
REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

DATE: August 27,2012 REPORT NO. PC-12-084' 

SUBJECT: Proposed FY14 Cap~tal Improvement Program (ClP) BudgetDevelopment 
Process - Informational 

'1.' .-;: --j' 

BACKGROUND 

During FY 2013 budget process, staff was inade aware of public concerns about the amount 
and effectiveness of community input during the CIP budg~t d~vel~p~ent. This report is a 
proactive response to address those concerns by initiating aneaily dialogUe to identify other 
oppqm.mit~es an,d areas ofimpr,ovements fO,r the FY20~4 CIP Budget devdopJ.11.ent process. 
Staff reb6~ends th~f astrUctuted, iliiiform, arid aO'cUliientedprocesB be 'developed to solicit 
P~~:~!P~IJ~~: . ,- ;, -,-, , ' .. ',;--~':--,"<' ' 

The reJfol~falso. presents an- ovdviewof the eIP' and the curtent pra;tice fot the development 
of the CIP'ariniuii budget: : We -expect ,mliltiplesessions with key'sfrikeholders for finalizing a 
practical :plari-wifubut-de1aylng~the~FY-t4 :G:riibudget- approva1.-~ '-------: "~-.:.~-~-----'- --- -------.. -' 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM(trP)/'-~-'-- . . . . -.i, .. ' .... ";<, 

- .... -~~ '-,.~'-~ -.: ... ;";> ",- - :··;~-.Er:-:-·f·---:J~~_~;:r'.·'}_·~-'.;·~:·: 

The City of Sail' Diego's ClP is a ~muiti -year forec~st of capital needs which includes new 
construction projects and plainiedcifuprbvemeJits' 6f 'existirig facilities. 'The CIPestablishes 
struc'ttlfifiiild'dollsis'tertby by l.de1itifying~ pnoritizhig,approving,' and 'funding 'capUal 
improvement projects through coordillati6ifbfthe p'a1:ticilnltiiIg City departments 'arid the 
Mayor's Capital Improvements Program Review and Advisory Committee (CIPRAC) with 
feedback'from the cOrrllhUnii)i'hlid the: CounciL :rInplefnentationofCIP-pfbjects is based on 
the City's adopted GeneralPlan'arlcrapplicftble cotrimllriityplaft.s": Hbwever;theamount of 
work that can be carried out is limited by the City's ability to pay for these and other services 
th~t'it prbvides. " ' , , 



CIP PROJECTS 

What is defined as a capital project or capital purchase may vary from agency to agency. 
Generally, ClP projects are tangible items that have a life expectancy greater than one year 
and will be accounted for as fixed assets with values for capitalization purposes. The City 
Council Policy 000-02.c1early establishes that a project is capital in nature. 

The City's ClP encompasses a wide range of projects which are administered by a number of 
departments and funded from a variety of sources. Projects are identified and funded by the 
asset owning departments (e.g., Airports, Environmental Services, Fire-Rescue, Library, Park 
& Recreation, Police, Public Utilities, Public Works-General Services, and Transportation & 
Storm Water) who manage, operate, or maintain the asset. Repair and maintenance records, 
public inquiries, legal requirements, promotional programs, and Council requests are the 
usual triggers. 

The ClP generally does not rely on the City's General Fund, but is funded through a variety 
of sources which frequently have conditions and restrictions on how the funds can be spent. 
Some departments, such as Public Utilities, have enterprise funds based on the collection of 
fees that can only be used for department-specific projects, like the construction of water and 
sewer pipes. General fund departments rely on developer fees and assessments, capital 
outlays, and grants, among other sources. Examples of funding sources include: sewer and 
water fees, a one half-cent local sales tax for transportation improvements, development 
impact fees, facility benefit assessments, private donations, the sale of City-owned property, 
and State and federal grants. Financing in the form of bonds may be utilized for large and/or 
costly projects, and deferred capital project needs. 

FY 13 BUDGET PROCESS 

The CIP budgetis developed in conjunction with the City's operating budget and follows the 
timeline established by the City Charter. Development of the CIP budget begins earlier than 
that of the operating budget and is initiated by a review ofproject status and community 
needs conducted by Public Works - Engineering and Capital Projects in coordination with 
City asset-owning departments. The CIP budget process considers project priorities and 

___________ fundingJ;n~ailabilitYJ_.EonQ:wingjsJhe __ c:urrentsj:andanLtimeline_for_ihisJask: _______ --: __ ._._ 

October - January: Departments develop fiscal year needs based on community input 
and submit proposed CIP funding requests to Financial Management which are then brought 
to CIPRAC for approval. During this timeframe, Financial Management also confums the 
availability of funds to support the budget to be considered by CIPRAC. The CIP budget 
development and CIPRAC approval calendar is established by Financial Management and 
Public Works - Engineering and Capital Projects. 

January - March: In coordination with asset-owning departments, Financial Management 
reviews all project pages and prepares the proposed budget publication. 

April: The Mayor releases the Proposed Budget to the public on April 15th in compliance 
with the City Chmier [Article XV, Section 265, Item (b) (15)]. 



May: During the month of May, the City Council holds a series of public budget hearings. 
Council members may recommend changes to the Proposed CIP Budget. Also in May, the 
Mayor's May Revision to the Proposed Budget is released. This report recommends changes 
to speCific CIP projects' budgets based on updated information. 

