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REPORT TO THE CITY COUNCIL 

REPORT NO: 

DATE ISSUED: February 20, 2008 

ATTENTION: Budget & Finance Committee 

SUBJECT: CIP Prioritization Policy 

REFERENCE: None 

REOUESTED ACTION: 

Council Policy adoption. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve changes to Council Policy 800-14. 

BACKGROUND 

On November 14, 2007, in a presentation to the Budget & Finance Committee, 
Engineering & Capital Projects (E&CP) Department introduced the Mayor's proposed 
process for prioritizing CIP projects, and proposed modifying Council Policy 800-14 
"Prioritizing Transportation and Drainage CIP Projects" to include all City of San 
Diego's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) projects. The Budget & Finance Committee 
supported the proposal and instructed E&CP to return with a draft modified Council 
Policy. E&CP has modified the Council Policy as outlined in this report. With the 
Budget & Finance Committee's approval of the presented changes, E&CP will seek 
Council adoption of the modified policy and begin its implementation. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this amended CIP prioritization policy is to establish an objective process 
for ranking CIP projects in order to allow decision-makers a basis for choosing the most 
compelling projects for implementation. This process allows for the analytical 
comparison of the costs and benefits of individual projects, as well as an opportunity to 
evaluate projects against one another on their relative merits. Ideally, it should provide a 
citywide perspective, explore various financing options, and facilitate project 
coordination. All projects being considered for funding will be prioritized in accordance 
with the guidelines of this policy. It is proposed that this single CIP prioritization policy 
address all funding sources and asset classes, including enterprise funded projects (golf, 
airports, water, sewer and landfill) and transportation and drainage projects. Council 
Policy 800-14, which is the current prioritization policy addressing only transportation 
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and drainage CIP projects, was adopted on January 19, 2006 and will be superseded by 
this policy. The goal of this CIP prioritization 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. 

BEST PRACTICES 

Best practices were researched and incorporated to the maximum degree practical. For a 
number of years, the City of San Diego has participated in the California Multi-Agency 
Capital Improvement Projects Benchmarking Study, which involves the six major cities 
in California. This Benchmarking Study has identified common best management 
practices recommended for effective planning of capital projects. These practices have 
been incorporated in this policy. Furthennore, the Government Finance Officers 
Association's recommended best management practices were considered in the 
development of this CIP prioritization policy. Appendix A contains detailed information 
on CIP prioritization best practices. 

PROPOSED REVISIONS TO COUNCIL POLICY 800-14 

A. Project Funding 

The proposed CIP prioritization policy will govern all CIP projects; many of which are 
funded out of restricted funding sources. Therefore, the proposed CIP prioritization 
policy requires that projects within restricted funding categories will compete only with 
projects within the same funding category. 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 partial listing of some of the restricted funding categories: 

1. Community Development Block Grants 
2. Developer Impact Fees 
3. Enterprise Funds (Airport, Environmental Services, Golf, 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 these 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 and over time. Citywide coordination of capital project planning can 
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increase the cost-effectiveness of the City's capital programs by allowing more efficient 
infrastructure investments. 

B. Project Categories 

The proposed amended CIP prioritization policy will govern all CIP project types, no 
longer just Transportation Projects. To ensure that the comparison is conducted between 
similar types of projects, the CIP projects will be separated into categories according to 
the predominant type of asset in the project. The project categories will include: 

» Transportation facilities, with the following project subcategories: 
o New roads, roadway widening, and roadway reconfigurations 
o Street enhancements including medians and streetscape 
o Bridge replacement, retrofit and rehabilitation 
o Bicycle facilities (all classifications) 
o Pedestrian facilities including sidewalks but not curb ramps 
o Pedestrian accessibility improvements including curb ramps 
o Street lighting including mid-block and intersection safety locations 
o New traffic signals 
o Traffic signal upgrades and modifications 
o Traffic signal interconnections and other signal coordination work 
o Traffic calming, flashing beacons, and other speed abatement work 
o Guardrails, barrier rails, and other structural safety enhancements 
o Erosion control, slope stabilization, and retaining walls supporting 

• transportation facilities. 

© Facilities and structures, with the following project subcategories: 
o Police facilities and structures 
o Fire facilities and structures 
o Libraries 
o Park & Recreation facilities and structures 
o Community support facilities and structures 
o Water department facilities and structures (e.g., treatment plants, pump 

stations, reservoirs, dams, standpipes) 
o Metropolitan 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 and structures 

• Parks and open space 
« Golf courses 
• Airport assets 
• Water distribution systems 
• Wastewater collection systems 
• Reclaimed water system 
c Landfills and supporting facilities and structures 
« Storm drain systems including pipes, channels, BMPs and pump stations 
• Flood control systems 
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Capital Improvement Program budgets will reflect project allocations according to these 
categories. These project categories will include resource allocation for all project 
components, including environmental mitigation, property acquisition, and other 
activities, necessary lo complete the project. 

C. Prioritization Factors 

New prioritization factors are proposed in the amended CIP prioritization policy for all 
non-transportation projects (See Section B. Project Categories). The following are the 
key 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. 

2. Regulatory or mandated requirements: This criterion will include an 
assessment of the degree to which the project is 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%) of the project's total score. 

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

4. Annual recurring cost or 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 cleaning would score higher. On the other hand, a new library that 
increases maintenance, energy and staffing costs would score lower. The 
evaluation of this criterion will constitute ten percent (10%) of the project's total 
score. 

5. Community Investment: This criterion will include an assessment of the degree 
to which the project contributes toward economic development and revitalization 
efforts. For example, a project within an approved Redevelopment Area or 
Community Development Block Grant eligible area would score higher. The 
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evaluation of this criterion will constitute ten percent (10%) of the project's total 
score. 

6. Implementation: This criterion will include an assessment of the degree to which 
the project is in compliance with the General Plan, Community Plan, or approved 
City-wide master plan. An assessment of other issues involved in completing the 
project (e.g., significant environmental issues, project complexity, and level of 
public support) will also be included in this criterion. For example, projects that 
would benefit the City of Villages Strategy, further smart growth, or receive 
overwhelming support from the community would score higher. The evaluation of 
this criterion will constitute five percent (5%) of the project's total score. 

7. Project Cost and Grant Funding Opportunity: This criterion will include an 
assessment of the 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 
will constitute five percent (5%) of the project's total score. 

EXISTING POLICY REQUIREMENTS TO REMAIN UNCHANGED 

A. Project Phases 

The requirement expressed in the existing Council Policy 800-14 that the prioritization is 
conducted between projects with a similar level of completion will remain. All CIP 
projects will 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 environmental document, construction 
plans and specifications, and detailed cost estimate. 

3. Construction - includes site preparation, utilities placement, equipment 
installation, construction, reconstruction, and environmental mitigation. 
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B. Prioritization Factors 

The Prioritization Factors expressed in the existing Council Policy 800-14 for 
transportation projects (See Section B. Project Categories) will remain. The following 
key prioritization factors will be used in lieu of the above factors: 

1. Health & Safety: This criterion will 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. 

2. Capacity & Service (Mobility): This criterion will 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 and drainage 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 of this criterion will 
constitute twenty percent (20%) of the project's total score. 

3. Project Cost and Grant Funding Opportunity: This criterion will include an 
assessment of the 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 
twenty percent (20%) of the project's total score. 

4. Revitalization, Community Support & Community Plan Compliance: This 
criterion will include an assessment 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 include 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 an assessment of the degree 
to which the project contributes towards economic development and revitalization 
efforts. For example, projects that benefits a pilot village in the City of Villages 
strategy or furthers smart growth, implements a portion of the City-wide master 
plan or comdor study, has overwhelming and documented support froin the 
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community, implements a portion of an approved Redevelopment Area 
infrastructure plan, and provides transportation facilities for a Community 
Development Block Grant eligible area would score higher. The evaluation of this 
criterion will constitute fifteen percent (15%) of the project's total score. 

5. Multiple Category Benefit: This criterion will include an assessment of the 
degree to which the project provides highly rated facilities for multiple project 
categories (see Section IV.A for project categories). For example, a roadway 
project that also provides for the replacement of a deteriorated storm drain, a 
streetscape project that also provides street lighting at critical intersections, and a 
bikeway project that provides slope stabilization at an area of known erosion 
problems would score higher. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute ten 
percent (10%) of the project's total score. 

6. Annual recurring cost or 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 cleaning would score higher. On the other hand, a new library that 
increases maintenance, energy and staffing costs would score lower. The 
evaluation of this crileriun will constitute five percent (10%) of the project's total 
score. 

7. 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 
will constitute five percent (5%) of the project's total score. 

IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS 

The implementation process expressed in the existing Council Policy 800-14 will remain 
with only minor modifications necessary to include all CIP projects. The implementation 
process is as follows: 

A. 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. 

B. The resultant ranking list for each category and phase of CIP projects shall be 
reported by the Mayor to the Council as part of the annual CIP budget, with 
recommendations for funding within the list. 
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C. Upon approval of the CIP budget by the Council, the Mayor shall pursue the 

completion of each project phase according lo 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. 

D. The Mayor wil! update the priority score as the conditions of each project change or 
as other new information becomes available. When changes occur lhat would alter a 
project's priority ranking, the revised 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 will 
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. 

