF) 
Chemical Costs 

($/AF) 
SYPF Pumping 

(AF) 
 

   June 2010 2,447 $32.62 121  
   July 2010 3,321 $26.24 354  
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   Water Treatment Plant 
    
   •    Reviewed and finalized the Heating Air Conditioning and Ventilation 

(HVAC) specifications and drawings.   
   •    Upgraded the communication system between the Department of 

   Water Resources (DWR) operation and the CCWA SCADA system 
to a Wi-Fi connection. 

   •    The County of San Luis Obispo, Environmental Health Department 
   inspection identified no significant issues at the Water Treatment 
   Plant. 

      
   Distribution 
    
   •    Prepared the Hazardous Materials Business Plans for the Tanks 5 

and 7 chlorination systems and submitted them to Santa Barbara 
County Environmental Health Department. 

    
   Laboratory 
    
   •   Hired Jeff Tice as the new Senior Chemist. 
    
  General 
   
  • Provided Board Member Dale Francisco with a tour of the CCWA 

system. 
  • Prepared the annual Operations and Maintenance Report and 

submitted it to the Department of Water Resources. 
  • Installed and activated new financial software, MS Dynamics SL 7.0. 
  
    B. Proposed Carryover of Project Funds from FY 2009/10 to FY 2010/11  

 
John stated that three projects were not completed in FY 2009/10.  Staff 
proposes to carry-over the associated budgets into FY 2010/11 and complete 
the projects.     

 
The total of requested project funds to be carried over is $165,652. 
  

o Erosion Repair SYII Pipeline (C-08EROSRP) – Capitalized Project 
(SYII) - $119,000 

o HVAC Controls Replacement (C-09HVAC) – Capitalized Project 
(WTP) - $27,631 

o MS Dynamic SL Upgrade/Software Additions (C-09SL-UPG) – 
Capitalized Project (AMD) - $19,021  

 
Motion to approve the carryover of project funds in the total amount of 
$165,652 from FY 2009/10 to FY 2010/11 was made by Director Burchardi, 
seconded by Director Andrisek, and carried. 

    
    C. Santa Ynez II Pipeline Repair Project (C-08EROSRP) 
    

John reviewed the background and history of the erosion damage to the 
pipeline.  AECom, an engineering consulting firm, hired to evaluate and 
recommend alternatives for addressing the erosion damage presented several 
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alternatives for dealing with the two exposed pipeline locations.  Both AECom 
and CCWA staff believe it prudent to move forward with an interim repair option 
combining point replacement and riprap alternatives at an estimated cost of 
$632,000. 
 
The SY II Pipeline Repair Project was accepted to be included in the Prop 84 
implementation grant application.  If the application is successful, the $632,000 
cost would be reduced by $300,000 and require 50% in matching funds.   
 
At its July 8, 2010 meeting, the Operating Committee formed an Ad Hoc 
Committee comprised of representatives of the South Coast participants and 
SYRWCD ID#1 to consider this matter.  Additional details about the project 
were presented to the Ad Hoc Committee on August 3, 2010. 
 
The consensus of the Ad Hoc Committee was 
 

• to proceed with the request for carryover of project funds with the 
caveat that no funds will be expended without Board approval 

• to postpone the project until more is known about possible Prop 84 
funding 

• to evaluate at what point continued operation of the pipeline with 
response maintenance will damage the pipeline and require repair to 
continue, and 

• to prepare long-term plans for pipeline replacement. 
 
Bill stated that the risk in taking the South Coast recommendation is that 
depending on how long the design and permits take we remain vulnerable to 
risk of catastrophic failure.  If we proceed with the engineering now, however, 
we could decrease that period of vulnerability.   
 
It was the consensus of the Board that the Ad Hoc Committee plan was 
acceptable since the Committee members would be taking the risk.  No action 
will be taken to repair the SYII pipeline.  Funds were transferred from last year 
into this year, and CCWA will wait for the Prop 84 funds to become available. 
 
Bill asked when we would know about receiving the Prop 84 funds.  John 
stated that grant funding would not take place until June 2011.   

    
    D. Emergency Repair of Water Treatment Plant Chlorine Scrubber Unit 

Ratification  
 
Bill stated that the chlorine scrubber, a critical safety device used to control 
accidental releases of chlorine gas, had been found to be damaged and at risk 
of failure.   
 
A repair plan was developed.  The project was not anticipated and therefore 
not included in the CCWA FY 2010/11 budget and exceeded the Executive 
Director’s approval authority.  Because of the emergency nature of the project 
and with the Water Treatment Plant budget having sufficient funds to cover the 
project, the Chairman of the Board authorized staff to proceed. 
 
Motion to ratify the expenditure of funds from the Water Treatment Plant 
Equipment Repairs and Maintenance line item for the chlorine scrubber repair 
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Section 54956.9(a) 
 
A. Central Delta Water Agency v. Department of Water Resources, Sacramento 

Superior Court Case No. 34-2010-80000561. 
B. Central Delta Water Agency v. Kern County Water Agency, Kern County Superior 

Court Case No. S-1500-CY-270965. 
 
The Board retired to closed session at 10:47 a.m.  No reportable action resulted from 
the closed session which reconvened at 11:25 a.m. 

  
VI. Reports from Board Members for Information Only 

 
There were no reports from Board members. 