June: Council reviews final modifications and approves the budget in June. The Mayor's 
veto period follows Council's initial approval. Once the budget is approved, the .:final changes 
are implemented. The Change Letter will be created to summarize the May Revision and 
Council Action changes to the eIP Budget. 

July: The annual Appropriation Ordinance is presented to the City Council and adopted in 
Julyauthbrizing expenditure of the budget. - - .. 

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION 

IIi order to erisure that the City is budgeting for and implementing the most critical of its 
projects, all of the CIP projects are ranked according to Council Policy 800-14 prior to 
submittal to council for approval as part of the annual budget process. The council policy 
provides guidelines and weighted factors for the scbring and ranking of all of the asset types 

. in the Capital Improvements Program. Briefly, the councilpo~icy st,ates that: 

• Prpjec!.s.::vi~~ r~stricted :ftlllping categories will ()ompete onlywithprojects within the 
sam,e fUi1dfrig category. _.,",' .. ,- ,"'" -. ..,." ..... 

• Projects will.col11pete:8ri1Y with projectsWhhin the s'ame ~sset type' (project type). 
;,. 

• Pro] ects will compete only with projects~itllln the same level' of completion or proj ect 
development phase (planning, design and'construction).- . . . 

•. Proje~ts.-sco~e~ .. w;l1 qe l1pd~teda§ the ~o!ldiiioA-~fthe project changes or other 
inforrhatlon becomes avaihible. . .' - -.... - . . .' 

. -, . '-.'!: ;"-. , .. - .: ,~-. 

W1lif(thecurrent cQuncii poiicy iseffe'ctive inhmkingthe CitY's CIPs, th~ 2011 CIP Audit 
and 20,1'.2 put>. )~.1;ldlt identified ar_~as of improvemellf to'make. this' tool even more practical 

---.---._- -- -- ----- -"and ob3 ectiv¢ for stErff to follow. These recoriunendations aiong with other enhancements are 
listed below: '" . . .' ." ," ". . ... , . 

. . 

• 'Co':tisist~ncyill application ~~ross all,4epartments/as,set types' 
• -: • + • • ,. .' ~., :. ; : • - :. •• 

•. Single set of factors for all asset tyPes 
. .. ,' .. ~ <. . :- £ - .' • • 1 " 

• Asset SpedflcScoriIig 

• Planning Level Alternatives Assessment 

• Consideration for Emergency Projects 

• Environmental Consideration in Scoring 



• Simplified Planning Level Scoring 

Staff is preparing draft revisions of the existing Council Policy that incorporates the above 
recommendations and enhancements along with other changes. These amended revisions to 
the council policy will be presented to Budget & Finance Committee and key stakeholders 
for input prior to finalizing and forwarding to Council for approval. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Over the next few weeks staff will be seeking stakeholder input on improvements to the CIP 
budget development process. Although more work is required, staff would like to 
recommend several initial suggestions: 

1. Step up the public outreach efforts in educating public about the process and how 
they can be more involved. 

2. Seek public feedback for the desired improvements. 

3. Post information on and utilize the recently created CIP website. 

4. Work with the asset owning departments to enhance the intake points and over time 
develop a user friendly centralized online application for receiving and forwarding 
public requests to the appropriate asset owning departments. 

5. Develop simple criteria for screening requests received to sort out project 
candidates from Recommendation. 

6. fucrease Community Planners Committee (CPC) Role. CPC was instituted to 
ensure communication and to solicit citizen input on citywide issues among the 
various planning groups in the City under the direction of Council Policy 600-09. 
CPC meetings provide a forum to discuss citywide planning issues. The meetings 
often include presentations by City Planning Division staff and other speakers on 
topics·of-interestto-·theCpe~-The meetings-are an-opportunity to network with other 
community leaders and discuss important policy or development issues with City 
Planning staff. Positions taken by CPC about important issues provide a key link 
with decision makers at City Hall and in the various City Departments. In addition, 
the CPC has formed subcommittees to review various issues in depth, and has made 
recommendations of great value to City decision makers. Therefore, CPC should 
be utilized as a forum for collecting and consolidating community feedbacks 
received from the Community Planning Groups and reporting those requests to the 
Council and the Mayor prior to April deadline. PWD will provide limited resources 
to assist with the increased intake activity if needed. 

TIMELINE: 

Add the following milestone to those listed for FY13 above: 



August - September: Stakeholder Outreach on the FY14 crp Budget Development 
Process 

October - November: CPC & Departments gather community recommended crp 
Projects and submits to Mayor and CrPRAC. 

CONCLUSION: 

We would like to restate our desire to improve the process for public involvement in 
identifying CIP projects and seek your support and feedback and identification of the 
stakeholders. 