E. Implementation of this Council Policy is not intended lo 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. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: None. 

PREVIOUS COUNCIL and/or COMMITTEE ACTION: None 

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS: None. 

KEY STAKEHOLDERS AND PROJECTED IMPACTS: None. 

^ ^ 
Patti Boekamp 
Engineering & Cgsital Projects Department Director 

David Jarrell 
Deputy Chief of Public Works 

Attachments: 
Appendix A. CIP Prioritization Best Practices 
Appendix B. Proposed Amended Council Policy 800-14, Prioritizing CIP 

Projects 
Appendix C. Markup version of Proposed Amended Council Policy 800-14, 

Prioritizing CIP Projects 
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APPENDIX A 

CIP PRIORITIZATION BEST PRACTICES 

The California Multi-Agency Capital Improvement Projects Benchmarking Study, which 
involved the six major cities in California, identified common best management practices 
that are recommended for effective planning of capital projects. These best practices 
include the following: 

1. A defined Council-approved project prioritization system is in place 
2. Project feasibility studies are completed before the final scope and budget are 

defined 
3. Capital projects are well-defined with respect to scope and budget only at the end 

of the planning phase 
4. Each capital project has a master schedule that identifies the proposed start and 

finish dates 
5. Projects listed in the comprehensive Capital Improvement Program have assigned 

staff resources 
6. Projects are shown on a geographical information system 

The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) has recommended best 
management practices to consider when developing a CIP prioritization policy. These 
principles (from GFOA's "Recommended Practice, Multi-Year Capital Planning''. 2006) 
include: 

1. Identifying needs - The first step in capital planning is identifying needs. Using 
information including development projections, strategic plans, comprehensive plans, 
facility master plans, regional plans, and citizen input processes, governments should 
identify present and future service needs that require capital infrastructure investments or 
recapitalization. In this process, attention should be given to: 

a. Capital assets that require repair, maintenance, or replacement that, if not 
addressed, will result in higher costs in future years 

b. Infrastructure improvements needed to support new development or 
redevelopment 

c. Projects with revenue-gen crating potential 
d. Improvements that support economic development 
e. Changes in policy or community needs 

2. Determination of costs - The full extent of project costs should be determined when 
developing the multi-year capital plan. Cost issues to consider include: 

a. The scope and timing of a planned project should be well defined in the early 
stages of the planning process 

b. Agencies should identify and use the most appropriate approaches, including 
outside assistance, when estimating project costs and potential revenues 
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c. For projects programmed beyond the first year of the plan, agencies should adjust 
cost projections based on anticipated inflation 

d. Ongoing operating cost associated with each project should be quantified, and the 
sources of funding for those costs should be identified 

e. A clear estimate of all major components required to implement a project should 
be outlined, including land acquisition needs, design, construction, contingency, 
environmental mitigation, and post-construction operations and maintenance 

f. Recognize the non-financial impacts of the project on the community. 

3. Prioritize capital requests - Governments are continually faced with extensive capital 
needs and limited financial resources, Therefore, prioritizing capital project requests is a 
critical step in the capital plan preparation process. When evaluating project submittals, 
governments should: 

a. Reflect the relationship of project submittals to financial and governing policies, 
plans and studies 

b. Allow submitting agencies to provide an initial prioritization 
c. Incorporate input and participation from major stakeholders and the general 

public 
d. Adhere to legal requirements and/or mandates 
e. Anticipate the operating budget impacts resulting from capital projects 
f Re-evaluate capital projects approved in previous multi-year capital plans g. Use a 

rating system to facilitate decision-making 

4. Develop financing strategies - GFOA recognizes the importance of establishing a 
viable financing approach for supporting the multi-year capital plan. Financing strategies 
should align with expected project requirements while sustaining the financial health of 

• the organization. Governments undertaking a capital financing plan should: 

a. Anticipate expected revenue and expenditure trends, including their relationship 
to multi-year financial plans. 

b. Prepare cash flow projections of the amount and timing of the capital financing 
c. Continue compliance with all established financial policies 
d. Recognize appropriate legal constraints 
e. Consider and estimate funding amounts from all appropriate funding alternatives 
f Ensure reliability and stability of identified funding sources 
g. Evaluate the affordability of the financing strategy, including the impact on debt 

ratios, taxpayers, and others 
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APPENDIX B 

SUBJECT: PRIORITIZING CIP PROJECTS 
POLICY NO: 800-14 
EFFECTIVE DATE: 

BACKGROUND: 

The commitment of resources to the (CIP) projects within the City has traditionally not had the 
benefit of a comprehensive evaluation to detennine overall needs so that projects can be ranked 
in priority order, and efficiently funded. This approach may have unintentionally limited the 
overall effectiveness of available CIP resources by providing projects with less funding than 
needed to accomplish major project requirements, such as planning and design. This has limited 
the City's ability to compete for outside grant funding, since grant programs often place emphasis 
on having the design and associated activities completed. 

PURPOSE: 

The "un^ose of this r,G!ic '̂ is to establish an objective process for rankms CIP projects to allow 
decision-makers to have a basis for choosing the most compelling projects for implementation. 
This prioritization process will allow for the analytical comparison of the costs and benefits of 
individual projects, as well as an opportunity to evaluate projects against one another on their 
relative merits. Ideally, it will provide a citywide perspective, explore various financing options, 
and facilitate project coordination. All projects being considered for funding will be prioritized 
in accordance with the guidelines of this policy. It is proposed that this single CIP prioritization 
policy address all funding sources and asset classes, including enterprise 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. 

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. Proiect 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 

CP-800-14 
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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 partial listing 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 
coord uiation of capitarprojcet planning can increase tne cost-eiiectiveness of the City's capital 
programs by allowing more efficient infrastructure investments. 

B. Proiect 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: 

• Transportation facilities, with the following project subcategories: 
o New Roads, Roadway Widening, and Roadway Reconfigurations. 
o Street Enhancements including medians and streetscape. 
o Bridge Replacement, Retrofit, and Rehabilitation. 
o Bicycle Facilities (all classifications). 
o Pedestrian Facilities including sidewalks but not curb ramps. 
o Pedestrian Accessibility Improvements including curb ramps, 
o Street Lighting including mid-block and intersection safety locations. 
o New Traffic Signals. 
o Traffic Signal Upgrades and Modifications. 
o Traffic Signal Interconnections and other signal coordination work. 
o Traffic Calming, Flashing Beacons, and other speed abatement work. 
o Guardrails, Barrier Rails, and other structural safety enhancements. 
o Erosion control, slope stabilization, and retaining walls supporting transportation 

facilities. 
• Facilities and structures, with the following project subcategories: 

o Police facilities and structures 

.CP-800-14" 
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o Fire facilities and structures 
o Libraries 
o Park & Recreation facilities and structures 
o Community support facilities and structures 
o Water department facilities and structures (e.g., treatment plants, pump stations, 

reservoirs, dams, standpipes) 
o Metropolitan 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 and structures 

• Parks and open space 
• Golf courses 
• Airport assets 
• Water distribution systems 
• Wastewater collection systems 
• Reclaimed water system 
• Landfills and supporting facilities and structures 
• Storm drain systems including pipes, channels, Best Management Practices (BMPs) and 

pump stations 
• Flood control 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 all other activities necessary to complete the project. 

C. Proiect 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 environmental 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. A goal of 5% is 
established as the minimum of CIP resources allocated to projects in the Planning phase. 

CP-800-14 
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D. Prioritization Factors 

The City must prioritize capital needs to assist in the determination of which projects will receive 
available funding and resources, and/or 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. 

2. Regulatory or mandated requirements: This criterion will include an assessment of the 
degree to which the project is 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 wiii constitute twenty-five 
percent (25%) of the project's total score. 

3. Implication of Deferring the Project: This criterion will include an assessment of the 
consequences of delaying a project. For example, projects that would have significantly 
higher future 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 recurring cost or 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 cleaning would score higher. On 
the other hand, a new library that increases maintenance, energy and staffing costs would 
score lower. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute ten percent (10%)) of the 
project's total score. 

5. Community Investment: This criterion will include an assessment of the degree to 
which the project contributes toward economic development and revitalization efforts. 
For example, a project within an approved Redevelopment Area or Community 
Development Block Grant eligible area would score higher. The evaluation of this 
criterion wil] constitute ten percent (10%)) of the project's total score. 

6. Implementation: This criterion will include an assessment of the degree to which the 
project is in compliance with the General Plan, Community Plan, or approved City-wide 

CP-800-14 
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master plan. An assessment of other issues involved in completing the project (e.g., 
significant environmental issues, project complexity, and level of public support) will 
also be included in this criterion. For example, projects that would benefit the City of 
Villages Strategy, further smart growth, or receive overwhelming support from the 
community would score higher. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute five 
percent (5%) of the project's total score. 

7. Project Cost and Grant Funding Opportunity: This criterion will include an 
assessment of the 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 will 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 stonn 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. 

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%) of a project's total score. 
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3. 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 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 shall constitute twenty percent (20%) of the 
project's total score. 

