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11-4-2016 E & F Committee Meeting 

 

 Agenda    
San Miguel Community Services DistrictSan Miguel Community Services DistrictSan Miguel Community Services DistrictSan Miguel Community Services District    

Equipment & Facilities Committee Meeting 

Friday, November 4, 2016  

1:30 PM 

SMCSD Boardroom 1150 Mission St. San Miguel, CA 93451 
 

Cell Phones: As a courtesy to others, please silence your cell phone or pager during the meeting 

and engage in conversations outside the Boardroom. 

 

Americans with Disabilities Act: If you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, 

please contact the CSD Clerk at (805) 467-3388. Notification 48 hours in advance will enable the 

CSD to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting. Assisted listening 

devices are available for the hearing impaired.  

 

Public Comment: When public attendance is over ten (10) persons, the following policies will 

go into effect: Any person wishing to address the Board or Standing Committee, please complete 

a “Request to Speak” form located at the podium in the boardroom in order to address the Board 

of Directors on any agenda item. Comments are limited to three minutes, unless you have 

registered your organization with CSD Clerk prior to the meeting. 

If you wish to speak on an item not on the agenda, you may do so under “Oral 

Communications.” Any member of the public may address the Board of Directors on items on the 

Consent Calendar. Please complete a “Request to Speak” form as noted above and indicate which 

item number you wish to address. 

 

Meeting Schedule:  Regular Board of Director meetings are generally held on the fourth Thursday 

of each month at 7:00 P.M in the CSD boardroom. Agendas are posted on the CSD’s website at: 

www.sanmiguelcsd.org 
 

Agendas: Agenda packets are available for the public inspection 72 hours prior to the scheduled 

meeting at the Counter/ San Miguel CSD, Fire Station located at 1150 Mission St., San Miguel, 

during normal business hours. Any agenda-related writings or documents provided to a majority 

of the Board of Directors after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public 

inspection at the same time at the counter/ San Miguel CSD, Fire Station located at 1150 Mission 

St., San Miguel, during normal business hours. 

I. Call to Order   1:30 PM  

II. Pledge of Allegiance 
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III. Roll Call  Directors: Kalvans    Reuck    
 

IV. Oral and Written Communications:  

Persons wishing to speak on a matter not on the agenda may be heard at this time; 

however, no action will be taken until placed on a future agenda. Speakers are limited 

to three minutes. Please complete a “Request to Speak” form and place in basket 

provided. 

 

V. AGENDA 

1. Review and Discuss a Sole Source Award for Engineering Design Work 

related to SLT Blending Well Line proposed as a 2016-17 CDBG grant 

funded water quality improvement project 
 

Staff Recommendation: Review and Discuss a proposed sole source award for 

Engineering Design services to Wallace Group as District Engineer and make a 

recommendation to the Board of Directors.   
 

2. Review and Discuss District Capital and Fixed Asset Guidelines  
 

Staff Recommendation: Review and Discuss existing District Capital and Fixed 

Asset Guidelines.  

  

3. Review and Discuss of current status of water lines on 10th and 11th Streets as 

potential replacement capital project. 

  

Staff Recommendation: Review and Discuss a Staff analysis and report on status 

of 10th and 1th Street water lines as a capital improvement project 

  

VI. COMMITTEE COMMENTS:  
 

This section is intended as an opportunity for Committee members to make brief announcements, 

request information from staff, request future agenda item(s) and/or report on their own activities 

related to District business.  No action is to be taken until an item is placed on a future agenda. 

 

ADJOURNMENT   Time:    
 

ATTEST: 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO ) ss. 

COMMUNITY OF SAN MIGUEL ) 

I, Tamara Parent, Account Clerk/Operations Coordinator of San Miguel Community Services District, 

herby certify that I caused the posting of this agenda at the SMCSD office on October 28, 2016. 

 

Date:  October 28, 2016 

Tamara ParentTamara ParentTamara ParentTamara Parent    

 Tamara Parent, Account Clerk/Operations Coordinator 
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                San Miguel Community Services District 

Equipment & Facilities Committee 

Staff Report 
 

November 4, 2016                                                                  AGENDA ITEM:  V. 1     
 
SUBJECT: Review and Discuss a Sole Source Award for Engineering Design Work related to SLT 

Blending Well Line proposed as a 2016-17 CDBG grant funded water quality 
improvement project.  