J mes Nagelvoort 
J\ssistant Director and City Engineer 
Public Works Department 

Attachments: Exhibit A - Report to Budget and Finance Committee, REPORT NO. 12-095 
Exhibit B - Report to Budget and Finance Committee, REPORT NO. 12-094 



THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

REPORT TO THE CIlY COUNCIL 

DATE ISSUED: July 25,2012 REPORT NO.: 12-094 

ATTENTION: BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

SUBJECT: Proposed Amendments to the elP Prioritization Policy 

REQUESTED ACTION: Informational Only 

BACKGROUND: 

The purpose of Council Policy 800-14 is to establish anobjective process for ranking Capital 
Improvements Program (eIP) projects to give decision-makers a basis for choosing the most 
compelling projects for implementation. It provides guidelines and weighted factors for the 
scoring and ranking of all of the asset types in the CIP; 

The original Council Policy 800-14 wasadbpted 011 January 19,2006 and ad.dressed 
prioritization guidelines for transportation and drainage CIP projects only. Subsequently, the 

. Council Policy was aniend~d on February 26~ 2008 to include' all City of San Diego's CIP 
projects. 

This single CIP prioritization policy addresses all funding sources and asset categories, including 
enterprise funded projects (golf, water, sewer, airport facilities,'stadium and landfill facilities), 
parks, transportation, drainage, buildings and major facilities ptojects. 

The policy currently provides two sets'ofweighted factors;one'setofweighted factors for 
Transportation and another set of weighted factors for Non-Transportation CIP projects. 

Transportation Factors & Weighted Score Values:' 
1) Health & Safety,(25%) 
2) CapacitY & Service (Mobility)C20%) 
3) Project Cost and Grant FUnding Opportunity (20%)' 
4) Revitalization, Community Support & Community Plan Compliance (15%) 
5) Muitiple Category Beriefit(10%) .' 
6) Annual recurring cost or increased longevity of the capital asset (5%) 
7) Project Readiness (5%) . '. ; 

Non-Transportation Factors & Weighted Score Vahies: 
1) Health & Safety Effects'(25%) . 
2) Regulatory or mandated requirements (25%) 
3) Implication of Deferring the Project (15%) 



4) Annual recurring cost or increased longevity of the capital asset (10%) 
5) Community Investment (10%) 
6) Implementation (5%) 
7) Project Cost and Grant Funding Opportunity (5%) 
8) Project Readiness (5%) 

The policy states that CIP projects will not compete across the different project categories, the 
different funding sources, or the different project phases (planning, design construction)
however projects within each of these areas will compete for funding. 

The existing Council Policy is attached here as Exhibit A. 

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED CHANGES: 

While the current council policy is effective in ranking the City's active ClPs, there have since 
been lessons learned from its application, and areas of beneficial improvement communicated by 
various stakeholders as well as by the 2011 CIP and Public Utilities Department audits. These 
proposed changes would make this tool even more practical and objective for staff to follow for 
the scoring and ranking of new CIP's. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHANGES: 

The following is a summary of the recommended improvements: 

1. Consolidate and simplify the Categories for all CIP Asset Types by reducing the asset 
type categories from 17 to 8 categories, as follows: 

1. Airport Facilities 
2. Environmental Services 
3. Buildings & Major Facilities 
4. Park & Recreation Facilities 
5. Water - Pipelines & Facilities 
6. Wastewater - Pipelines & Facilities 
7. Transportation Facilities 
8. Drainage Facilities 

2. Consolidate the Scoring Factors for Transportation & Non-Transportation ClP's so that 
there is on~ set of weighted values for all asset types. 

3. Provide further scoring guidelines and consideration for the evaluation of: 
i. Risk to Environment 

ii. Sustainability of Resources 

4. Allow for more simplified scoring at the planning phase (when information about a 
project is least available) versus the more detailed prioritization evaluation done at the 
design and construction phases. 

2 
o 



5. Allow for the default high scoring of emergency declared CIP projects. 

6. Ensure that, during implementation, scoring tools consider the unique needs of the 
different asset types while maintaining conformance to the overarching scoring 
guidelines in the Council Policy. 

CONTINUED STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH 

Through several meetings, staff has solicited input for improvements to the Council Policy from 
the following stakeholders: 

• City of San Diego's Asset Owning Departments 
• City of San Diego's Capital Improvements Program Review Advisory Committee 

(CIPRAC) 
• Independent Rates Oversight Committee (IROC) 

Over the months of July through September, staffwill also be meeting with the following 
committees and any others that the Budget & Finance Committee recommends, to further obtain 
input on additional recommendations for changes: 

• Community Budget Alliance (CBA) 
• Center on Policy Initiatives (CPI) 

From this effort, staff will collect and incorporate the public's comments into a proposed final 
Council Policy that would be submitted to Budget and Finance Committee for actIon in 
September 2012. If approved at that time, the Council Policy would be forwarded to full Council 
Committee for adoption in October 2012. Once adopted, the amended council policy will be 
applied to the new projects submitted as'part of the FY 2014 Budget. 

PROPOSED TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION: 

In order for the amended council policy to apply to the ranking of the new CIP projects being 
added to the FY 2014 Budget, Council would need to approve it by October 2012. The 
following is the proposed timeline: 

July 2012 

August" September 2012 

September 2012 

October 2012 

November" December 2012 

Budget & Finance Committee (Informational) 

Public Outreach 

, Incorporate Public Comment 
Budget & Finance Committee (Action) 
Council Adoption 

Apply amended CP800-14 on new CIP's for 
FY 2014 Budget . 

3 
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CONCLUSION: 

We would like to solicit your input and that of the public on the proposed improvements to the 
City Council Policy 800-14. We believe these revisions will provide better consistency across 
all asset types, objectivity and ease of application. 