4. Revitalization, Community Support & Community Plan Compliance: This criterion 
shall include an assessment 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 include 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 an assessment of the degree to which the project contributes towards economic 
development and revitalization efforts. For example, projects that benefits a pilot village 
in the City of Villages strategy or furthers smart growth, implements a portion of the 
City-wide master plan or corridor study, has overwhelming and documented support from 
the community, implements a portion of an approved Redevelopment Area infrastructure 
plan, and provides transportation facilities for a Community Development Block Grant 
eligible area would score higher. The evaluation results of this criterion shall constitute 
fifteen percent (15%)) of a project's tolal score. 

5. 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 project categories). For example, a roadway project that also provides for 
the replacement of a deteriorated storm drain, a streetscape project that also provides 
street lighting at critical intersections, and a bikeway project that provides slope 
stabilization at an area of known erosion problems would score higher. The evaluation of 
this criterion shall constitute ten percent (10%) of the project's total score. 

6. Annual recurring cost or increased longevity of the capital: This criterion shall 
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 cleaning would score higher. On 
the other hand, a new library that increases maintenance, energy and staffing costs would 
score lower. The evaluation results of this criterion shall constitute ten percent (10%)) of a 
project's total score. 

7. 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 would 
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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 ali 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 projects shall be reported by 
the Mayor to the Council as part of the annual CIP budget, with recommendations for 
funding within the list. 

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 

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 
infonnation. 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 No. R- [datel 
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APPENDIX C 

SUBJECT: PRIORITIZING TRANSPORTATION AND DRAINAGE CIP 
PROJECTS 

POLICY NO: 800-14 
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 19, 2006 

.•urr Highlighted texts are additions to .the current policy 
• Stricken texts are text removed from current policy 

BACKGROUND: 

ThVCity^of San Diego's-GapifaPlmproyement Prognm'tGIP) :i%impl^^t^«throu^an 
interrejatipiwfcpj^ 
multiple ;Mdin^ sources ̂ Gaptal^m 
muni cip alih frWstru ctuf e '̂Mai 6̂^̂  
sti-eetsand.related right-ofrw_ayftfeatures;vstdm:watef;ahdWam 
systems; publiebuildings such.as libraries; recreational and cdmmumty centefs/polide'and fire 
stations, and lifeguard facilities; and parks' Decisions about/capital investmehfsfaffecftthe 
avaiiabiiity and qualify of most^governmentservices. The municipaVihfr 

of life:" '" " ""' ' " 

The commitment of resources to the Transportation and Drainage Capital ImprovcmentG 
Program (CIP) projects within the City has traditionally not had the benefit of a comprehensive 
evaluation to determine overall needs so that projects can be ranked accordingly in priority order, 
and efficiently funded. This approach has mayhaye unintentionally limited the overall 
effectiveness of available transportation and drainage CIP' resources by providing projects with 
fewer resources less-funding than is needed to accomplish major project recjuirements 
milestones, such as th« planning and design phases of a project. This has limited the City's ability 
to compete for outside grant funding, since these grant programs often place emphasis on having 
the design and the-associated activities completed. 

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this policy is to establish an objective process for evoluating transportation and 
drainage CIP projects with respect to the overall noods of the City's transportation system. The 
resultant ranking of transportation CIP projects would be used for allocation of all transportation 
resources including funding and staff, as well as in the pursuit of grant funding opportunities. 
The goal is to maximize available resources so projects arc complGted cffcotively and efficiently, 
resulting in more projocts dolivored citywide. 

THe-jTurpose^ 
decision-makers to have a basis for' cHoosjngjthe mVsf^inpelh^ 
ThiFprioritization process wilf allows for theanalytical comparison "of the" costs and benefits of 
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indrSdual projects, as well as an opportunity to evaluate projects against one another on their 
relative merits. Ideally, it will provide a citywide perspective, explore various,finaricihg'options, 
and facilitateprojecfcoordiriatiori.^A'll'projectsbeih be-pfiorifized 
in accordance with the guidelines of thispolicy. It is proposed that-tftis single CIP prioritization 
policy address "all funding sources and asset classes, including enterprise funded.projects (golf,-
water, sewer, airport facilities, undergrounding and landfill)'and transportatidri and drainage 
projects.. The goal ;of this policy is to. establish, a capital-pi aiming process, thafultimately leads to 
policy decisions that optimize the usejof:available resources, resulting in the maximum benefit 
from the projects delivered. 

IMPLEMENTATION: 

In order.to-impiement a prioritizatiomsystemj therejmustbe^an.understanding of the1 constraints 
associated with %chprojecl%fimding ;s^^ 
deyelGpmerit.^;P.rpjecfs;wiji:n^^^ different^ 
projecf ^ategori^SfOr the-different project p h a s ^ 
willt,be eyaluated, according to the.j^jdeline^outlined^bclow. 

A. ProjecLFunding 

Projects within.festncted fundingxategbries.will compete o same 
funding category. Prioritization within these restricted'funding categories' will occur in 
accordance with thisGIP prioritization policy. For example^water system CIP projects are 
funded with.enterimse.-fuhds^pad'byAW 
in accdfdance^ i th ,^ 
funded'hy^aterEnteiTlrisc-funds. 

The following is a partial .listing of restricted funding'categories: 
1 * ^ Commumty^pevelopmenfBlpc^Grants 
2 De\ eloper Impact Fees 
3 . , , , . Enterpnse Funds (Airport, Environmental.Services,'iGolf,-Utilities 

Undei gi ounding, Metropolitan ^astewatef^and^ktra;) 
4 Facilities Benefit Assessments 
5.„:;;.J..;:, Grants 
6.'- ^ State and Federal Funds 
^/.^v^^Tr^sNet.gunds 

Projects thafare not •witliin.a.restricted-funding category .wil Ii compete withim capital-outlay 
ftihds/eeheral obligation fundsdn accordance with this;ClPI.prioritJzatiohipdlicyiAlth6ugh capital 
needSifrohKtheVestricted.funds^ 
General Fund' the capital investments of allCity.departments:should:bejplanhed togetherito' 
allow better, co ordination of capital projects, in specific parts of the City over time. Citywide 
coordi n ati oh bf capital proiect "planning can increase theicost^ effectiveness of.the City's'capital 
PTPSISS^by. alio jwin g,more^effi ci enf in fr astructiire-investm entsj 
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B. Project Categories 

In order To ensure that the comparison is conducted between similar types of projects, the all 
transportation and drainage CiP projects shall be separated into categories according to the most 
predominant type of asset facility in the project. Project categories shall include: 

• Transportation facilities, with the following project subcategories: 
o New Roads, Roadway Widening, and Roadway Reconfigurations. 
o Street Enhancements including medians and streetscape. 
o Bridge Replacement, Retrofit, and Rehabilitation. 
o Bicycle Facilities (all classifications). 
o Pedestrian Facilities including sidewalks but not curb ramps. 
o Pedestrian Accessibility Improvements including curb ramps. 
o Street Lighting including mid-block and intersection safety locations. 
o New Traffic Signals. 
o Traffic Signal Upgrades and Modifications. 
o Traffic Signal Interconnections and other,signal coordination work. 
o Traffic Calming, Flashing Beacons, and other speed abatement work. 
o Guardrails, Barrier Rails, and other structural safety enhancements. 

o Erosion control, slope stabilization, and retaining walls supporting transportation 
facilities. 

e—Other misccllanoouG transportation and drainago facilities. 
• .^Facilities ;an'dstTUct^re'sfw 

p;^plicei_facilitiesi:ahd:structur^s 
o.cpI5re;-faciMes^ 
b j l ibraries 
'oi^P ark: &^R ecreati^ 
bT^Community support facilities and structures 
o "Water department facilities and sfrucmresXe;g7,Ur_ej^^entjiMants,.pjurnp^sfatiqns; 

jeseryoirs^darris, standpipes) 
oT^Mefrppolit^-W 

plants &anci pumplstatiohs) 
q|^Operation|^facihties;andish^ 
d \ OtherrCit^.facilities and structures 

• ^ -P arksi*arid)6p&i!^pjace 

• Golf courses 
• Airport assets 
• r^Water'distnbution-systems 

•";.: Reclaimed, watef'system 
• ^ Landfills and .supporting facilities and structures 
• . Storm dram systems including pipes; channels; Best Management Practices (BMPs) and 

pump:statipns 
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• Flood control systems 

CIP budgets All Transportation and Drainage Capital Improvement Program 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 all other activities necessary to complete the project. 

C. Project Phases 

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

1. Planning - including a includes1development'ofa feasibility study, detailed scope, 
and budget. 

2. Design - including a includes'-developrhenfof the environmental document, 
construction plans and specifications, and detailedcpstiestimate. 
Construction - including includes site preparation,^utilities,placement,requipment 
in stall ati on, construction/and"enyifonmenta3 mitigation construction contingoncios. 

3. 

To onsuro a continuous development of CIP projocts and prepare for grant opportunities, a 
minimum of five percent (5%) of transportation rcsourcco shall be allocated to projects in the 
Planning phase and a minimum of thirty percent (30%) to projoots in the dcoign phase. 
To initiate an effective capitarprojecf^^ 
planning, to allow improved development of the scope;:;feasibilityj^d.ft^ 
projects prior to them becoming a CIP. The implementatio%bf;alcapitaIplannin^p:dcVss will 
result in better information, planning, and analysis of proposed- capital proj ects^A..g6al of 5 % is 
established as:the minimum of CIP fesourcesmllotated^ppf^ phase. 