  
VII. Items for Next Regular Meeting Agenda 
  
VIII. Date of Next Regular Meeting: September 23, 2010 
  
IX. Adjournment 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:26 a.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
_____________________________ 
William J. Brennan 
Secretary to the Board 
 
/sr 
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CENTRAL COAST WATER AUTHORITY 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 

October 1, 2010 
TO:  Board of Directors 
 
FROM: John Brady, Operations Manager/Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Santa Ynez II Pipeline Repair Project (C-08EROSRP) 
 Report to Ad-Hoc Committee    
 
BACKGROUND 

CCWA owns and operates a pipeline that delivers water from the Santa Ynez Pumping Plant 
to Lake Cachuma.  This pipeline was originally constructed in the 1960s and is 30 inches in 
diameter and 12 miles long.  CCWA acquired the pipeline in the mid-1990s to complete its 
water conveyance system for its south Santa Barbara County Participants.  

Due to periodic large scale flows through the river, the pipeline has a history of the soils 
surrounding the pipeline eroding away leaving sections of the pipe exposed.  Several repair 
projects have been completed and they include (1) a section of pipeline was realigned in 1967 
to prevent future erosion and (2) several sections of the exposed pipeline were repaired, 
primarily by encasement in concrete, in 1992/1993.  

Pipe exposed in this manner is placed at risk of failing for two reasons: (1) the exposed pipe 
has lost the structural confinement of backfill, which is an important strengthening component 
of the pipeline; and, (2) the exposed pipeline section will bridge and obstruct water flow, which 
will subject the pipeline to strong external forces arising from the impact of high water flows. 

Currently, there are two areas of exposed pipe:  

• Immediately downstream of the Bradbury Dam spillway.  

• Immediately upstream of the confluence of the San Lucas Creek and Santa Ynez 
River.     

 

Ad-Hoc Committee Meetings, Deliberations and Board Actions 

CCWA staff prepared a Project Report, dated June 30, 2010, and presented the report to the 
CCWA Operations Committee during it July 8, 2010 meeting.  In response to staff’s 
presentation, the CCWA Operations Committee formed an Ad-Hoc Committee for the 
purposes of evaluating and providing direction for the Santa Ynez II Pipeline Repair Project.  
The Ad-Hoc Committee members included representatives from agencies with a direct 
financial stake in the project, namely the South County CCWA Participants and Santa Ynez 
RWCD ID #1.  The Ad-Hoc Committee convened on August 3, 2010 and CCWA staff 
presented additional details about the project.  Following the staff presentation and 
subsequent discussion among the committee members, the general consensus and directions 
of the committee were as follows: 
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• CCWA staff should proceed with the Project Carry-over/Budget Transfer Request to 
the Board to establish an approved project budget for the current fiscal year.  

• CCWA staff should not proceed with the project until more is known about the potential 
for receiving Prop 84 grant funds for the project. 

• CCWA staff should further evaluate (1) the response maintenance approach where the 
pipeline will be operated until it is damaged and requires repair to continue operation, 
(2) long-term plans for pipeline replacement, including when formal long-term plans 
should be initiated. 

CCWA staff prepared a Board Report, dated August 6, 2010 that outlined staff’s 
recommendation and the Ad-Hoc Committee’s direction.  This report was presented to the 
Board in its August 26, 2010 meeting.  In summary, staff recommended: 

• Of the repair options presented by AECom, staff recommended the option of lowering 
the exposed pipeline sections, encasing the sections in concrete, and installing 
subsurface rip-rap. Total Project Cost Estimate: $632,000 (cost estimate is based on 
AECom Technical Memorandum and covered costs from August 6, 2010 forward).   

• Approve Project Carry-over/Budget Transfer Request, with the added stipulations that 
no additional spending will be made without additional Board approval. 

• Staff will research the issues identified by the Ad-Hoc Committee. 

The Board approved the Project Carry-over/Budget Transfer Request, as requested.  The 
Board indicated that it will await additional input from the Ad-hoc Committee before taking 
further action. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to document staff’s research that was completed in 
response to the Ad-Hoc Committee’s direction. 

 

DISCUSSION 

The Ad-Hoc Committee requested CCWA staff to research four specific issues. These issues 
are (1) the availability of Proposition 84 Grant Funding, (2) the issues associated with 
managing the exposed pipeline using a response maintenance approach, (3) the issues 
associated with managing the exposed pipeline using a preventative maintenance approach 
and (4) the issues related to long term planning issues of the pipeline.  The following are the 
results of that research: 

 

1. Proposition 84 

CCWA is a signatory of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Proposition 84 
Cooperating Partners.  This group worked together to identify a group of projects that would 
have the highest potential for success in securing a Prop 84 Implementation Grant.  A list of 
over 70 projects was generated from the Cooperating Partner Group.  The selection process 
included a detailed multi-objective decision science approach and, ultimately, the SYII Pipeline 
Repair Project was one of four projects selected to move forward.  The Prop 84 Cooperating 
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Partners agreed to allow CCWA to request $321,428, with the balance of the project costs 
paid by CCWA as the agency match. 

The Implementation Grant for Santa Barbara County is currently under development and is 
scheduled to be completed by late December 2010.  The due date for the Prop 84 
Implementation Grant Application to DWR is January 7, 2011.  DWR will review and score the 
Implementation Grants and they will subsequently hold a public meeting to discuss initial 
funding recommendations in April 2011.  DWR will make final grant award approvals in June 
2011. 