~~ TO~iChS 
Director 
Public Works Department 

Attachments: Exhibit A - Council Policy 800-14 

cc: CIPRAC Membership 

4 



CITY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

COUNCIL POLICY 

SUBJECT: PRIORITIZING CIP PROJECTS 
POLICY NO: 800-14 
EFFECTNE DATE: May 30, 2008 

BACKGROUND: 

The City of San Diego's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is implemented through an, 
interrelationship of client departments, service departments, new and redevelopment, and 
multiple funding sources. Capital investments are necessary for the construction of all parts of 
municipal infrastructure. Major infrastructure within the City's area of responsibility includes 
streets and rehlted right-of-way features; storm water and drainage systems; water and sewer 
systems; public buildings such as Hbraries, recreational and community centers, police and fire 
stations,· and Ilfeguard facilities;' and parks. Decisions about capital investments affect the 
availabIlity and quality of most goveiinnent services: The municipal infrastructure is often taken 
for granted, yet it 1s vitai to the city's economy, with implications for health, safety, and quality 
of life. 

The qommitment of resources to the CIP projects within the City has traditionally not had the 
benefit of a comprehensive evaluation to determine overall needs so that projects c;an be ranked 
in priority order, and efficiently funded. This approach may have unintentionally limited the 
overall effectiveness of available CIP resources by providing projects with1ess funding than is 
needed to accomplish major project requirements, suchas·piariliing'and design. This has limited 
the City's ability to compete for outside grant funding;' since grant progranisoften place emphasis 
on having the design and associated activities completed:" ' 

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this policy is to establish_an objec1iye.prgge$sfor ranJdng CIP projects to allow 
decision-makers to have a basis for choosing the most compelling projects for implementation. 
This' prioritization process will allows for the analytical comparison of the costs and benefits of 
individuafprojects, as weil as an dPPbrturtity toev~luate projects against one another on their 
relativ-e'merik ldeally, it will provide a citywide perspectiye,' explore various financing options, 
and 'facilitate project coordination. All projects being considered for funding will bhprioritized in 
accordance with iheguidelines 'ofthis policy. It is proposed thatthis·single CIP prioritization 
policy address all funding sources and asset cIasses,'iricIuding'eriterPrlse funded projects (golf, 
water, sewer, airport facilities, undergrounding and landfill) and transportation and drainage 
projects. The goal of this policy is to establish a capital-planning process that ultimately leads to 
policy decisions that optimize the use of available resources, reSUlting in the maximum benefit 
from the projects delivered. 

CP-800-14 

Page 1 of8 
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CURRENT 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

COUNCIL POLICY 

IMPLEMENTATION: 

In order to implement a prioritization system, there must be an understanding of the constraints 
associated with each project's funding source(s), asset type (project category), or phase of 
development. Projects will not compete across the different funding sources, the different project 
categories, or the different project phases - however projects within each of these areas will be 
evaluated according to the guidelines outlined below. 

A. Project Funding 

Projects within restricted funding categories will compete only with projects within the same 
funding category. Prioritization within these restricted funding categories will occur in 
accordance with this CIP prioritization policy. For example, water system CIP projects are 
funded with enterprise funds paid by water ratepayers. All water CIP projects will be prioritized 
in accordance with the prioritization policy, but will not compete for funding with projects not 
funded by Water Enterprise funds. 

The following is a partiallisting of restricted funding categories: 

1. Community Development Block Grants 
2. Developer Impact Fees 
3. Enterprise Funds (Airport, Environmental Services, Golf, Utilities 

Undergrounding, Metropolitan Wastewater, and Water) 
4. Facilities Benefit Assessments 
5. Grants 
6. State and Federal Funds 
7. TransNet Funds 

Projects that are not within a restricted funding category will compete within capital outlay 
funds/general obligation funds in accordance with this CIP prioritization policy. Although capital 
needs from the restricted funds or revenue-producing departments are often separate from the 
General Fund, the capital investments of all City departments should be planned together to 
allow better coordination of capital projects in specific parts of the City over time. Citywide 
coordination of capital project planning can increase the cost-effectiveness of the City's capital 
programs by allowing more efficient infrastructure investments. 

CP-800-14 
Page 2 of8 
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CURRENT 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

COUNCIL POLICY 

B. Project Categories 

To ensure that the comparison is conducted between similar types of projects, the CIP projects 
shall be separated into categories according to the predominant type of asset in the project. 
Project categories shall include the below alphabetically listed asset types: 

• Airport Assets 
• Buildings - Facilities and structures, with the following project subcategories: 

o Community support facilities and structures 
o Fire facilities and structures 
o Libraries 
o Metrop61ltan Wastewater department facilitIes and structUres (e.g., treatment 
plants - and pump stations) 
o Operations facilities and structures (e.g., maintenance shops and offices) 
o Other city facilities arid structures 
o ,Park & Recreation facilities and structures 
o . Police facilities and structures .. 
o Water department facillties ~nd structures (e.g., treatment plants, pump 
stations, reservoirs, dams, standpipes) , 

• Drajnage ~ Storm drajnsystems including pipes, channels,Best Management Practices 
•. (BMPs) and p1,1mp stations .... 
• Flood Control Systems 
• . Golf Colirses ' . 
• Landfills - Landfills and supporting facilities and structures, " 
• Parks - Parks and open space 
• Reclaimed Water System 
• Transportation - Transportation facilities, with the foll.owing project subcategories: 