D. Prioritization Factors Proioct Criteria 

The.Citymiust..pri6ritize;capitah receive 
available funding andrespiirces, and/or compete for b6hd.Tundihg.;based'priicnteria that is 
aligned withnpjsparta 

For all non-transportation projects (See Section B. Project Categoriesj^the^following^are^the 
prioritization factors (listed in;ordCT-of importance): 

1. Health & Safety Effects: This criterion willinclude ari-assessment of tKe^degreeTo 
which the project improves health andsafety factors associated, with the_infrastructure 
asset. For example, projects that result in the reduction in;accidents,impjo^yed."Sitructural 
integrity,-and mitigation of health hazards would score hielierVThe*!evaluation of this 
^ l ? r ion ^il j cp^nsjimte^^ 
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2.f Regulatory o r mandated requirements:; This criterion will include an.assessment of the 
degree.''to..which.the project.is under a,regulatory.order or other.legafmandates." For 
example,,.projects thatrare required by consent.decrees, court,orders,Jand otherilegal 
mandates would score,higheri-The evaluation of this criterion will constitiiteiwenty-five 
percent (25v/o)^of.the project]s(totd .score. 

3. Implication"of Deferring the Project: This criterion will include amassessment of the 
consequences of deJa>ajigra;proj_e significantly 
higher/future' costs, negative community impacts., or,negative public .perception^ should 
they be deferred, would score higher. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute 
fifteen.percent.X 15,%)ipf ,th_e proj ect's^total _scoret 

4. Ahiiual recurring cost or increased longevity of the capitalasset: This criterion will 
include aricassessmeht of the, degree .to: which the project reduces Voperations^and 
maintenance 'expenditufes^bythfeCity. "For. example'' ,'arobf feplaceinerit-project that 
reducesiboth mamtenancejequirements and-energy^consumptibntorra.storm* drain 
replacement •.proiect-that reduces 'the. need forperiodic cleanine would.score'hieher. On 
th ejDtto^hjm^ 
S£ore|q wer^Th e^ey ^ ^ O J I 
"ro^ect's total score. 

5. 
-^.w*"•-1,'."--^-:^"™'^; T>/i-r " / r r - : ^ " " w - !'?^55-*1s*!'-'i'-i*;*'1—^;i(^i,""'^I * . T - - -

'Community Ihvest'mehf:. This: criteriomwilf include: an assessmentof the degree to 
which.the,prGJectvCOntribute's;.-toward'.ecohomic,develbpinM efforts 
For example- a project within an approved Redevelopmehj:^ea,or(-Gommunity 
Devel6pmentVBlock;Grantceligible area would scdrejhigher^The-evaluation of this 
criterion ^wilfconstitute^ten^ 

6i i i Implemeii ta t ion:^This^^ the 
project.is in'compliance.with the Gerieral,Plan.Gomihunity;Pl^f6rvapproved City-wide 
master^lan. An assessment of other issues involvedun c6inpletingJtlie"T)f6jectt(e.g., 
sighificaht-envirorim'ehtaMssues^p^^ will 
alsoVbeJhcluded -in^this';criterion.FF6yexample,-i3rojects thatwould benefit the Citv-of 
Villages.Sfrategy'.furtherismaHgrowth^or.receive oveiwneliriine support.frbm.the 
wmimmHy^rauldJs^ 
percpilliCS SDipfith? EIPJ £9i!sj^§.'sbpxe^ 

7ir-.Erojecft(|ost;arid,
JGrahtTJFuhding;^ 

assiessmenj^ofthe^ampunjjp and the 
entire project, and sliallalsq include assessment of the amount of City.mriding in'the 
projecfcompared toihej^npuntogfundin 
agenciesiiFoivexmh^le^^Lprplectvtha^ 
the City>'ould.score:higher, while^'pfoiecfcthat-relies.ohlyjibmCitv^hds would score 
1 o w entiTh e ̂ evalu ̂ ipii. p ^ 
total score. 
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8. Project Readiniess: This criterion will iriclude an assessment of the time required fora 
project to'complete its current project phase (i.'evplarinihgydesign"6f;c6nstructi6h). For 
exampleja project with a completed'environmental'document br'community/'butreach 
would'scbre higher, while-ahighly complex project requiring longer design'time would 
score lower.' The evaluation of this criterion will constitute five percent (5%) of the 
project's total score. 

For transportation projects (See Sectioh'B. Project Categories), the following key prioritization 
factors will be_used injieu of the^aboye factors: 

For the evaluation of the relative importance of each project, the following critoria and weighting 
shall be used: 

1. Health & Safety: This criterion shall include an assessment of the degree that 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,1 project's mat fesulf in reductipri'in traffic 
accidents/'improved seismic safety rating of'a bridge, up'gfadeof an.undersized storm 
dfaintd*address'flooding problem's, ahd^feductiqfrof response timeslby':emergency 
vehicles would score'higher. Examples of such projocts inoiudo: 

4-:—Modifying a roadway where a significant number of accidents have occurred. 
3r.—Improving the seismic safety rating of a bridge. 
^—Upgrading an undersized storm drain, where significant flooding problems 

have occurrod. 
4. A project that roducoa response times by emergency vehicles. 
5. A legal order to comploto a project by a certain date. 

The evaluation of this criterion will constitute twenty-five percent (25%) of the 
project's total score. 

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 and drainage system. For 
example, projects that reconfigure intersections to reduce delays, improve a parallel road 
to bypass a congest^^ time 
albng'a congested_ corridor \vould score'higher. Examples of such projocts include: 

4^—Reconfiguration of an intorocction to reduce delays. 
2:—Improvement of parallel road to bypass a oongostod intersection or 

provide an alternative route. 
3. Traffic Signal Interconnection that roducoo travel times along a congested 

corridor. . 
1. Transit facilities such as priority signals that speed up high usage bus routes. 
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The evaluation results of this criterion shall constitute twenty percent (20%) of a project's 
total score. 

3. 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 This criterion 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 
City wide discretionary funds (TransNet, etc) would score lower. A project that requires 

a higher amount of City funding would score lower. The evaluation results of this 
criterion shall constitute twenty percent (20%) of the project's total score. 

4. Revitalization, Community Support & Community Plan Compliance: This criterion 
shall include an assessment 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 include an assessment of the degree to which the 
project is officially supported by the Community Planning Group(s), the 
CounciImember(s), or a Regional .Agency (such as SANDAG). This criterion shall also 
include an assessment of the degree to which the project contributes towards economic 
development and revitalization efforts. For example, projects that benefits a pilot village 
in the City of Villages strategy or furthers smart growth, implements a portion of the 
City-wide master plan or corridor study, has overwhelming and documented support from 
the community or the region, implements a portion of an approved Redevelopment Area 
infrastructure plan, and provides transportation facilities for a Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) eligible area would score higher. The evaluation results of this 
criterion shall constitute fifteen percent (15%) of a project's total score. 

5. 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 project categories). For example, a roadway project that also provides for 
the replacement of a deteriorated storm drain, a streetscape project that also provides 
street lighting at critical intersections, and a bikeway project that provides slope 
stabilization at an area of known erosion problems would score higher. The evaluation of 
this criterion shall constitute ten percent (10%) of the project's total score. 

6. AnnuaJirecurringiCpstprJncrea^d longevity of ^he capital agset Reduces 
Mointonancc Cost: This criterion shall include an assessment of the degree to which the 
project reduces pperat]pns;and maintenance expenditures by the City. For example, a roof 
replacement project-that,reduceshoth maintenance.requjrements:mid energyxpnsumption 
or a storm drain replacement project that reduces the need for periodic cleaning would 
score higher. On the othenhand, ;anew:libj^ 

staffing ?cbsts would scpre'lower.' 
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4-:—A roadway widening project that replaces an area of pavement in poor 
condition would score higher. 

r̂.—A roadway widening project that installs a highly rated traffic signal would 
score higher. 

^—A project with equipment that requires froquont maintenance would score 
lower. 

A projoct with special maintenance needs (dooorativc pavement, landscaping, artwork, 
etc) whose costs are covered by a secured outside funding source such as Maintenance 
Assessment District would not be affected by this criterion. The evaluation results of this 
criterion shall constitute ten frve percent (S%ilO%) of a project's total score. 

7. Project Readiness: This criterion shall include an assessment of the time required for a 
project to complete its current project phase (see Section 2 of project phases i.e., 
planning,' desigmor cohstfuctiori). For example, a project with a completed environmental 
document of community outreach would score higher, while a highly complex project 
requiring longer design time would score lower. 

4-:—A project that requires a policy change to implement would score lower for 
any phase. 

£-.—A project that has all of its maintenance noods secured would score higher for 
construction. 

?>-.—A project that completed the previous phase for more than a year would score 
higher for any phase. 

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 (fuhding'& project), phases, and criteria, the Mayor shall 
develop a prioritization score for each CIP project that proposes to utilize City wide 
transportation and drainage resources. 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 project scores, the Mayor shall evaluate the overall infrastructure 
deficiency within the Gity cohnnunities for each project as the deciding factor. 

2. The resultant ranking list for each category and phase of transportation and drainage CIP 
projects shall be reported by the Mayor to the Council as part of the annual CIP budget, 
with recommendations for funding for each project within the list. Each projoct category 
shall contain a contingency of at least 15% of the total category allocations. 