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:          

Review and Discuss a Sole Source Award to Wallace Group for Engineering Design Work related 
to the SLT Blending Well Line CDBG water quality improvement project. 
 

 

BACKGROUND:  
This requested item was also reviewed by Finance & Budget Committee at its October 25, 2016 
meeting.  The Committee continued the item in order to get some additional information related 
CDBG process, Utility Services crew capability to do some or most of the work and any 
implications that might affect the CDBG grant monies allocated for this project.  This additional 
information will be provided to them at their scheduled November 8th meeting. 
 
The District adopted Purchasing Policies in early 2015, which allow for procurement of 
professional services based on qualifications.  The specific policy sections that are applicable are 
stated herein: 
 

“Section 6.0 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

The procurement of professional services shall be based on qualifications. Such professional 
services shall include, but not be limited to, those provided by: 

 
engineers, management services for construction projects, architects, urban planners, 
geologists, hydrologists, land surveyors, landscape architects, rate consultants and 
assayers, real estate appraisers, licensed environmental assessors and ecologists, 
accountants and providers of financial services, actuaries, personnel and insurance 
consultants, psychologists, medical doctors, entertainers and performers, claims 
consultants, and attorneys at law. 

 
If the cost of the work to be performed is of an estimated value in excess of $10,000, the Manager 
shall obtain the approval of the Board of Directors prior to issuing a purchase order pursuant to 
Section 4.0. 
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If the cost of the work to be performed is estimated to not exceed $10,000, the Manager may issue 
a purchase order pursuant to Section 4.0 without Board of Directors concurrence, unless the 
Manager determines that such services warrant a Board concurrence prior to award.” 
 
 
 
“Section 7.0 SOLE SOURCE VENDORS 

In the case of sole source vendors, quotation and bid requirements may be waived by the Manager 
and/or the Board of Directors when in his/her/their judgment the District is best served by a 
particular vendor. 

 
A purchase order and a written explanation for justification of sole sourcing shall be submitted to 
the Manager and/or the Board of Directors for approval. If approved, a copy of the written 
explanation shall be attached to the copy of the purchase order.” 
 
This CDBG project is a water quality improvement project that will tie-in the SLT well water to 

the East side reservoir tank with a direct service line.  This direct line will facilitate the blending 

of two water supplies, the SLT and other well water with higher water quality (less arsenic and 

nitrate constituents) which by blending achieves lower arsenic and other constituents’ ppm levels  

Sole Source Justification: 

The proposal by Wallace Group was submitted in response as ongoing work that they had already 

performed for this CDBG project including funding application.  Wallace Group has compiled 

preliminary data for the Blending Well line project in past years and would use much of it to 

perform these service. 

The scope of service is provided on the attached scope of services and cost proposal presented by 

Wallace Group for consideration.  It should also be pointed out that these services and costs have 

been modified to reduce costs and more precisely identify the services needed.  Any other tasks 

needed will be done by District staff unless technical, such as a biological report or other similar 

technical/environmental documents needed by the CDBG process. 

One task that the District will assume throughout this project is more project management and 

construction coordination functions as well as CDBG documentation.  To the extent that 

geotechnical or survey work & services may be needed for the project, the District will procure 

those services separately. 

Wallace Group can proceed with scope of work once the Board approves a contract and authorizes 

the issuance of purchase order for said services.  Wallace Group will be providing technical 

engineering design services, including construction drawings coordination with District and 

County staff and provide engineering support during construction phase.  The cost for these 

services is proposed at a not-to-exceed $18,123. 
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Staff believes the sole source procurement of these services as proposed by Wallace Group is 

warranted given their ongoing work with the CDBG funding process, knowledge and background 

for this specific water quality improvement project  

Fiscal Impact: 

The total proposed cost of $18,123 is proposed as an appropriation from Water Capital Reserves.  

Staff Recommendation: 

Staff recommends that the Committee approve, and recommend to the Board, the award of a sole 

source contract purchase with a not-to-exceed appropriation of $18,123 from Water Capital 

Reserves.  