CP-800-14 

. o! Bicycle Facilities (all classifications). ' 
o Bridge R.eplacemebt;·Retr6fit, and Rehabilitation.' 
o E~osi01i cClntrol, slope' stabilizatIon, ~md t~talnirig walls supporting 
transportation facilities. '. 
o Guirdrails;Barrfer Rails, and othbr 'structural safety enhancements. 
o New Roads, Roadway Wid~ning; ~nd 'RoadwayReconfigurations. 
o Str~et Enhancements including medians and streets cape. 
o N~w Traffic Siguals. . . , 
o Pedestrian Accessibility Improvem~:flts including curb ramps. 
o . Pedestrian Facilities including sidewalks. but not curb ramps. 
o Street Lighting including mid-block and intersection safety locations. 
o Traffic Calming, Flashing Beacons, and other speed abatement work. 
o Traffic Signal Interconnections and other signal coordination work. 
o Traffic Signal Upgrades and Modifications. 

Page 3 of 8 



CURRENT 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

COUNCIL POLICY 

• Wastewater - Wastewater collection systems 
• Water - Water distribution systems 

CIP budgets shall reflect project allocations according to these categories. These project 
categories shall include resource allocation for all project components, including environmental 
mitigation, property acquisition, and alI other activities necessary to complete the project. 

C. Project Phases 

To ensure that the prioritization is conducted between projects with a similar level of completion, 
all CIP projects shall be separated into the following standard phases of project development 
within each project category: 

1. Planning -includes development of a feasibility study, detailed scope, and budget. 
2. Design - includes development of the environplental document, construction plans 

and specifications, and detailed cost estimate. 
3. Construction - includes site preparation, utilities placement, equipment installation, 

construction, and environmental mitigation. 

To initiate an effective capital project process, a revolving fund will be established for capital 
planning, to allow improved development of the scope, feasibility and funding requirements of 
projects prior to them becoming a CIP. The implementation of a capital planning process will 
result in better information, planning, and analysis of proposed capital projects. Agoal of 5% is 
established as the minimum of CIP resources allocated to projects in the Planning phase. 

D. Prioritization Factors 

The City must prioritize capital needs to assist in the determination of which projects wjjJ receive 
available funding and resources, andlor compete for bond funding based on criteria that is 
aligned with Departmental priorities, the Mayor's long-term plans, and City Council's objectives. 

For all non-transportation projects (See Section B. Project Categories), the following are the 
prioritization factors (listed in order of importance): 

1. Health & Safety Effects: This criterion will include an assessment of the degree to 
which the project improves health and safety factors associated with the infrastructure 
asset. For example, projects that result in the reduction in accidents, improved structural 
integrity, and mitigation of health hazards would score higher. The evaluation of this 
criterion will constitute twenty-five percent (25%) of the project's total score. 

CP-800-14 
Page 4 of8 



CURRENT 
CiTY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

COUNCIL POLICY 

2. Regulatory or mandated requirements: This criterion will include an assessment of the 
degree to which the project ~s under a regulatory order or other legal mandates. For 
example, projects that are required by consent decrees, court orders, and other legal 
mandates would score higher. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute twenty-five 
percent (25%)'ofthe project's ~otal score. 

3. Implication of Deferring the Project: This criteri~n will include an ass~ssment of the 
consequences of delaying a project. For example, projects that would have significantly 
higher filture costs, negative community impacts, or negative public perception, should 
they be deferred, would score higher. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute 
fifteen percent (15%) of the project's total score. 

. . 

4. Annual recurri~g cost o~ increased longevity of the capital asset: 'This criterion will 
include an assessment of the degree to which the project reduces operations and 
maintenance expenditures by the City. For example, a roof replacement project that 
reduces both maintenance requirements and energy consumption or a storm drain 
replacement project that reduces the need for periodic c1eaningwould SCOre higher. On 
the other hand, a new library that increases inaintenance, energy and staffing costs would 
score Jo~~r. The evaluation, of this criterion will constitute ten percent (10%) of the 
project's total score. . ... ,. ", ' ' 

5., Gommunity :Inyestment: Thi~~witerion will.includean aS,sessment of the degree to 
. wl1ich tlle project contrip,utes to~ard econom~c developmem and revitalization efforts. 
For eXaI11ple,. aproj ect within all appr9v~d Redevelopment Area. or C01l1munity 
Develonment BJ.ock Grantel.igibIe area would .score higher. The evaluation of this 
criterion will constitute ten percent (16%) of the project's total score .. 

6. Implementation: This criterion will include anassessment ofthedegree to which the 
project is incomplianpe \Vith~he (i(;)neral Plan, Community Plan, or approyed City-wide 

. master plan. ~n assessment of other issues involv~d in completing the project (e.g., 

. significant envjronmental issues, projt;l.ct complexity, and level of public support) will 
also be included in this criterion. F()r example~ ,proj~cts that woul~ benefit the City of 
Villages Strategy, further smart growth,Qf receiye~v.erwp.elming S\lppolt from the 
community wOl1ld score higher, while projects that would :significantly impact the 
environment and trigger high mitigation requirements would score lower. The evaluation 
of this criterion will constitute five percent (5%) of the project's total score. 