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 
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Mayor shall also use 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 bo roportod to the Council, prior to allocating additional resources to 
an)1 projocts whose rankings arc affected. 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 a revised priority list is presented to 
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. 

U T C T M D V -

Adopted bv Resolution No. R- [date] 
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T H E CITY O F S A N D I E G O 

REPORT TO THE CITY COUNCIL 
DATE ISSUED: 

ATTENTION: 

SUBJECT: 
REFERENCE: 

May 21 , ZOOS REPORT NO: 08-082 

City Council 
Agenda' of May 27, 2008 

. Amendments to Council Policy 800-14 for Prioritizing all CIP Projects 
None 

REOUESTED ACTION: 

Council Policy adoption. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve amendments to Council Policy 800-14. 

BACKGROUND 

On November 14, 2007, in a presentation to the Budget & Finance Committee, Engineering & 
Capital Projects (E&CP) Department introduced the Mayor's proposed process for prioritizing 
CIP projects, and proposed modifying Council Policy 800-14 "Prioritizing Transportation and 
Drainage CIP Projects" to include all City of San Diego's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
projects. The Budget & Finance Committee supported the proposal and instructed E&CP to 
return with a draft modified Council Policy. On February 20, 2008 E&CP returned with the 
modified Council Policy which the Budget & Finance Committee approved. The. following 
report describes the changes that the proposed revised Council Policy 800-14 would implement. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this amended CIP prioritization policy is to establish an objective process for 
ranking CIP projects, allow for the analytical comparison of the costs and benefits of individual 
projects, as well as provide an opportunity to evaluate projects against one another on their 
relative merits. Ideally, it should provide a citywide perspective, explore various financing 
options, and facilitate project coordination. All projects being considered for funding will be 
prioritized in accordance with the guidelines of this policy. It is proposed that this single CIP 
prioritization policy address all funding sources and asset classes, including enterprise funded 
projects (golf, airports, water, sewer and landfill) and transportation and drainage projects. 
Council Policy 800-14, which is the cuirent prioritization policy addressing only transportation 
and drainage CJP projects, was adopted on January 19, 2007 and will be superseded by this 
policy. The goal of this CIP prioritization 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. 
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BEST PRACTICES 

Best practices were researched and incorporated to the maximum degree practical. For a number 
of years, the City of San Diego has participated in the California Multi-Agency Capital 
Improvement Projects Benchmarking Study, which involves the six major cities in California. 
This Benchmarking Study has identified common best management practices recommended for 
effective planning of capital projects. These practices have been incorporated in this policy. 
Furthermore, the Government Finance Officers Association's recommended best management 
practices were considered in the development of this CIP prioritization policy. Appendix A 
contains information on CIP prioritization best practices. 

PROPOSED REVISIONS TO COUNCIL POLICY 800-14 

A. Project Funding 

The proposed CIP prioritization policy will govern all CIP projects; many of which are funded 
out of restricted funding sources. Therefore, the proposed CIP prioritization policy requires that 
projects within restricted funding categories wil] compete only with projects within the same 
handing category. 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 partial listing of some of the restricted funding categories: 

1. Community Development Block Grants 
2. Developer Impact Fees 
3. Enterprise Funds (Airport, Environmental Services, Golf, 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 these 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 ihe City and 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. 
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B. Project Categories 

The proposed amended CIP prioritization policy will govern all CEP project types. To ensure that 
the comparison is conducted between similar types of projects, the CIP projects will be separated 
into categories according to the predominant type of asset in the project. The project categories 
will 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 Metropolitan 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 and structures 
o Park & Recreation facilities and structures 
o Police facilities and structures 
o Water department facilities and structures (e.g., treatment plants, pump stations, 

reservoirs, dams, standpipes) 
• Drainage - Storm drain svstems inr.liidina ninpc rhaura's B^0* \/fanQr»emerj+ Practices 

(BMPs) and pump stations 

• Flood Control Systems 
• Golf Courses 
• Landfills - Landfills and supporting facilities and structures 
• Parks - Parks and open space 
• Reclaimed Water System 

• Transportat ion - Transportation facilities, with the following project subcategories: 
o Bridge Replacement, Retrofit, and Rehabilitation. 
o Bicycle Facilities (all classifications). 
o Erosion control, slope stabilization, and retaining walls supporting transportation 

facilities. 
o Guardrails, Barrier Rails, and other structural safety enhancements^ 
o New Traffic Signals. 
o New Roads, Roadway Widening, and Roadway Reconfigurations! 
o Pedestrian Facilities including sidewalks but not curb ramps. 
o Pedestrian Accessibility Improvements including curb ramps. 
o Street Enhancements including medians and streetscape. 
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. 

• Wastewater - Wastewater collection systems 
• Water - Water distribution systems 
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Capital Improvement Program budgets will reflect project allocations according to these 
categories. These project categories will include resource allocation for all project components, 
including environmental mitigation, property acquisition, and other activities, necessary to 
complete the project. 

C. Prioritization Factors 

New prioritization factors are proposed in the amended CIP prioritization policy for all non-
transportation projects (See Section B. Project Categories). The following are the key 
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. 

2. Regulatory or mandated requirements: This criterion will include an assessment of the 
degree to which the project is 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%>) of the project's total score. 

3. Implication of Deferring the Project: This criterion will include an assessment of the 
consequences of delaying a project. For example, projects that would have significantly 
higher future 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 recurring cost or 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 cleaning would score higher. On 
the other hand, a new library that increases maintenance, energy and staffing costs would 
score lower. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute ten percent (10%i) of the 
project's total score. 

5. Community Investment: This criterion will include an assessment of the degree to 
which the project contributes toward economic development and revitalization efforts. 
For example, a project within an approved Redevelopment Area or Community 
Development Block Grant eligible area would score higher. The evaluation of this 
criterion will constitute ten percent (10%) of the project's total score. 

4 
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6. Implementation: This criterion will include an assessment of the degree to which the 
project is in compliance with the General Plan, Community Plan, or approved City-wide 
master plan. An assessment of other issues involved in completing the project (e.g., 
significant environmental issues, project complexity, and level of public support) will 
also be included in this criterion. For example, projects that would benefit the City of 
Villages Strategy, further smart growth, or receive overwhelming support from the 
community would score higher. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute five 
percent (5%) of the project's total score. 

7. Project Cost and Grant Funding Opportunity: This criterion will include an 
assessment of the 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 will constitute five percent (5%i) of the 
project's total score. 

EXISTING POLICY REQUIREMENTS TO REMAIN UNCHANGED 

A. Project Phases 

The requirement expressed in the existing Council Policy 800-14 that the prioritization is 
conducted between projects with a similar level of completion will remain. All CIP projects will 
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 environmental document, construction plans and 

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

construction, reconstruction, and environmental mitigation. 



B. Prioritization Factors 

The Prioritization Factors expressed in the existing Council Policy 800-14 for transportation 
projects (See Section B. Project Categories) will remain. The following key prioritization factors 
will be used in lieu of the above factors: 

1. Health & Safety: This criterion will 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. 

2. Capacity & Service (Mobility): This criterion will 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 and drainage 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 of this criterion will 
constitute twenty percent (20%) of the project's total score. 

3. Project Cost and Grant Funding Opportunity: This criterion will include an 
assessment of the 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 twenty percent (20%) of the 
project's total score. 

4. Revitalization, Community Support & Community Plan Compliance: This criterion 
will include an assessment 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 include 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 an assessment of the degree to which the project contributes towards economic 
development and revitalization efforts. For example, projects that benefits a pilot village * 
in the City of Villages strategy or furthers smart growth, implements a portion of the 
City-wide master plan or corridor study, has overwhelming and documented support from 
the community, implements a portion of an approved Redevelopment Area infrastructure 
plan, and provides transportation facilities for a Community Development Block Grant 
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eligible area would score higher. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute fifteen 
percent (15%) of the project's total score. 

5. Multiple Category Benefit: This criterion will include an assessment of the degree to 
which the project provides highly rated facilities for multiple project categories (see 
Section IV.A for project categories). For example, a roadway project that also provides 
for the replacement of a deteriorated storm drain, a streetscape project that also provides 
street lighting at critical intersections, and a bikeway project that provides slope 
stabilization at an area of known erosion problems would score higher. The evaluation of 
this criterion will constitute ten percent (10%) of the project's total score. 

6. Annual recurring cost or 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 cleaning would score higher. On 
the other hand, a new library that increases maintenance, energy and staffing costs would 
score lower. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute five percent (5%) of the 
project's total score. 

. 7. 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 will constitute five percent (5%) of the 
project's total score. 

IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS 

The implementation process expressed in the existing Council Policy 800-14 will remain with 
only minor modifications necessary to include all CIP projects. The implementation process is 
as follows: 

A. 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. 

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

C. 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. 
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D. The Mayor will update the priority score as the conditions of each project change or as other 
new information becomes available. When changes occur that would alter a project's priority 
ranking, the revised 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 tbe budget process. Similarly, resources will 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. 

E. 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. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: 
The policy would have a moderate fiscal impact for implementation. 