To develop the project’s cost estimate for the Prop 84 Implementation Grant, all costs charged 
to the project since September 2008 were identified.  These historical costs were added to the 
project cost estimate that was presented in the August 6, 2010 Board Report for the Project. 
The project cost estimate was also reorganized to be consistent with the Prop 84 Application 
Guidelines. The cost estimate for the SYII Pipeline Repair Project that was included in the 
Prop 84 Implementation Gant Application is presented below: 

 
Budget Category Grant Request Agency Match Total Project 

Direct Project Administration Costs $7,500 $11,000 $18,500 

Land Purchase/ Easement $0 $0 $0 

Planning/ Design/ Engineering/ Environmental 
Documentation 

$65,000 $65,000 $130,000 

Construction/ Implementation $205,000 $220,000 $425,000 

Environmental Compliance/ Mitigation/ Enhancement $2,000 $2,000 $4,000 

Construction Administration $12,500 $12,500 $25,000 

Other Costs $0 $0 $0 

Construction/ Implementation Contingency $29,428 $30,700 $60,128 

Grand Total (Sum rows (a) through (h) for each column) $321,428 $341,200 $662,628 

Percent Funding Match  
(minimum 25% required) 

 51.5%  

 

DWR has allocated $5,777,778 to be available for Round 1 Implementation Grants for the 
Central Coast Region.  There are six sub-regions within the Central Coast Funding Area.  
Contact with the other sub-regions indicates that only two other sub-regions have fully 
committed to submitting an application for first round funding, with one other still undecided.  
The current understanding of the different sub-region intent to submit applications for first 
round funding of Prop 84 is as follows: 

• Santa Barbara County: We will submit an application for $3,000,000. 

• San Luis Obispo County: They will submit an application for $5,777,778. 

• Greater Monterey: They are not likely to submit an application due to lack of readiness. 

• Pajaro River Watershed: They are still in decision making process regarding whether 
to submit an application. 
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• Monterey Peninsula: They will submit an application for $5,777,778. 

• Santa Cruz:  They will not submit an application. 

In regards to Prop 84 eligibility if the project is postponed or cancelled, there are two scenarios 
to consider and they are: 

• If CCWA cancelled the project due to other higher priorities, then CCWA would not be 
able to continue with the Prop 84 Implementation Grant Application.  In this case, 
CCWA would need to notify the Cooperating Partners of its plan to withdraw and would 
still be required to pay for CCWA’s agreed upon share of the costs for the preparation 
of the Prop 84 Implementation Grant Application, as outlined in the MOU.  

• If the project is postponed due to financial hardship only, then postponement will not 
have a material effect on the outcome of the Prop 84 deliberations by DWR, provided 
that Prop 84 funds are needed to allow the project to move forward. If grant funds were 
awarded to CCWA, then CCWA would need to fully commit to completing the project 
prior to the end of the grant project implementation schedule. 

 

2. Response Maintenance Approach 

The response maintenance approach consists of operating the pipeline until it is damaged and 
requires repair to continue operation.  The main advantage of this approach is cash flow 
considerations.  By accepting a higher level of risk of an extended outage of water deliveries 
to Lake Cachuma, the cost of the project moving forward ($632,000) could be postponed to 
later years. To fully understand the risk, the following information has been developed:  

Break Probability 

CCWA staff has determined that spill events from Bradbury Dam exceeding 10,000 
cubic feet per second have the potential of impacting the sections of exposed pipe 
below the dam.  A review of the historic record for spills at Bradbury Dam indicates a 
probability of approximately 0.2 for a spill with a peak flow rate of 10,000 cfs to occur in 
a given year (one in every five years).  As of 9/14/10, the lake elevation was 
approximately 11 feet from the spill elevation. The specific number of spills above 
10,000 cfs that are required to cause catastrophic failure of the exposed pipe or what 
size of a single spill event to cause catastrophic failure of the pipe is unknown. 

The pipeline below Bradbury Dam was repaired in 2003, with two feet of cover.  The 
erosion damage to the pipeline since 2003 resulted from five spill event and they are 
as follows: 

• January 2005 (1/11/2005 to 1/30/2005), Peak Flow of 19,492 cfs and a total 
spill volume of 94,231 AF 

• February 2005 (2/16/2005 to 4/12/2005), Peak Flow of 15,863 cfs and a total 
spill volume of 143,235 AF 

• April 2006 (4/4/2006 to 4/11/2006), Peak Flow of 11,305 cfs and a total spill 
volume of 54,237 AF 
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• January 2008 (1/29/2008 to 2/6/2008), Peak Flow of 19,357 cfs and a total spill 
volume of 6,174 AF 

• February 2008 (2/25/2008 to 3/5/2008), Peak Flow of unknown and a total spill 
volume of 6,696 AF 

CCWA staff does know that exposed pipeline in the riverbed will eventually break as a 
result of water flow impact. CCWA staff has observed the break of one section of 
abandoned pipeline that was exposed and impacted by water flow within the riverbed.  
In addition, a catastrophic break of the pipeline near the Bradbury Dam did occur 
during the historic high spill event of 1969 (79,970 cfs). 

Break Characteristics 

The current cost estimates for repairing the exposed section of pipeline are based on 
current conditions.  The margins of the repair area will expand with each significant 
spill event.  In addition, if a break were to occur, the dynamics of the break could also 
lead to further expansion of the required repair area due to flow from the fully charged 
pipeline.  A larger repair area translates to increased repair costs. 

Estimates of how much larger the repair area may become are difficult to make with 
the information that is currently available.  However, we know that five spill events 
have occurred since the 2003 repair.  If we assume that we can simply relate the 
volume of spills (associated peak flows over 10,000 cfs) to the rate of pipeline 
exposure, then for every 1,525 AF spilled, one foot of additional pipe would be 
exposed.  

The current length of exposed pipe is the longest exposed span that has been 
historically observed at the site located below the Dam.  Currently, the exposed section 
of pipe is approximately 200 feet long, with the pipe’s diameter fully exposed.  In 
addition, the pipe is currently bridging in two locations.  As a comparison, the length of 
exposed pipe at this location just prior to the 2003 repair was approximately 100 feet 
and only 1/3 of the pipe’s diameter was exposed.  In addition, there was no bridging of 
the pipe prior to the 2003 repair. 