 

PREPARED BY:      APPROVED BY: 

Kelly Dodds     Darrell Gentry 

             

Kelly Dodds, Utility Supervisor     Darrell W. Gentry, General Manager 

 

Attachment:  SLT Blending Well Line Design proposal by Wallace Group 
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San Miguel Community Services District 

Equipment & Facilities Committee 

 

 Staff Report 

 
November 4, 2016                                                 AGENDA ITEM:   V. 2 

 
SUBJECT: Review and Discuss District Capital and Fixed Assets Guidelines  

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   

Review and Discuss Capital and Fixed Assets Guidelines used to specify and identify all fixed and 
capital assets of the District.   
 

 

BACKGROUND: 

This item has also been reviewed and discussed by the O & P Committee at its September 9, 2016 
meeting.  There was no action or recommendation given by that Committee.  This request is to 
conduct a similar review by the E & F Committees as a “knowledge-building” activity for this 
Committee to be used for knowing how the District, by administrative action, meets the 
requirement for cataloguing capital and fixed assets. 
 
District staff has used the following Guidelines established administratively and by specific 
Purchasing Policy requirements to identify and catalogue capital and fixed assets greater in value 
than $100.00.  The value threshold was established by administrative action some years ago and 
should be reviewed at this time for possible adjustment.  This threshold value seems to have been 
established when lower cost basis was evident.  In today’s market, a more realistic value might be 
$500.00.  This limit would result in deleting listed item that are being done for anything valued at 
$100.00 or more, designed to be in service longer than one year. 
 
When the District purchases a new fixed or capital item, vehicle or equipment, such as the new 
copier/printer machine, the following measures are administratively done: 
 

1) A photo is taken, stored and catalogued. 
 
2) Item and equipment are identified and tagged by internal metallic, tamper-proof sticker 

(containing: San Miguel CSD 805-467-3300 and a District inventory number).  Next, staff 
lists, on appropriate administrative logs, the asset by product, serial or vin number, District 
ID, purchase value and date of service or installation and listed on the District list of capital 
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and fixed assets inventory.  Vehicles are assigned a separate number according to its use 
as a utility or fire vehicle. 

 
 (Note: publication of this capital and fixed assets listing is not done as a part of a public 

 document and should be considered confidential and protected information due to potential  identity 

 theft situations or other similar criminal activities.  As a result, it is not intended to be provided with this 

 guideline review by the Committee.) 

  

3) If a vehicle is purchased, in addition to listing the vin number, the vehicle is identified 
 by the existing stamped or permanent vin with no added District sticker id.  Stickers are 
 usually placed in a spot which is not easily exposed to undue wear and able to be 
 discovered in the event of a need to identify it.  Each vehicle is registered to the 
 District.  All vehicle information, such as year, make, model and vin, is recorded.  
 Vehicle is also listed on the Vehicle  Replacement Evaluation/Assessment list for  future 
 reference. 
 
4) All other purchased items are listed on the Depreciation Schedule, if the value is greater 
 than $1,000.00, for appropriate accounting/auditing purposes. 
 
5) Equipment, such as radios, generators and other similar items that are assigned to a 
 vehicle are given an inventory number and recorded as described above.  If a piece of 
 equipment is integrated into a vehicle and cannot be easily removed, then it is not given a 
 separate inventory number but is instead associated with the specific vehicle.   
 
These guidelines are known and used by appropriate staff.  These guidelines are basic and can be 
expected to evolve as circumstances and situations change over time. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  

There is no cost associated with this review of Capital and Fixed Assets Guidelines.   
 

ACTION DISCUSSION: 
Staff recommends that the Committee review and discuss.         
 
PREPARED BY:      

Darrell W. GentryDarrell W. GentryDarrell W. GentryDarrell W. Gentry                        
_________________________ 
General Manager 
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San Miguel Community Services District 

Equipment & Facilities Committee 
 

Staff Report 
 
November 4, 2016                                                      AGENDA ITEM: V. 3 
 
SUBJECT:   Review and discuss the current status of water lines on 10th and 11th streets as 
    well as potential replacement options. 
 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   
Review and discuss the current condition of water lines on 10th and 11th streets as well as potential 
replacement options for those lines 
     

BACKGROUND:  
 
11th Street  
On September 9th, the District was alerted to a possible water leak on 11th street just east of the 
railroad tracks. After excavating the site, we found one leak on a 1940’s era steel water line at the 
end of a corrugated steel sleeve.  The steel water line is encased in a corrugated steel sleeve and 
extends beneath the railroad right-of-way.  After patching that leak, District Utility Services crew 
also discovered a second leak on the same line, west and closer to the rail right-of-way. After 
exposing that leak, during the attempt to do repairs, a new leak developed and repaired.  A 
determination was made that the best course of action was to replace the entire section (21’) of the 
steel water main that was exposed at that point as the entire length was showing signs of imminent 
failure. 
 