PREVIOUS COUNCIL and/or COMMITTEE ACTION: 
Council Resolution Number 302291 (Council Policy 800-14 Prioritizing Transportation and 
Drainage CIP Projects) was adopted on January 16, 2007. On November 14, 2007, the Budget & 
Finance Committee was given a presentation on the concept of developing a CIP prioritization 
system for all of the project asset types, and on February 20, 2008, the Budget & Finance 
Committee was given the proposed amendments to Council Policy 800-14, which it approved 
with input. 

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS: None. 

KEY STAKEHOLDERS AND PROJECTED IMPACTS: None. 

g f e ^ S ^ ^ 
i-Boekamp 

ngineering & Capital Projects Department Director 

David Jarrell 
Deputy Chief of Public Works 

Attachments: 
Appendix A. CIP Prioritization Best Practices 
Appendix B. Proposed Amended Council Policy 800-14, Prioritizing CIP Projects 
Appendix C. Markup version of Proposed Amended Council Policy 800-14, Prioritizing 

CIP Projects 
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APPENDIX A 

CIP PRIORITIZATION BEST PRACTICES 

The California Multi-Agency Capital Improvement Projects Benchmarking Study, which 
involved the six major cities in California, identified common best management practices that are 
recommended for effective planning of capital projects. These best practices include the 
following: 

1. A defined Council-approved project prioritization system is in place 
2. Project feasibility studies are completed before the final scope and budget are defined 
3. Capital projects are well-defined with respect to scope and budget only at the end of the 

planning phase 
4. Each capital project has a master schedule that identifies the proposed start and finish 

dates 
5. Projects listed in the comprehensive Capital Improvement Program have assigned staff 

resources 
6. Projects are shown on a geographical infonnation system 

The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) has recommended best management 
practices to consider when developing a CIP prioritization policy. These principles (from 
GFOA's "Recommended Practice, Multi-Year Capital Planning," 2006) include: 

1. Identifying needs - The first step in capital planning is identifying needs. Using information 
including development projections, strategic plans, comprehensive plans, facility master plans, 
regional plans, and citizen input processes, governments should identify present and future 
service needs that require capital infrastructure investments or recapitalization. In this process, 
attention should be given to: 

a. Capital assets that require repair, maintenance, or replacement that, if not addressed, will 
• result in higher costs in future years 

b. Infrastructure improvements needed to support new development or redevelopment 
c. Projects with revenue-generating potential 
d. Improvements that support economic development 
e. Changes in policy or community needs 

2. Determination of costs - The full extent of project costs should be determined when 
developing the multi-year capital plan. Cost issues to consider include: 

a. The scope and timing of a planned project should be well defined in the early stages of 
the planning process 

b. Agencies should identify and use the most appropriate approaches, including outside 
assistance, when estimating project costs and potential revenues 

c. For projects programmed beyond the first year of the plan, agencies should adjust cost 
projections based on anticipated inflation 
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d. Ongoing operating cost associated with each project should be quantified, and the sources 

of funding for those costs should be identified 
e. A clear estimate of all major components required to implement a project should be 

outlined, including land acquisition needs, design, construction, contingency, 
environmental mitigation, and post-construction operations and maintenance 

f. Recognize the non-financial impacts of the project on the community. 

3. Prioritize capital requests - Governments are continually faced with extensive capital needs 
and limited financial resources. Therefore, prioritizing capital project requests is a critical step in 
the capital plan preparation process. When evaluating project submittals, governments should: 

a. Reflect the relationship of project submittals to financial and governing 
b. policies, plans and studies b. Allow submitting agencies to provide an initial prioritization 
c. Incorporate input and participation from major stakeholders and the general 
d. public 
e. Adhere to legal requirements and/or mandates 
f. Anticipate the operating budget impacts resulting from capital projects 
g. Re-evaluate capital projects approved in previous multi-year capital plans g. Use a rating 

system to facilitate decision-making 

4. Develop financing strategies - GFOA recognizes the importance of establishing a viable 
tinancing approach for supporting the multi-year capital plan. Financing strategies should align 
with expected project requirements while sustaining the financial health of the organization. 
Governments undertaking a capital financing plan should: 

a. Anticipate expected revenue and expenditure trends, including their relationship to multi-
year financial plans. 

b. Prepare cash flow projections of the amount and timing of the capital 
c. Financing 
d. Continue compliance with all established financial policies 
e. Recognize appropriate legal constraints 
f. Consider and estimate funding amounts from ali appropriate funding 
g. Alternatives 
h. Ensure reliability and stability of identified funding sources 
i. Evaluate the affordability of the financing strategy, including the impact on 
j . debt ratios, taxpayers, and others 

10 
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APPENDIX 6 

SUBJECT: PRIORITIZING CIP PROJECTS 
POLICY NO: 800-14 
EFFECTIVE DATE: 

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 related right-of-way features; storm water and drainage systems; water and sewer 
systems; public buildings such as libraries, recreational and community centers, police and fire 
stations, and lifeguard facilities; and parks. Decisions about capital investments affect the 
availability and quality of most government services. The municipal infrastructure is often taken 
for granted, yet it is vital to the city's economy, with implications for health, safetv. and quality 
of life. 

The commitment 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 can be ranked 
in priority order, and efficiently funded. This approach may have unintentionally limited the 
overall effectiveness of available CIP resources by providing projects with less funding than is 
needed to accomplish major project requirements, such as planning and design. This has limited 
the City's ability to compete for outside grant funding, since grant programs often place emphasis 
on having the design and associated activities completed. 

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this policy is to establish a process that allows for the analytical comparison of 
the costs and benefits of individual projects, as well as provide an opportunity for the evaluation 
of projects against one another on their relative merits. Ideally, it will provide a citywide 
perspective, explore various financing options, and facilitate project coordination. All projects 
being considered for funding will be prioritized in accordance with the guidelines of this policy. 
It is proposed that this single CIP prioritization policy address all funding sources and asset 
classes, including enterprise 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. 

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 

CP-800-14 
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project categories, or the different project phases - however projects within each of these areas 
will be evaluated according to the guidelines outlined below. 

A. Proiect 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 partial listing 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 capita] 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. 

B. Proiect 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 Metropolitan 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 and structures 

CP-800-14 
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o Park & Recreation facilities and structures 
o Police facilities and structures 
o Water department facilities and structures (e.g., treatment plants, pump stations, 

reservoirs, dams, standpipes) 
• Drainage - Storm drain systems including pipes, channels, Best Management Practices 

(BMPs) and pump, stations 
• Flood Control Systems 
• Golf Courses 
• Landfills - Landfills and supporting facilities and structures 
• Parks - Parks and open space 
• Reclaimed Water System 
• Transportat ion - Transportation facilities, with the following project subcategories: 

o Bicycle Facilities (all classifications). 
o Bridge Replacement, Retrofit, and Rehabilitation. 
o Erosion control, slope stabilization, and retaining walls supporting transportation 

facilities. 
o Guardrails, Barrier Rails, and other structural safety enhancements, 
o New Roads, Roadway Widening, and Roadway Reconfigurations. 
o Street Enhancements including medians and streetscape. 
o New Traffic Signals. 
o Pedestrian Accessibility improvements 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. 
© Traffic Signal Upgrades and Modifications. 

• 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 all other activities necessary to complete the project. 

C Proiect 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 environmental document, construction plans 

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

construction, and environmental mitigation. 

CP~800-14 
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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 infonnation, planning, and analysis of proposed capital projects. A goal 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 will receive 
available funding and resources, and/or 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. 

2. Regulatory or mandated requirements: This criterion will include an assessment of the 
degree to which the project is 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%) of the project's total score. 

3. Implication of Deferring the Project: This criterion will include an assessment of the 
consequences of delaying a project. For example, projects that would have significantly 
higher future 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 recurring cost or 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 cleaning would score higher. On 
the other hand, a new library that increases maintenance, energy and staffing costs would 
score lower. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute ten percent (10%») of the 
project's total score. 

5. Community Investment: This criterion will include an assessment of the degree to 
which the project contributes toward economic development and revitalization efforts. 
For example, a project within an approved Redevelopment Area or Community 
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Development Block Grant eligible area would score higher. The evaluation of this 
criterion will constitute ten percent (10%i) of the project's total score. 

6. Implementation: This criterion will include an assessment of the degree to which the 
project is in compliance with the General Plan, Community Plan, or approved City-wide 
master plan. An assessment of other issues involved in completing the project (e.g., 
significant environmental issues, project complexity, and level of public support) will 
also be included in this criterion. For example, projects that would benefit the City of 
Villages Strategy, further smart growth, or receive overwhelming support from the 
community would 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. 

7. Project Cost and Gran t Funding Opportunity: This criterion will include an 
assessment of the 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 will 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. 

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 
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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%) of a project's total score. 

3. 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. 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 shall constitute twenty percent (20%i) of the 
project's total score. 

4. Revitalization, Community Support & Community Plan Compliance: This criterion 
shall include an assessment 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 include 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 an assessment of the degree to which the project contributes towards economic 
development and revitalization efforts. For example, projects that benefits a pilot village 
in the City of Villages strategy or furthers smart growth, implements a portion of the 
City-wide master plan or corridor study, has overwhelming and documented support from 
the community, implements a portion of an approved Redevelopment Area infrastructure 
plan, and provides transportation facilities for a Community Development Block Grant 
eligible area would score higher. The evaluation results of this criterion shall constitute 
fifteen percent (15%) of a project's total score. 