It is also important to point out that when a pipeline is exposed and subjected to 
traverse loading from impacting water flows, less than catastrophic damage to the 
pipeline can occur as well.  The impacting water can cause flexure of the pipe that may 
potentially cause de-lamination of the mortar lining/coating of the pipe.  This will 
eliminate the cathodic protection provided by the mortar lining/coating and corrosion 
will proceed, which will ultimately create a leak. 

Unfortunately, the most recent cathodic protection survey conducted on the CCWA 
pipeline indicates that the two testing stations closest to the exposed pipe below the 
Dam suggest the potential initial onset of corrosion. 

Delivery Interruption Due to Break 

The most likely scenario in which the CCWA pipeline breaks would be during a major 
spill event during the winter months. Since the South County Water Purveyors receive 
SWP water through Lake Cachuma, they would not be immediately impacted by a 
break in the CCWA pipeline.  Following the break, Lake Cachuma would be full and 
spilling and the demand for water would likely be low due to the winter season.   
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However, the ability to repair the pipeline immediately would be restricted due to water 
flows within the riverbed and also due to certain environmental restrictions for work 
within in a riverbed setting.  In addition, the US Bureau of Reclamation specifically 
prohibits work in the Santa Ynez River Channel below the Dam from December 1 
through May 1.  

According to a preliminary schedule developed by CCWA’s engineering and 
environmental consultants for the project, engineering and permitting would require 3 
to 4 months to complete, contractor procurement would require 6 weeks and 
construction would require 6 weeks (assuming there no long lead items, such as pipe 
and fabricated pipe fittings).  This translates to a total project schedule of 6 to 7 
months.  When considering the Bureaus construction window in the riverbed and 
assuming that work site access issues and groundwater management issues are 
resolved, the range of repair completion dates are as follows: 

• The earliest completion date for a repair would be mid-June.  This assumes 
that the break occurs in Mid-December and all engineering, permitting and 
procurement work could be completed as estimated by the project consultants, 
prior to May 1. 

• The latest completion date for a repair would be mid-November.  This assumes 
the break occurs in late April, just prior to the start of the Bureaus construction 
window of May 1.  

Since CCWA cannot deliver SWP water during a spill event by contract, the actual 
impact of the break in the CCWA line will realized only after the spill stops and the 
impact will end once a repair can be completed.  The 6 month repair project schedule 
would proceed immediately upon the pipeline break, assuming Board approval is in 
place for immediate repair.  Consequently, the impact to CCWA participants in the 
South County would be less than 6 months, being reduced by the time of the spill 
event. For the spill event since 2003, spill durations ranged from 7 to 56 days. 

An outage will have different impacts on the various CCWA Project Participants in the 
South County and will depend on their respective levels of diversification of available 
water supply sources.  All CCWA Project Participants will still be required to pay their 
respective fix costs, regardless of the ability to receive water or not.  These costs are 
presented in the current CCWA FY 2010/2011 Budget and they range from $75,751 
(Raytheon) to $6,903,227 (Goleta) for the fiscal year. 

Impacts will also be experienced by participants located upstream of the break.  
Nitrification of the chloraminated water within the CCWA piping between Tank 5 to the 
Santa Ynez Pumping Plant will become an issue due to significantly increased 
hydraulic detention times.   

The risk of nitrification is highest at the last CCWA turnout, which is Santa Ynez 
RWCD ID#1. Nitrification is at a particularly high risk at the most downstream active 
turn-out because (1) all water between the last active turn-out and the Santa Ynez 
Pumping Plant will certainly nitrify since there will be no water movement and no way 
to treat that volume of water in place and (2) once nitrification is fully developed, it has 
historically spread and moves upstream.  This has the potential to lead to closure of 
the southern portion of the pipeline.   
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CCWA staff has implemented an effective nitrification response plan, which includes 
the use of the Tank 5 and Tank 7 chlorination system. However, this system has not 
been tested with water ages exceeding 40 day.  An outage associated with a break 
could result in water ages that exceed 40 days. 

 

3. Preventative Maintenance Approach 

The response maintenance approach consists of identifying and repairing elements of the 
pipeline prior to failure. The main advantage of this approach is that the scope of the 
replacement can be lower than the cost of a repairing an unplanned break.  The costs, 
schedule and repair options for the preventative approach was presented in the Project Board 
Report dated August 6, 2010.  The discussion below assumes that repair can be completed 
before a catastrophic break. 

Break Probability 

If the project receives approval to proceed from the Board in its October 2010 meeting, 
then the repair will be completed in mid-June 2011.  This schedule would mean that 
CCWA is at risk for a spill event for one winter season.  There is an approximately 1 in 
5 chance that a spill over 10,000 cfs will occur this coming winter and the same issues 
as described in the Response Maintenance Approach will apply. 

Repair Characteristics 

Assuming that the pipeline can be repaired before the next significant spill event at 
Bradbury Dam, the extent of the repair is relatively known.  However, a topographical 
survey of the project area and a limited geotechnical investigation are needed to 
complete the detailed design and permitting.  These investigations will help better 
quantify the size of spill from Bradbury Dam that will impact the repair area.  They will 
also provide information on groundwater and depth to bedrock, which are important 
parameters for design and construction. 