After removing and replacing the section we extracted the water line from the sleeve and found 
that almost everywhere that the water line was touching the sleeve it had damage and was showing 
signs of failure. 
 
It can be inferred from this repair that the entire length under the railroad right-of-way and tracks 
may be in the same condition.  An observation of the existing water main condition shows that the 
entire length (approximately 170’) could fail at any time due to same deterioration.  Staff is 
convinced that there are leaks in other locations which are not yet evident. 
 
Photographs of the existing water main and casing conditions are attached to this report. 
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10th Street  
On September 7th, District Utility Services crew also discovered a main leak at the intersection of 
10th and Mission Streets.  Repairs were delayed until September 20th when a contractor could 
excavate the site.  This delay was possibly due to old concrete highway was in that location. This 
material would require additional equipment to perform excavation work.  The District’s purchase 
of a mini-excavator had not arrived yet. 
 
After site excavation of this location, the same 1940’s era steel pipe in a corrugated steel sleeve 
(same conditions as the water main crossing at 11th Street and the railroad line) was discovered by 
Utility crew.  At this location, the water line is also touching the corrugated steel sleeve and shows 
signs of failure. This length of pipe travels under Mission street from wst to east (approximately 
100’).  It is safe to assume the entire length is likely in the same poor condition and possible 
failure(s) could occur. 
 
Photographs of the existing water main and casing conditions are attached to this report. 
 
Recommended Repair Options: 
 
A) Replace the main in the existing sleeve. 
 
Since the water mains are in sleeves it is possible to pull out the existing line and insert a new 
HDPE or welded steel line. This repair option is presented for discussion but based on field 
observations, the casing at both water main locations has reached the end of useful life and must 
be removed and replaced. 
 
PROS: 

• Cheaper than boring or open trench replacement (open trench method cannot be done thru 
the railroad right of way) 

• Minimizes traffic impacts on Mission Street at 10th Street. 
 

CONS: 

• This option does not allow for any increase in pipe size at this time or in the future.   

• This option is only viable if the Railroad will permit it, the line is already above the 
minimum bury depth of 10’ below the rails.  Also, the existing corrugated metal sleeve, if 
it is in good condition, does not meet current structural strength requirements of UPRR’s 
design criteria.  Any work done or proposed within the railroad right-of-way will require 
an encroachment permit and design plans approved by UPRR prior to construction 
beginning. It will be necessary to demonstrate to UPRR that the replacement materials and 
installation meets or exceeds their specification standards in order to get design plans 
approved with an encroachment permit issued.  This is similar to the work done for 16th 
Street sewer crossing. 

• This option will only work if the sleeve is not compromised, the sleeve may already be 
collapsed or when the old line is pulled out a collapse may occur which will permanently 
destroy the sleeve and may cause collapse of the surface structures (IE the road way or rail 
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bed).  This corrugated metal casing is at the end of its useful life, based on field 
observations and replacement is required. 

 
B) Replace the main by bore and jack  

The 10th Street crossing should be to bore and jack a new main under the railroad and 
Mission Street as the best option.  
 
PROS: 

• Replaces existing corrugated metal casing which is at the end of useful life. 

• Can install a larger more durable sleeve that meets or exceeds current UPRR structural 
casing standards.  

• Can install a larger main for future planned needs 

• More likely to be approved by the County (10th Street crossing) and UPRR (11 Street 
crossing at UPRR) 

• Avoids transverse pavement cut in County right-of-way crossing Mission Street at 10th 
Street 

• Minimizes traffic impacts during construction.   
 
CONS: 

• This option is the most expensive for the District. 

• Permitting process with UPRR will take additional time. 

• Jack and bore pits will require extensive pavement repair in the pit locations and create 
significant traffic disruptions in 10th and 11th Street crossings by construction of a new line. 

• Replace the main by bore and jack. 
 