5. 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 project categories). For example, a roadway project that also provides for 
the replacement of a deteriorated storm drain, a streetscape project that also provides 
street lighting at critical intersections, and a bikeway project that provides slope 
stabilization at an area of known erosion problems would score higher. The evaluation of 
this criterion shall constitute ten percent (10%) of the project's total score. 

6. Annual recurring cost or increased longevity of the capital asset: This criterion shall 
include an assessment of the degree to which the project reduces operations and 
maintenance expenditures by the City. For example, a roadway widening project that 
replaces an area of pavement in poor condition or that installs a highly rated traffic signal 
would score higher, while a project with 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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7. Project Readiness: This criterion shall include an assessment of the time required for a 
project to complete its cunent 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%i) 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 projects 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 tne 
completion of its cunent 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 cunent 
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 bv Resolution No. R- [date] 
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APPENDIX C 

SUBJECT: PRIORITIZING TRANSPORTATION AND DRAINAGE CIP 
PROJECTS 

POLICY NO: 800-14 
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 19, 2006 

Highlighted texts are additions to the current policy 
Stricken texts are text removed from current policy 

BACKGROUND: 

TheCity of San Diego's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is implemented through an 
intend ati on ship of client departments, service departments, new and redevelopment, and 
multiple fiihding sources. Capitalinvestments are necessary for the construction of all parts of 
municipal •infrastructure1'. Major infrastructure within the City's area of responsibility includes 
streets and related right-of-way features; storm'water and drainage systems; water and sewer 
systems; public buildings such as libraries, recreational and community centers, police and fire 
stations, and lifeguard facilities; anu parks. Decisions about capital investments affect the 
availability and quality of most government services. The municipal infrastructure is often taken 
for granted," yet it' is vital to the city's economy, with implications for health, safety, and quality 
of life. 

The commitment of resources to the Transportation and Drainage Capital Improvements 
Program (CIP) projects within the City has traditionally not had the benefit of a comprehensive 
evaluation to determine overall needs so that projects can be ranked accordingly in priority order, 
and efficiently funded. This approach has may have unintentionally limited the overall 
effectiveness of available tranDportation and drainage C P resources by providing projects with 
fewer resources less funding than is needed to accomplish major project requirements 
milestones^ such as the planning and design phases of a project. This has limited the City's ability 
to compete for outside grant funding, since these grant programs often place emphasis on having 
the design and the-associated activities completed. 

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this policy is to establish an objective process for evaluating transportation and 
drainage CIP projects with rospect to the overall noods of the City's transportation systom. The 
resultant ranking of transportation CIP projects would bo used for allocation of all transportation 
resources including funding and staff, as well as in the pursuit of grant funding opportunities. 
The goal is to maximize available resources so projects arc completed effectively and efficiently, 
resulting in more projects dolivored citywide. 

The purpose of this policy is to establish an objective process for ranking CIP projects to allow 
decision-makers to have a basis forchoosing the most compelling projects for implementation. 
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This prioritization process will allows for the analytical comparison of the costs and benefits of 
individual projects, as well as an opportunity to evaluate projects against one another on their 
relative merits. Ideally, it will provide a citywide'perspective. explore various financing options, 
and facilitate project coordination. All projects being considered for funding will be prioritized 
in accordance with the guidelines of this policy. It is proposed that this single CIP prioritization 
policy address all funding sources and asset classes, including enterprise funded projects (golf, 
water, sewer, airport facilities, undergrounding and landfill) and transportation and drainage 
projects. The goal of this policy is to establish a capifal-plarming process.that ultimately leads to 
policy decisions that optimize the use of available resources, resultingin the maximum benefit 
from the projects delivered. 

IMPLEMENTATION: 

In order .to implements 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 acrossthe different funding sources, the different 
project categories, or the different project phases.-however projects within each of these areas 
will be evaluated, according tothe guidelinesooutlined below. 

A. Project ruiiuing 

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 ftmds 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 partial listing 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, fimds or revenue-producing departments are often separate from the 
Genera] 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. 
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B. Proiect Categories 

In order To ensure that the comparison is conducted between similar types of projects, the all 
transportation and drainage CIP projects shall be separated into categories according to the most 
predominant type of asset facility in the project. Project categories shall include; 

• Transportation facilities, with the following project subcategories: 
o New Roads, Roadway Widening, and Roadway Reconfigurations. 
o Street Enhancements including medians and streetscape. 
o Bridge Replacement, Retrofit, and Rehabilitation. 
o Bicycle Facilities (all classifications). 
o Pedestrian Facilities including sidewalks but not curb ramps. 
o Pedestrian Accessibility Improvements including curb ramps. 
o Street Lighting including mid-block and intersection safety locations. 
o New Traffic Signals. 
o Traffic Signal Upgrades and Modifications. 
o Traffic Signal Interconnections and other signal coordination work. 
o Traffic Calming, Flashing Beacons, and other speed abatement work. 
o Guardrails, Barrier R.ails, and other structural safety enhancements. 
e—Drainage including pipes, channels, and storm water pump stations. 
o Erosion control, slope stabilization, and retaining walls supporting transportation 

facilities, 
e—Other miscellanoouG transportation and drainage facilities. 

• Facilities andstructures, withthe following project subcategories: 
o Police facilities and structures 
o Firefacilities and structures 
o j,Libraries 
o Park & Recreation facilities and structures 
o ' Community support facilities.and structures 
o Water department facilities and structures (e.g., treatment plants, pump stations, 

reservoirs, dams, standpipes) 
o Metropolitan 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 and structures 

• Parks and open space 
• Golf courses 
• Airport assets 
• Water distribution systems 
• Wastewater collection systems 
• Reclairhed water system 
• Landfills and supporting facilities and structures 
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• Storm drain systems including pipes, channels, Best Management Practices (BMPs) and 
pump stations 

• Flood control systems 

CIP budgets All Transportation and Drainage Capital Improvement Program budgets shall reflect 
project allocations according lo these categories. These project categories shall include resource 
allocation for all project components, including environmental mitigation, property acquisition, 
and all other activities necessary to complete the project. 

C. Project Phases 

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

1. Planning - including a includes development of a feasibility study, detailed scope, 
and budget. 

2. Design - including a includes development of the environmental document, 
construction plans and specifications, and detailed cost estimate. 

3. Construction - including includes site preparation, utilities placement, equipment 
installation, construction, and environmental mitigation construction contingcnciGG. 

To ensure a continuous dovolopmont of CIP projoctg and prepare for grant opportunities, a 
minimum of five percent (5%) of tranoponation rcoourccs shall be allocated to projcctci in the 
Planning phase and a minimum of thirty percent (30%) to projects in the design phase. 
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 infonnation, planning, and analysis of proposed capital projects. A goal of 5% is 
established as the minimum of CIP resources allocated to projects in the Planning phase. 

D. Prioritization Factors Proiect Criteria 

The City must prioritize capital needs to assist in the determinationof which projects will receive 
available funding and resources, and/or compete for bond funding based ori 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. 
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2. Regulatory or mandated requirements: This criterion .will include an assessment of the 
degree to which-the project is under a regulatory order or other :IegaI mandates. For 
example, projects that are required by,consent decrees, court orders, and other legal 
mandates wouldscore higher. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute twenty-five 
percent (25%) of the project's total score. 

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

4. Annual recurring cost or 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 bothmaintenance requirements andenergyconsumption or a stonn drain 
replacement project thatreduces the need for periodic cleaning would score higher. On 
the.other hand,, anew.library that increases maintenance, energy and staffing costs would 
score lower. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute ten percent (10%) of the 
project's total score. 

5. Community Investment: This criterion will include an assessraentof the degree to 
which theproject contributes toward economic development and revitalization efforts. 
For example, a project within an approved Redevelopment Area or Community 
Development Block Grant eligible area would score higher. The evaluation of this 
criterion will constitute ten percent (10%) of the project's total score. 

6; Implementation: This criterion will include an assessment of the degree to which the 
project is in compliance with the General Plan, Community Plan, or approved City-wide 
master plan. An assessment of other issues involved in completing the project (e.g., 
significant environmental issues, project complexity, and level of public support) will 
also be included in this^criterion. For example, projects that would benefit the City of 
Villages Strategy, further smart growth, or receiveoyerwhelming support from the 
community would score higher. The evaluation of this criterion will, constitute five 
percent (5%) ofthe.project's total score. 

7. Project Cost and Grant Funding Opportuni ty: This criterion will include an 
assessment of the amountof funding needed to complete the cunent project phase and the 
entire project, and shall also include assessment of the amount of City funding in the 
project compared to theamount of funding provided by grant funds from outside 
agencies. For example, aproject that would bring grant funds from an outside agency into 
the City would score higher, while a project that relies only onCity funds would score 
lower. The evaluation of this criterion will constitute five percent (5%) of the project's 
total score. 
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8. Project Readiness: This criterion will include an assessment of the time required for a 
project to complete'its cunent'proj ect phase (i.e., planning," design or construction). For 
example, aproject 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 will 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 lieii of thb above factors* 

For the evaluation of the relative importance of oach project, the following criteria and weighting 
shall be used: 

1. Health & Safety: This criterion shall include an assessment of the degree that 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 abridge,'upgrade of an undersized storm 
drain to address flooding problems, and reduction of response times by emergency 
vehicles would score higher. Examples of such projects include: 

±-.—Modifying a roadway where a oignificant number of accidontG have occuncd. 
2r.—Improving the seismic safety rating of a bridge. 
3-.—Upgrading an undersized storm drain, where significant flooding problems 

have occunod. 
4. A project that reduces response times by emergency vehicles. 
5. A legal order to comploto a project by a certain date. 