The recommended repair option is to lower the exposed section of pipeline, encase the 
lowered section in concrete/rebar and install rip-rap on downstream side and same 
elevation as the pipe’s encasement.  It is important to note that the existing CCWA 
pipeline does cross the Santa Ynez River channel at several locations.  At these river 
crossings, the pipeline was lowered and encased in concrete/rebar.  There have been 
no issues associated with these crossing as of the writing of this report. 

Delivery Interruption Due to Repair 

If the project receives approval to proceed from the Board in its October 2010 meeting, 
then the design, environmental permitting and procurement work can proceed and will 
be completed before the Bureau’s May 1, 2011 start date for construction within the 
river channel below the Dam. Consequently, the length of time where lake deliveries 
are interrupted will be limited to the timeframe of actual construction, which is 
estimated to be approximately 6 weeks. 
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4. Long Term Planning 

The SYII pipeline was originally constructed in the early 1960’s.  In 1994, just prior to acquiring 
the pipeline from Santa Ynez RWCD ID #1, CCWA conducted a condition assessment of the 
pipeline.  This assessment estimated that the remaining service life of the pipeline was in the 
20 to 30 year range.  This corresponds to the last year of service life being between 2014 and 
2024. 

Although the remaining service life was estimated to be ending in the next 4 to 14 years, the 
pipeline currently appears to be in reasonable condition, other than the exposed section of 
pipe.   No significant leaks have been detected through right-of-way surface inspections and 
flow meter comparisons (meters at located at the beginning and end of pipeline).  However, 
the most recent measurements at the Cathodic Testing Stations on the SYII Reach of the 
pipeline suggest the potential onset of corrosion. 

The main questions for long term planning is to identify when to start the design, permitting 
and funding efforts for replacement of the pipeline. A significant timeframe, perhaps in the 5 
year range, will be required to complete all of the required tasks before construction can 
begin. Consequently, as we enter the late stages of service life, a plan to more closely monitor 
the pipeline performance will be required.  CCWA staff has initiated monitoring the pipeline as 
follows: 

• Annual Cathodic Test Station Measurements.  The results will be reviewed by CCWA 
Corrosion Engineering consultant for interpretation. 

• Annual right-of-way surface inspections. 

• Annual hydrostatic testing through closing isolation valves at start and end of pipeline 
during the annual winter shutdown. 

• Monthly comparisons of flow measurements at the Santa Ynez Pumping Plant and at 
the Bradbury Dam Penstock. 

CCWA staff will continue researching methods to assist with estimating the remaining service 
life of the SYII pipeline. 



CENTRAL COAST WATER AUTHORITY 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To:    Project File 

From:    John Brady, Operations Manager/Engineer 

Subject:  Pipeline Repair Project, C‐08EROSRP, Reach SYII 

Date:    December 15, 2010 

 
The purpose of this memorandum is to identity the purpose of the expenditures presented in the 
attached financial report for the subject project.  These costs were utilized as a basis for cost estimates 
for subsequent phases of the project.  The attached financial report was produced from the CCWA’s 
Financial software (Microsoft SL 7.0).  The project costs presented are those related to outside services 
only and they are as follows: 

 

• AECom.  This vender is the engineering consultant retained for the subject project.  These costs 
cover the preparation of the Technical Memoranda for the project, which outlined various 
repair options for the exposed section of pipeline.  AECom submitted proposal for subsequent 
phases of the project. 

• SLO County Newspaper.  As part of advertising the Request For Qualifications (RFQ) for soliciting 
an engineering consultant for the project, advertisements in a newspaper of general circulation 
is required by the public procurement regulations.  The costs for this vender is for the required 
advertisement. 

• Brownstein Hyatt Faber.  This vender is CCWA’s legal council.  The costs for this vender covered 
the legal review of the RFP that was prepared to procure the services of an engineering 
consultant for the project.  These costs were utilized in estimating the required legal review of 
the Request For Bids (RFB) that will be used to procure a contractor to construct the pipeline 
repair.  This legal review will ensure labor code  compliance. 

• Co of SB P.W. Water Agency.  These costs are associated with the Prop 84 Cooperating Partners 
participation fee.  These costs are not included in the Prop 84 Implementation Grant Application 
for the project. 

• FIA Card Services.  This vender is CCWA’s credit card provider.  The charges listed covers the 
advertisements needed in the RFP for Engineering Services solicitation and a miscellaneous 
charge for a project related lunch meeting. 



• Penfield Smith.  This vender is one of CCWA’s engineering consultants.  The services rendered 
were associated with an aerial mapping for the biological survey conducted for the project.  This 
cost was used as part of the estimate for future biologic survey work for future phases of the 
project. 

• SAIC.  This is CCWA’s environmental consultant and the costs are related to the biologic survey 
that was completed for the project.  This cost was used as part of the estimate for future 
biologic survey work for future phases of the project. 

 

 

 

 



CIP - PROJECT EXPENSES
by GL Account

Acct 1300.65 - 1300.70

Vendor Name

AmountTranDate Ref #PerPost

PerPost

DrCrSubAcct # Transaction Description ProjectID

1300.65

AECOM USA INC.

VO 036982PROPOSAL FOR ENGINEERING SERVI  12,143.172/5/10 200907D1300.65 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

 12,143.17

SLO County Newspapers

VO 0357042129 RFQ - SLO NEWS  278.408/6/09 200901D1300.65 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

 278.40

$12,421.57Acct Total - selected period(s)1300.65

AECOM USA INC.