CP-800-14 
Page 5 of8 



CURRENT 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

COUNCIL POLICY 

7. Project Cost and Grant Funding Opportunity: This criterion will include an 
assessment ofthe amount of funding needed to complete the current project phase and the 
entire project, and shall also include assessment of the amount of City funding in the 
project compared to the amount of funding provided by grant funds from outside 
agencies. For example, a project that would bring grant funds from an outside agency into 
the City would score higher, while a project that relies only on City funds would score 
lower. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute five percent (5%) of the project's 
total score. 

8. Project Readiness: This criterion will include an assessment of the time required for a 
project to complete its current project phase (i.e., planning, design or construction). For 
example, a project with a completed environmental document or community outreach 
would score higher, while a highly complex project requiring longer design time would 
score lower. The evaluation of this criterion win constitute five percent (5%) of the 
project's total score. 

For transportation projects (See Section B. Project Categories), the following key prioritization 
factors will be used in lieu of the above factors: 

1. Health & Safety: This criterion shall include an assessment of the degree to which the 
project improves the safety of the public using the facility. This criterion also includes an 
assessment of the degree that a project is under a regulatory order or other legal mandates 
relating to public safety. For example, projects that result in reduction in traffic accidents, 
improved seismic safety rating of a bridge, upgrade of an undersized storm drain to 
address flooding problems, and reduction of response times by emergency vehicles would 
score higher. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute twenty-five percent (25%) of 
the project's total score. 

1. 2 Capacity & Service (Mobility): This criterion shall include an assessment of the 
degree to which the project improves the ability of the transportation system to move 
people under all modes of travel including vehicle, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian usage. 
This criterion will also include an assessment of the degree to which the project improves 
the overall connectivity and reliability of the City's transportation system. For example, 
projects that reconfigure intersections to reduce delays, improve a parallel road to bypass 
a congested intersection, and interconnect traffic signals to reduce travel time along a 
congested corridor would score higher. The evaluation results of this criterion shall 
constitute twenty percent (20%) ofa project's total score. 

CP-800-14 
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

COUNCIl; POLICY 

2. Project Cost and Grant Funding Opportunity: This criterion shall include an 
assessment of the amount of funding needed to complete the current project phase and the 
entire project, and hall also include assessment of the amount of City funding in the 
project compared to the amount of funding provided by grant funds from outside 
agencies. Fot example, a project that would bring grant funds from an outside agency into 
the City would score higher, while a project that relies only on City funds would score 
lower. The evaluation of this criterion shall constitute twenty percent (20%) of the 
project's total score. 

3. Revitalization, Community Support & Community Plan Compliance: This criterion 
shall include an asse$sment of the degree to which the project is in compliance with the 
General Plan, Community Plan, Regional Transportation Plan, or an approved City-wide 
master plan. This criterion shall also hklude an assessment of the degree to which the 
project is officially supported by the Community Planning Group(s), the 
Councilmember(s), or a Regional Agency (such as SANDAG). This criterion shall also 
include ail assessment of the degree to which th~ project contributes towards economic 
development and revitaliiatlonefforis: For example, projects that benefiisa pilot village 
in the City of Villages strategy or furthers smart growth, implements ap6rtion of the 
City-wide master plan or cQJ;1'idor,stlldy, lIas overwheliningand documented support from 
the, cOll1in~nity,jl11ple~enti;,~p.ot1~O~pf~n appr()yed 1,{edeveJopnWl1tArea infrastructure 
pl~n, anc1prov!d~s transportation fapiI,ities Jor aCglt).munity Developmen~ Block Grant 
eligible a,rea wcrul<:iscore higher. Tl).eevalu,a~ion results o:ftI1~s criterion shal~ constitute 
fifte(m percent (15%) of a proj ect's total score. . . , 

4., Multiple Category Benefit: This criterion shall include an 'assessment of the degree to 
which the projeCt provides highly rated facilities for multiple project categories (see 
Section B for ptoj ect categories). For example, a roadway project that also provides for 
the replacement -of a deteriotated storm cItain, a streetscape ptoj ect that also provides 

.' street lighting at critical intersections, and a: bikeway project that provides slope 
stabilization at an areaofktiownefosion problems would score higher. The evaluation of 
thisctiterioll shall constitute ten percent (10%) of the ptoject's total 'Score: 

- - , 

5. Annual recurring cost or increased longevity of the capital asset: This criterion shall 
include an assessment of the degree to which the project reduces oRerations and 
mainte.i}~rt~e, exp~i141.ture~ by th~'¢ity.For~x~Jnpl~~ a roa,~waywideni.ngp!oject that 
replaces 'ari;area. of paveinent in p()Ol' c~mditr6ri or that installs ahighly rated traffic signal 
woul'd 'scorebigher, while a projeCtwlth equIpment that requires frequent maintenance 
would score lower. The evaluation results of this criterion shall constitute five percent 
(5%) of a project's total score. 
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CURRENT 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

COUNCIL POLICY 

6. Project Readiness: This criterion shall include an assessment of the time required for a 
project to complete its current project phase (i.e., planning, design or construction). For 
example, a project with a completed environmental document or community outreach . 
would score higher, while a highly complex project requiring longer design time or 
significant environmental mitigation would score lower. The evaluation results of this 
criterion shall constitute five percent (5%) of a project's total score. 