C) Conventional open trench replacement 
 
PROS: 

• Less expensive than jack and bore option 

• Does not require a new sleeve crossing Mission Street 

• Can install a larger main for future planned needs 
 
CONS: 

• Will require transverse pavement to be cut in County right-of-way crossing Mission Street 

• Will also require saw cutting through old concrete highway beneath a finished road surface 

• May cause traffic disruption during construction 
 

D) No Action Alternative  
A no action alternative, for both pipelines, is the least desirable option because the risk of 
water main breaks becomes and remains high as time passes.  This alternative is inadvisable 
since both pipelines have a high potential for failure at any time.  This type of failure would 
be a chief concern for the UPRR crossing at 1th Street.  A failure to this line could result 
in significant damage to the railroad and fiber optic lines that parallel the right-of-way 
location.  Addressing reconstruction of these pipelines after failure and any ensuing 
damage could be very costly to the District, especially for property damage claims. 
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Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Construction Cost 
 
10th Street Water Main 
 
Jack & Bore and open trench options for construction are viable options for these water main 
projects.  Consultation with County Public Works may assist with a decision for which option 
would be chosen.  An estimate total budget of $175,000 to $200,00 is projected for this capital 
improvement project.  The 10th Street Water Main repair options cost breakdown are: 
 

 COST ESTIMATE 
Item Jack & Bore Option Open Trench Option 

Engineering Design & Survey $35,000 $30,000 

Permits $5,000 $5,000 

Potholing $6,000 $6,000 

Environmental Review $2,500 $2,500 

Bid Phase $4,000 $4,000 

Construction $125,000 $100,000 

Soils Testing $5,000 $5,000 

Construction Management $20,000 $20,000 

Contingency @20% of constr. $25,000 $20,000 

ESTIMATE TOTAL: $221,500 $192,500 
 
11th Street Water Main 
 
Staff anticipates that the 11th Street water main replacement project would have similar costs to 
the 16th Street sewer replacement project.  However, for the 11th Street water main, jack & bore 
pits will be in the paved travel lanes.  An estimate total budget of $250,000 to $300,000 is projected 
for this improvement project.  The 11th Street Water Main repair cost breakdown is: 
 

  
Item COST ESTIMATE 

Engineering Design & Survey $35,000 

Permits $10,000 

Potholing $7,500 

Environmental Review $5,000 

Bid Phase $4,000 

Construction $175,000 

Soils Testing $5,000 

Construction Management $20,000 

Contingency @ 20% of constr  $35,000 

ESTIMATE TOTAL: $296,500 
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We are bringing this forward as an informational item and to get input from the Committee to 
determine which direction is a preferred means to this project and to make a recommendation to 
the Board so that we can move forward with preparing funding and for bidding purposes.  There 
may be some logical to combining elements of these two projects, such as engineering design, 
permit processing and environmental review clearance into 1 bidding process with 2 Phases of 
Work so that combined or consolidating cost could, at least, be revealed for decision-making, for 
instance:  construction management, bid specification preparation, soils testing, potholing, permit 
processing and environmental review could be consolidated into Phase 1 scope of services.  Phase 
2 work would be construction and a 2nd bidding process for potholing, construction and 
construction management/inspection.   
 
It is also possible to split these Phases into 2 separate bid proposals to determine which might be 
more competitively bid and priced. 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
None at this time, this is informational only. These water main projects are anticipated to be spread 
across 2 FY budget years. More specific estimate for fiscal expenditure can be provided as we 
progress through the designing, bidding and construction process. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the Committee discuss the outlined repair options situation and provide 
input for eventual recommendation to the Board. 
 
For 11th Street water main replacement, to conform to UPRR design criteria for a crossing, jack 
and bore installation with abandonment of the old casing/water main is likely the option for 
replacement. 
 
For 10th Street water main replacement, there are 2 viable options, jack and bore installation and 
open trench.  Open trench is the least costly of these two construction methods.  To determine if 
open trenching construction will be supported by County Public Works, a consultation meeting 
should be held with a follow-up to Committee.  Such a meeting may help determine which course 
of action for this water main would be appropriate.   
 
PREPARED BY:     APPROVED BY: 

Kelly DoddsKelly DoddsKelly DoddsKelly Dodds     Darrell GentryDarrell GentryDarrell GentryDarrell Gentry    
             
Kelly Dodds, Utility Supervisor    Darrell W. Gentry, General Manager 
 
Attachment: Photos of 11th street and 10th street repairs 