VO 0371672716 ENGINEERING 1/16-2/12/10  11,362.413/2/10 200908D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

VO 0374302716 ENGR SVCS-PIPELINE EROS  10,791.974/15/10 200910D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

VO 0380842716 ENGINEER-PIPELINE EROSION  642.457/2/10 200912D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

 22,796.83

BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER

VO 0371282553 LEGL-Crawford/Erosion Pro  75.003/2/10 200908D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

VO 0351462553 LEGL-Crawford/Erosion Pro  2,892.005/28/09 200811D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

VO 0353372553 LEGL-Crawford/Erosion Pro  4,620.006/25/09 200812D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

VO 0359132553 LEGL-Crawford/Erosion Pro  560.009/11/09 200903D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

VO 0361772553 LEGL-Crawford/Erosion Pro  875.0010/19/09 200904D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

VO 0369592553 LEGL-Crawford/Erosion Pro  222.392/3/10 200907D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

 9,244.39

CO OF SB P.W. WATER AGENCY

VO 0390562485 PROP 84 MOU COST SHARE  26,322.0011/9/10 201004D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

 26,322.00

FIA CARD SERVICES

VO 0354952501 LUNCH MTG-EROSION CONTRL  60.117/16/09 200812D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

VO 0357942501 SB NEWS - RFQ EROSION  147.848/19/09 200901D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

 207.95

PENFIELD & SMITH

VO 0332861133 AERIAL MAPPING SY RIVER  799.299/4/08 200802D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

 799.29

SAIC

VO 0360341151 SAIC-TASK 8-JulSep 09  4,290.009/22/09 200903D1300.70 SYII00000000 C-08EROSRP

 4,290.00

$63,660.46Acct Total - selected period(s)1300.70

Total for selected Period(s)
$76,082.03
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Technical Memorandum 

AECOM 
5851 Thille Street 
Suite 201 
Ventura, CA  93003 
www.aecom.com 

805 644 9704 tel 
805 642 8277 fax 

Background   

The Central Coast Water Authority (CCWA) owns and operates a transmission pipeline that 
delivers water from the Santa Ynez Pumping Plant, located in the Santa Ynez Valley, to 
Lake Cachuma.  This pipeline, which was constructed in the 1960’s, delivers up to 10,000 
gpm, at up to 376 feet of head.  Erosion of soils has been a historical issue with the pipeline 
being in the floodplain, downstream of the Bradbury Dam.  There are currently two (2) areas 
of the pipeline where the once-buried pipeline has become exposed and is above-ground 
due to soil erosion.  The objective of this project is to study the issues, evaluate alternatives, 
and provide design and construction phase engineering services to provide remediation and 
repairs of these two (2) exposed reaches of pipeline.   

This memorandum reports on the initial tasks of this project to begin the review of issues 
and options for improvements to select viable alternatives for further development and 
evaluation.  Recommendations for interim measures to be installed within the near term are 
presented and alternatives for longer term improvements are identified for consideration and 
further study.  The exposed reaches of the project are shown on the Project Location Map, 
Figure 1, and are described as follows: 

• Immediately downstream of the Bradbury Dam 
Spillway, in an area where a secondary overflow 
channel diverts in a southerly path from the main 
channel of the Santa Ynez River.  In this location the 
pipeline is exposed for approximately 200 feet. 

 

• In the current channel of San Lucas Creek, immediately 
upstream of its confluence with the Santa Ynez River, 
but within the river’s floodplain.  In this location the 
pipeline is exposed for approximately 50 feet. 

 

To  
John Brady, P.E., Operations Manager/Engineer 
Central Coast Water Authority  Page 1 

Subject Pipeline Erosion Repair Project Alternatives Development 
From Douglas Hahn, P.E., Project Manager  
Date April 13, 2010  



 Memorandum to John Brady 
 April 12, 2010 
 Page 8 

 

Telephone Conferences 

Telephone conferences were conducted on February 10, 2010 and February 17, 2010 to 
review desktop investigation findings, observations and potential options, and to discuss the 
course of the project.  In the first session, Dan Ellison and Doug Hahn were joined with Lori 
Prentice of Fugro and John Brady.  Dave Arthurs joined briefly at the start of the first session 
and participated in the second session.  Andy Romer along with Rosie Thompson, of 
ENTRIX was also able to participate in the later session on the February 17, 2010.   

At the first session concepts for interim and long-term repairs were discussed along with the 
findings of Fugro’s desktop study.  In the second session, these options were further 
discussed, and scheduling issues for permits and access were raised. 

Considering the time needed to conduct geotechnical explorations, which are essential for 
evaluating the feasibility of long-term repairs; and the potential risk of the exposed pipeline 
segments in their current state; there was a consensus to move forward with interim 
measures.  The continued development and evaluation of long-term repairs will progress 
within the constraints of permitting and the moratorium.  A moratorium established by the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation prohibits work in the Santa Ynez River channel area from 
December first through May first.  The recommendations on interim measures and longer 
term alternatives that followed from these conference calls are discussed below.  A 
proposed schedule of key project and construction activities was also developed and is 
presented in Appendix C. 