E. Implementation Process 

1. Using the project categories (funding & project), phases, and criteria, the Mayor shall 
develop a prioritization score for each CIP project. The Mayor shall then rank all CIP 
projects within their respective categories (funding & project) and phases according to 
their project score. In case of ties, the Mayor shall evaluate the overall infrastructure 
deficiency within the communities for each project as the deciding factor.· 

2. The resultant ranking list for each category and phase of CIP proj ects shall be reported by 
the Mayor to the Council as part of the annual CIP budget, with recommendations for 
funding. 

3. Upon approval of the CIP budget by the Council, the Mayor shall pursue the completion 
of each project phase according to the priority ranking resulting from this prioritization 
process up to the total amounts authorized by Council for each project category. The 
Mayor shall also utilize the resultant priority ranking for the pursuit of all outside grant 
funding opportunities. 

4. The Mayor will update the priority score as the conditions of each project change or other 
new information becomes available. For instance, if grant funding becomes available for 
a lower ranked project, the priority score would be re-evaluated with this new 
information. When changes occur that would alter a project's priority ranking, the priority 
list will be revised. The City Council will receive an informational brief of changes to the 
priority list at mid-year, and the annual update of the list will be part of the budget 
process .. Similarly, resources shall not be withdrawn from a project prior to the 
completion of its current phase, unless reallocation is authorized by the annual 
appropriation ordinance or approved by Council. 

5. Implementation of this Council Policy is not intended to release or alter the City's current 
or future obligations to complete specific CIP projects by specified deadlines, as may be 
imposed by court order, or order of any federal, state or local regulatory agency. 

HISTORY: 
Adopted by Resolution R-302291 on 01116/2007 
Amended by Resolution R-303741 on 05/30/2008 
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THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

REPORT TO THE· CITY COUNCIL 

DA TE ISSUED: 

ATTENTION: 

SUBJECT: 

Requested Action: 

BACKGROUND: 

July 25, 2012 REPORT NO.: 12-095 

BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

Proposed FY14 CIP Budget Development Process 

, Infoimational Only 

During the FY 2013 budget process, staff heard public concerns about the amount and 
effectiveness of community input during the CIP budget development. This report is a 
proactive response to address those concerns by initiating an early dialogue with the City 
Council to identify other opportunities for improvements for the FY 2014 CIP budget 
development process. Staff recommends that a structured, uniform, and documented 
proce~s be development to solicit public input. 

This report also presents an overview of the CIP and the current practice for the 
development of the CIP anlluai budgef We expect multiple ·sessions with Council 
members and key stakeholders for finalizing Ii practical plan without delaying the FY 14 
CIP budget approval.· -

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM (CIP) 

The City of San DiegO's CIP is a multi-year forecast of capital needs which includes new 
constniction projects and planhedimprovements of existing facilities. The CIP establishes 
structUre and consistency by identifying, prioritizing, approving, and funding capital 
improveriientprojects tmoughcoordination of the participating City departments and the 
Mayor's Capital Improvements Program Review and Advisory Committee (CIPRAC) with 
feedback fr~:im the cominunity and the Council. Implementation of CIP projects is based on 
the City's adopted General Plan and applicable corrimunity plans. However, the amount of 
work that can be carried out is limited by the City's ability to pay for these and other 
services that it provides. 

eIP PROJECTS 

What is defined as a capital project or capital purchase may vary from agency to agency. 
Genetally~ CIP projects are tangible items that have a life expectancy greater than one year 
and will be accounted for as fixed assets with values for capitalization purposes. The City 
Council Policy 000-02 clearly establishes what type of a project is capital in nature. 
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The City's ClP encompasses a wide range ofprojects which are administered by a number 
of departments and funded from a variety of sources. Projects are identified and funded by {'\ 
the asset owning departments (e.g., Airports, Environmental Services, Fire-Rescue, 
Library, Park & Recreation, Police, Public Utilities, Public Works-General Services, and 
Transportation & Storm Water) who manage, operate, or maintain the asset. Repair and 
maintenance records, public inquiries, legal requirements, promotional programs, and 
Council requests have been the traditional triggers for initiating new projects, although staff 
recognizes the need for additional outreach on "how a project becomes a project". 

The CIP generally does not rely on the City's General Fund, but is funded through a variety 
of sources which frequently have conditions and restrictions on how the funds can be spent. 
Some departments, such as Public Utilities, have enterprise funds based on the collection of 
fees that can only be used for department-specific projects, like the construction of water 
and sewer pipes. General fund departments rely on developer fees' and assessments, capital 
outlays, and grants, among other sources. Examples of funding sources include: sewer and 
water fees, a one half-cent local sales tax for transportation improvements, development 
impact fees, facility benefit assessments, private donations, the sale of City-owned 
property, and State and federal grants. Financing in the form of bonds may be utilized for 
large and/or costly projects, and deferred capital project needs. 