The evaluation of this criterion will constitute twenty-five percent (25%) of the 
project's total score. 

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 and drainage 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. Examples of such projects include: 

•k—Rooonfiguration of an intersoction to roduco dolays. 
Or.—Improvement of parallel road to bypass a congested intersection or 

provide an alternative route. 
3. Traffic Signal Intorconnoction that reduces travel times along a congested 

corridor. 
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1. Transit faciliticG such as priority signals that speed up high usage bus routosr 

The evaluation results of this criterion shall constitute twenty percent (20%) of a project's 
total score. 

3. Project Cost and Gran t Funding Opportunity: This criterion shall include an 
assessment of the amount of funding needed to complete the cunent project phase and the 
entire project, and This criterion 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 
City wide diGcretionary funds (TransNet, etc) would score lower. A projoct that requires 

a higher amount of City funding would score lower. The evaluation results of this 
criterion shall constitute twenty percent (20%) of the project's total score. 

4. Revitalization, Community Support & Community Plan Compliance: This criterion 
shall include ah assessment 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 include 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 an assessment of the degree to which the project contributes towards economic 
development and revitalization efforts. For example, projects that benefits a pilot village 
in the City of Villages strategy or furthers smart growth, implements a portion of the 
City-wide master plan or corridor study, has overwhelming and documented support from 
the community or the region, implements a portion of an approved Redevelopment Area 
infrastructure plan, and provides transportation facilities for a Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) eligible area would score higher. The evaluation results of this 
criterion shall constitute fifteen percent (15%) of a project's total score. 

5 ; 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 project categories). For example, a roadway project that also provides for 
the replacement of a deteriorated storm drain, a streetscape project that also provides 
street lighting at critical intersections, and a bikeway project that provides slope 
stabilization at an area of known erosion problems would score higher. The evaluation of 
this criterion shall constitute ten percent (10%) of the project's total score. 

Annual recurring cost or increased longevity of the capital asset Reduces 
Maintenance Cost: This criterion shall include an assessment of the degree to which the 
project reduces operations and maintenance expenditures by the City. For example, 
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A projoct with special maintenance needs (decorative pavement, landscaping, artwork, 
etc) whose costs arc covered by a Gecured outGidc funding source such ao Maintenance 
AGGcssmcnt DiGtrict would not be affoctod by this criterioHr The evaluation results of this 
criterion shall constitute Q | ^ v e percent (5% KUffll of a project's total score. 

7. Project Readiness: This criterion shall include an assessment of the time required for a 
project to complete its cunent project phase (see Section 2 of project phases 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. 

1. A projoct that requires a policy change to implomcnt would ccore lower for 
any phase. 

3 — A proioct that has all of its maintenance needs oecurod would score higher for projoct 
conGtruction. 
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higher for any phase. 

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 that propoaos to utilize City-wide 
transportation and drainage resourcos. 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 projoct scores, the Mayor shall evaluate the overall infrastructure 
deficiency within the Gity communities for each project as the deciding factor. 

2. The resultant ranking list for each category and phase of tranGportation and drainage CIP 
projects shall be reported by the Mayor to the Council as part of the annual CIP budget, 
with recommendations for funding for each project within the list. Each project category 
shall contain a contingency of at loaat 15% of tho total category allooationG. 

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 use utilize the resultant priority ranking for the pursuit of all outside 
grant funding opportunities. 
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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 
infonnation. When changes occur that would alter a project's priority ranking, the priority 
list will be revised be reported to the Council, prior to allocating additional resourcos to 
any projocts whoso rankings arc affected. The City Council will receive an infonnational 
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 cunent phase, unless a roviscd priority list is presented to 
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 cunent 
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 bv Resolution No. R- [datel 
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EQUAL OPPORTUNITY CONTRACTING PROGRAM EVALUATION 

DATE: 

April 22, 2008 

SUBJECT: Amendments to Council Policy 800-14 for Prioritizing all CIP Projects 

GENERAL CONTRACTOR INFORMATION 

Recommended Contractor: There is no contractor activity associated with this action. 

Amount of this Action: None 

Funding Source: CIP - Action to prioritize all CJP Projects 

SUBCONTRACTOR PARTICIPATION 

There is no subconsultant activity associated with this action. 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMPLIANCE 

Equal Opportunity: Not Required 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

This action requests modifiesthe existing Council Policy 800-14 (Prioritization of Transportation CIP Projects), to 
include prioritization of all asset type CIP projects. No changes are proposed to the Transportation projects 
prioritization process. A list of prioritization criteria is proposed for non-transportation projects. 
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Projects to include all asset type CIP projects. 

11A. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS; Adopt the resolution 
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DATE REPORT ISSUED; April 10, 2008 REPORT NO.: N/A (1472) 
ATTENTION: Council President and City Council 
ORIGINATING DEPT.: Engineering and Capital Projects 
SUBIECT: Revised Council Policy 800-14 - Prioritization of CIP Projects 
COUNCIL DISTRICTS: City-wide 
STAFF CONTACT: lames Nagelvoort (533-3616, MS 612) 

REOUESTED ACTION: 
Adoption of the changes to Council Policy 800-14 (Prioritization of Transportation CIP Projects) 
to include prioritization of all asset type CIP projects. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Adopt the resolutions. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

This action modifies (and supersedes) the existing Council Policy 800-14 (Prioritization of 
Transportation CIP Projects), which was adopted on January 19, 2007, to include prioritization 
of all asset type CIP projects. No changes are proposed to the Transportation projects 
prioritization process. A list of prioritization criteria is proposed for non-transportation 
projects. All projects being considered for funding will be prioritized in accordance with the 
guidelines of this policy. It is proposed that this single CIP prioritization policy address all 
funding sources and asset classes, including enterprise funded projects (golf, airports, water, 
sewer and landfill) and transportation and drainage projects. 

The goal of this CIP prioritization 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. This process allows for the analytical 
comparison of the costs and benefits of individual projects, as well as an opportunity to 
evaluate projects against one another on their relative merits. Ideally, it should provide a 
citywide perspective, explore various financing options, and facilitate project coordination. 

Policy Highlights 
• Projects will be separated into Project Categories according to the predominant type of asset 

type (projects will compete only with projects within the same Project Category). 
• Within each of those project categories, all CIP projects will be separated into the following 

standard Project Phases of project development (projects will compete only with projects 
within the same Project Phase): 

o Planning 
o Design 
o Construction 

• Additionally, projects within restricted Funding Categories will compete only with projects 
within the same funding category. 
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• Prioritization scoring will be done according to the following Prioritization Factors: 
o Transportation Projects Prioritization Factors; No changes are proposed to those 

listed in the original Council 800-14 
o Non-Transportation Projects Prioritization Factors (percentage value is of project's 

total score); 
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%) 

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: 
The policy would have a moderate fiscal impact for implementation. 

PREVIOUS COUNCIL COMMITTEE ACTION: 
Council Resolution Number 302291 (Council Policy 800-14 Prioritizing Transportation and 
Drainage CIP Projects) was adopted on January 16, 2007. On November 14, 2007, the Budget & 
Finance CommiUee was given a presenlaLion on the concept of developing a CIP prioritization 
system for all of the project asset types, and on February 20, 2008, the Budget & Finance 
Committee was given the proposed amendments to Council Policy 800-14, which it approved 
with input. 

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS: 
N/A 

KEY STAKEHOLDERS; 
City-wide 

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY CONTRACTING: 
N/A 

Patti Boekamp, Director David Jarrell, 
Engineering and Capital Projects Deputy Chief Public Works 
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(R-2008-995) 

RESOLUTION NUMBER R-

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL AMENDING 
COUNCIL POLICY 800-14 PERTAINING TO PRIORITIZING 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROJECTS. 

WHEREAS, on January 19, 2007, the San Diego City Council adopted Council Policy 

800-14 which sets forth a process for prioritizing transportation and drainage CIP projects; and 

WHEREAS, it is advantageous to adopt a process for prioritizing all CIP projects; NOW, 

THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of San Diego, that Council Policy 800-14 

titled "Prioritizing CIP Projects" is amended as set forth in the Council Policy filed in the office 

of the City Clerk as Document No. RR- . 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Clerk is instructed to add the Council 

Policy to the Council Policy Manual. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the above activity is not a project and therefore is 

not subject to the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 

15060(c)(3). 

APPROVED: MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, City Attorney 

By 
Thomas C. Zelen 
Deputy City Attofee^ 

TCZ:mb 
04/30/08 
Or.Dept:Eng&CP 
R-2008-995 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was passed by the Council of the City of San Diego, 

at its meeting of 

ELIZABETH S. MALAND, City Clerk 

By 
Deputy City Clerk 

Approved:_ 
(date) JERRY SANDERS, Mayor 

Vetoed: 
(date) JERRY SANDERS, Mayor 
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