Interim Measures 

In our site visits to the exposed segments, Andy Romer suggested a means to control 
velocities and sediment loss that he had seen in another application.  That was to provide 
riprap structures downstream of the exposed segments.  In the conference call this option 
was thought of as an appropriate approach, but it was requested that a flow path be created 

Damage Risk Mitigation  
Table 1 - Alternatives 

Alternative & Cost Description of Cost Basis 

Full Pipeline Replacement  
$160 Million 

26,000 feet of 30” WSP in Highway 154 @ $20*/dia-in 
=>$600/foot => $160 Million.  *From recent bid for 2nd Barrel – 
COMB (48” WSP) 

Problem Area Replacement           
$7 Million 

6,000 feet of HDD @ $1,000/foot => $6 Million plus  
1000 feet conventional $600/foot => $600,000 

Riprap                       
$200,000 250’ x 10’ = 2,500 ft sq @ $80/ft-sq => $200,000 

Point Replacements             
$300,000 300’ of 30” WSP concrete encased@ $1000/foot => $300,000 

Piers                          
$600,000 

400’ total borings,  24” dia. @ $1300/foot => $520,000 plus 
Armored pipe replacement 200’ @ $400/ft => $80,000 



APPENDIX 4-6 
Project 6: Goleta Sanitary District, Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade 

 Contractual Users Financial Commitment 

 CWSRF Facility Plan Approval and Preliminary Funding Commitment 

 April 2007 Prop 218 Notice 

 April 2008 Prop 218 Notice 

 In-Kind Funding Match Labor Hours Form  

 Dudek Proposal 

 HDR Engineering Services Proposal 

 HDR Professional Services Agreement 

 Opinion of Probable Construction Costs 

 Dudek Archaeological Proposal 

 CWSRF Requirements 

 































































































































G
SD

 W
W

T
P

 U
P

G
R

A
D

IN
G

G
SD

 W
W

T
P

, G
O

L
E

T
A

, C
A

10
0%

 D
E

SI
G

N
 O

P
C

C
O

pi
ni

on
 o

f 
P

ro
ba

bl
y 

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
C

os
t

SU
M

M
A

R
Y

 S
H

E
E

T

S
U

M
M

A
R

Y
 S

H
E

E
T

D
IV

IS
IO

N
D

iv
 1

D
iv

 2
D

iv
 3

D
iv

 4
D

iv
 5

D
iv

 6
D

iv
 7

D
iv

 8
D

iv
 9

D
iv

 1
0

D
iv

 1
1

D
iv

 1
2

D
iv

 1
3

D
iv

 1
4

D
iv

 1
5

D
iv

 1
6

T
o

ta
l

A
R

E
A

 D
E

S
C

R
IP

T
IO

N

N
on

 s
pe

ci
fic

 (
in

cl
ud

es
 g

en
se

t)
3,

53
5,

74
0

   
   

 
1,

09
2,

54
5

   
   

 
78

6,
80

8
   

   
   

 
5,

41
5,

09
3

   
   

   
   

   
 

H
ea

d 
w

or
ks

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
5,

31
4

   
   

   
   

  
6,

69
4

   
   

   
   

  
1,

17
6,

01
1

   
   

 
6,

00
0

   
   

   
   

  
20

2,
98

3
   

   
   

 
1,

39
7,

00
2

   
   

   
   

   
 

O
do

r 
co

nt
ro

l u
ni

t
9,

55
6

   
   

   
   

  
11

,9
19

   
   

   
   

45
4,

54
2

   
   

   
 

6,
55

0
   

   
   

   
  

82
,0

36
   

   
   

   
56

4,
60

3
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

F
la

re
 (

re
m

ov
e 

de
m

o 
an

d 
pa

d)
14

   
   

   
   

   
   

 
1

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
2,

72
0

   
   

   
   

  
18

2,
84

1
   

   
   

 
3,

33
3

   
   

   
   

  
32

,1
14

   
   

   
   

22
1,

02
3

   
   

   
   

   
   

 

A
er

at
io

n 
B

as
in

s
49

4,
43

8
   

   
   

 
1,

65
7,

02
4

   
   

 
14

9,
98

9
   

   
   

 
28

4,
16

4
   

   
   

 
10

5,
75

2
   

   
   

 
45

7,
53

3
   

   
   

 
3,

14
8,

90
0

   
   

   
   

   
 

S
ec

on
da

ry
 c

la
rif

ie
rs

54
5,

84
7

   
   

   
 

1,
20

8,
61

7
   

   
 

28
,4

41
   

   
   

   
54

,0
08

   
   

   
   

84
8,

68
5

   
   

   
 

46
9,

77
9

   
   

   
 

62
7,

29
6

   
   

   
 

3,
78

2,
67

3
   

   
   

   
   

 

C
la

rif
ie

r 
R

eh
ab

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
20

0,
00

0
   

   
   

 
16

7,
50

0
   

   
   

 
11

5,
95

0
   

   
   

 
48

3,
45

0
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

E
qu

al
iz

at
io

n 
B

as
in

33
8,

42
3

   
   

   
 

2,
15

9,
77

3
   

   
 

29
,7

29
   

   
   

   
42

9,
74

7
   

   
   

 
2,

95
7,

67
2

   
   

   
   

   
 

E
qu

al
iz

at
io

n 
P

um
p 

st
at

io
n

54
,7

04
   

   
   

   
16

1,
58

4
   

   
   

 
18

,4
58

   
   

   
   

22
3,

62
1

   
   

   
 

89
,8

70
   

   
   

   
93

,2
00

   
   

   
   

64
1,

43
7

   
   

   
   

   
   

 

B
io

fil
te

r
33

6,
48

2
   

   
   

 
79

8,
17

7
   

   
   

 
5,

31
5

   
   

   
   

  
23

,1
90

   
   

   
   

99
3,

08
4

   
   

   
 

37
,0

42
   

   
   

   
37

2,
85

9
   

   
   

 
2,

56
6,

15
0

   
   

   
   

   
 

B
lo

w
er

 B
ui

ld
in

g
61

,3
57

   
   

   
   

36
,2

50
   

   
   

   
82

,8
47

   
   

   
   

17
,5

71
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

35
,5

44
   

   
   

   
12

,8
41

   
   

   
   

10
,8

07
   

   
   

   
47

1,
11

1
   

   
   

 
68

,2
70

   
   

   
   