FY 13 BUDGET PROCESS 

The ClP budget is developed in conjunction with the City's operating budget and follows 
the timeline established by the City Charter. Development of the CIP budget begins earlier 
than that of the operating budget and is initiated by a review ofpr~Ject status and C) 
community needs conducted by Public Works - Engineering and Capital Proj ects in 
coordination with City asset-owning departments. The CIP budget process considers 
project priorities and funding availability. Following is the current standard timeline for 
this task: 

October· January: Departments develop fiscal year needs based on community input 
and submit proposed ClP funding requests to Financial Management 
which are then brought to CIPRAC for approval. During this 
timeframe, Financial Management also conIirms the availability of 
funds to support the budget to be considered by ClPRAC. The ClP 
budget development and ClPRAC approval calendar is established 
by Financial Management and Public Works - El).gineering and 
Capital Projects. 

January· March: In coordination with asset-owning departments, Financial 
Management reviews all project pages and prepares the proposed 
budget publication. 

April: The Mayor releases the Proposed Budget to the public on April 15th 
in compliance with the City Charter [Article XV, Section 265, Item 
(b) (15)]. 



May: 

June: 

July: 

During the month of May, the City Council holds a series of public 
budget hearings. Council members may recommend changes to the 
Proposed ClP Budget. Also in May, the Mayor's May Revision to 
the Proposed Budget is released. This report recommends changes to 
specific ClP projects' budgets based on updated information. 

Council reviews fmal modifications and approves the budget in June. 
The Mayor's veto period follows Council's initial approval. Once the 
budget is approved, the final changes are implemented. The Change 
Letter will be created to summarize the May Revision and Council 
Action changes to the ClP Budget. 

The annual Appropriation Ordinance is presented to the City Council 
and adopted in July authorizing expenditure of the bUdget. 

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION 

In order to ensure that the City is budgeting for and implementing the most critical of its 
projects, all of the ClP projects are ranked according to Council Policy 800-14 prior to 
submittal to council for approval as part of the annual budget process. The council policy 
provides guidelines and weighted factors for the scoring and ranking of all of the asset 
types in the Capital Improvements Program. Briefly, the council policy states that: 

• Projects yvithinrestricted funding categories will compete only with projects within 
the same funding category. -

• .' Projects will compete only with projects within the sam~ asset type (project type). 

• Proj ects will compete only withproj,ects within the same level of completion or 
project development phase ~lanning, ~esign and construction). 

• P;rojects scores will be updated as the condition 'of the projept changes or other 
information becomes available. . 

While the current council policy is effective in ranldng the City' s ClPs, the 201 i ClP Audit 
and 2012 pun Audit identified areas of improvement to make this tool eyen more practical 
and o'bjectiye for staff to follow. These reco11lii:J.endations along with other enhancements 
are listed bdow: 

• Consistency in application across all departments/asset types 

• Single set of factors for all asset types 

• Asset Specific Scoring 

• Planning Level Alternatives Assessment 

• Consideration for Emergency Projects 



• Environmental Consideration in Scoring 

• Simplified Planning Level Scoring 

Staff is preparing draft revisions of the existing Council Policy that incorporates the above 
recommendations and enhancements along with other changes. These amended revisions 
to the council policy will be presented to Budget & Finance Committee and public for input 
prior to fmalizing and forwarding to Council for approval. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Over the next few weeks staff will be seeking stakeholder input on improvements to the 
ClP budget development process. Although more work is required, staff would like to 
recommen~ several initial suggestions: 

1. Step up the public outreach efforts in educating public about the process and how 
they can be more involved. 

2. Seek public feedback for the desired improvements. 

3. Post infonnation on and utilize the recently created CIP website. 

4. Work with the asset owning departments to enhance the intake points and over time 
develop a user friendly centralized online application for receiving and forwarding 
public requests to the appropriate asset owning departments. 

5. Develop simple criteria for screening requests received to sort out project 
candidates from Recommendation (3). 

Increase Community Planners Committee (CPC) Role. CPC was instituted to ensure 
communication and to solicit citizen input on citywide issues among the various planning 
groups in the City under the direction of Council Policy 600-09. CPC meetings provide a 
forum to discuss citywide planning issues. The meetings often include presentations by 
City Planning Division staff and other speakers on topics of interest to the CPC. The 
meetings are an opportunity to network with other community leaders and discuss 
important policy or development issues with City Planning staff. Positions taken by CPC 
about important issues provide a key link with decision makers at City Hall and in the 
various City Departments. In addition, the CPC has fonned subcommittees to review 
various issues in depth, and has made recommendations of great value to City decision 
makers. Therefore, CPC should be utilized as a forum for collecting and consolidating 
community feedbacks received from the Community Planning Groups and reporting those 

. requests to the Council and the Mayor prior to April deadline. PWD will provide limited 
resources to assist with the increased intake activity if needed. 

TIMELINE: 

Add the following milestone to those listed for FY13 above:' 
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August - September: Stakeholder Outreach on the FY14 CIP Budget Development 
Process 

October - November: CPC & Departments gather community recommended CIP 
Projects and submits to Mayor and CIPRAC. 

CONCLUSION: 

We would like to restate our desire to improve the process for public involvement in 
identifying CIP projects and seek your support and feedback and identification of the 
stakeholders. We also look forward to present the newly improved and upgraded draft City 
Council Policy800~ 14. We 15e1ieve-tliis revi§-ea ifolicYWill improve-o 15jedivity,------- -
consistency, and ease of use due to its flexibility. It is expected to be a more practical tool 
for sorting through many projects competing for the same funding source. 

~~ T~icbS 
Director 
Public Works 

cc: CIPRAC Membership 