13
5,

42
2

   
   

   
 

93
2,

02
1

   
   

   
   

   
   

 

S
ol

id
 H

an
dl

in
g 

B
ui

ld
in

g 
(d

re
dg

e)
30

2,
60

4
   

   
   

 
24

2,
47

9
   

   
   

 
13

4,
67

1
   

   
   

 
1,

74
9,

56
1

   
   

 
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

77
,8

38
   

   
   

   
11

,8
45

   
   

   
   

53
,3

69
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

2,
76

2,
82

7
   

   
 

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
22

1,
45

7
   

   
   

 
94

4,
63

1
   

   
   

 
6,

50
1,

28
1

   
   

   
   

   
 

Y
ar

d 
P

ip
in

g
21

9,
58

2
   

   
   

 
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
10

,1
01

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
2,

60
9,

51
0

   
   

 
48

2,
66

3
   

   
   

 
3,

32
1,

85
6

   
   

   
   

   
 

S
ho

w
er

 B
ui

ld
in

g
52

4,
95

0
   

   
   

 
1,

13
0,

35
0

   
   

 
28

1,
40

1
   

   
   

 
1,

93
6,

70
1

   
   

   
   

   
 

G
ra

di
ng

 a
nd

 P
av

in
g 

(p
av

in
g 

S
S

B
)

57
6,

84
7

   
   

   
 

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
98

,0
64

   
   

   
   

67
4,

91
1

   
   

   
   

   
   

 

D
ire

ct
 c

os
t

3,
53

5,
74

0
   

   
 

4,
56

2,
66

4
   

   
 

6,
47

5,
82

4
   

   
 

1,
34

7,
86

8
   

   
 

2,
15

6,
34

9
   

   
 

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
11

3,
38

2
   

   
   

 
24

,6
86

   
   

   
   

25
7,

32
4

   
   

   
 

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
7,

39
6,

88
6

   
   

 
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

   
   

   
   

   
   

3,
64

7,
29

1
   

   
 

5,
02

6,
75

8
   

   
 

3
4

,5
4

4
,7

7
2

  
  

  
  

  
  

  

C
on

tr
ac

to
r's

 F
ie

ld
 O

ve
rh

ea
d 

an
d 

M
ob

ili
za

tio
n

9%
3,

10
9,

02
9

   
   

S
al

es
 T

ax
 E

st
im

at
io

n 
(M

at
er

ia
l &

 E
qu

ip
m

en
t)

8.
75

%
1,

54
5,

34
4

   
   

F
ie

ld
 C

o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n
 C

o
st

 -
 S

u
b

to
ta

l
3

9
,1

9
9

,1
4

5
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

C
on

tr
ac

to
r's

 P
ro

fit
 F

ee
15

%
5,

87
9,

87
2

   
   

C
on

tr
ac

to
r's

 B
on

ds
 a

nd
 In

su
ra

nc
e

1.
5%

67
61

85
.2

U
nd

ef
in

ed
 S

O
W

 (
C

on
tin

ge
nc

y)
7.

5%
3,

43
1,

64
0

   
   

S
u

b
to

ta
l

4
9

,1
8

6
,8

4
2

  
  

  
  

  
  

  

E
sc

al
at

io
n 

M
id

-P
oi

nt
 C

on
st

 
3.

00
%

1,
47

5,
60

5
   

   

C
u

rr
en

t 
O

P
C

C
 E

st
im

at
e 

b
u

d
g

et
5
0
,6

6
2
,4

4
7

  

c:
\p

w
w

or
ki

ng
\s

ac
\d

m
s9

31
02

\G
ol

et
a_

10
0%

M
A

S
T

E
R

 E
S

T
IM

A
T

E
_v

1.
0.

xl
s

P
ag

e 
1 

of
 1

9/
3/

20
10

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Text Box
Div 02 - Site Civil
Div 03 - Concrete
Div 05 - Metal
Div 09 - Materials and Finishes
Div 11 - Equipment
Div 15 - Mechanical
Div 16 - Electrical

kwilson4
Text Box
OPCC Prepared by HDR, September 3, 2010

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Text Box
Note: the OPCC encompasses the cost estimate for the entire WWTP upgrade (all three phases). Only Phase 1 pertains to Project 6, and the pertinent estimates are highlighted in yellow for clarity. For general line items such as yard piping, grading and paving, etc., GSD assumed 1/3 of theses costs would pertain to the construction components related to Phase 1.

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight

kwilson4
Highlight







































APPENDIX 4-7 
Project 7: City of Guadalupe, Recycled Water Feasibility Study 

 City of Guadalupe Budget Resolution 

 In-Kind Funding Match Labor Hours Form  

 Recycled Water Feasibility Study Fee Schedule 
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Recycled Water Feasibility Study Fee Schedule
Prepared by Dudek for the City of Guadalupe

February 2010

Hours Cost
Task 1 - Project Management, Meetings & Administration 80 $10,040.00
Task 2 - Data Collection and Review 12 $2,370.00
Task 3 - Review of Standards, Ordinances, & Regulations 12 $2,370.00
Task 4 - Recycled Water Market Assessment 50 $7,200.00
Task 5 - Recycled Water Supply Evaluation 30 $4,930.00
Task 6 - Feasibility Analysis 65 $10,530.00

6A Alternatives Development 58 $8,340.00
6B Alternatives Evaluation & Workshop 20 $3,050.00

Task 7 - Report Preparation 84 $11,450.00
7A Draft Report 54 $7,230.00
6B Final Report 28 $3,220.00

Printing & Reproduction $400.00
Other Direct Costs $700.00

TOTALS 493 $71,830
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