-----“TS Lf-é‘- CITY OF

2/07/08 , Item [

ITEM TITLE: STATUS REPORT ON THE MISSING INFRASTRUCTURE
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM EFFORT TO DATE

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
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BACKGROUND

In February of 2006, staff began development of an Infrastructure Management Program for a
limited number of the City’s public assets including pavement; drainage; missing sidewalks, curbs
and gutters, and pedestrian ramps (“missing infrastructure”); deficient cross gutters (included with
missing infrastructure for the purposes of this report); and utility wire undergrounding. Since that
time, a comprehensive review of best-in-class work m the area of public infrastructure asset
management shows that in order to be most effective, this effort should be broadened to include the
full range of the City’s public infrastructure.

A Council workshop was held on April 5, 2007 to initiate the discussion of infrastructure
deficiencies. The focus of that meeting was on pavement and drainage. Based on that
discussion, a resolution was subsequently adopted by Council on May 1, 2007, transferring funds
from various projects and accounts into the City’s Pavement Rehabilitation Program. The City
of Chula Vista has a pressing need to develop and implement a broad infrastructure asset
management program in order to create a comprehensive asset management approach that
ensures the best use of limited funding. This is the next step toward creating what should
become an Infrastructure Asset Management Program. Continued work on this effort will take
time and a significant investment of resources.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Environmental Review Coordinator has reviewed the proposed project for compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and has determined that the project qualifies
for a Class 6 categorical exemption pursuant to Section 15306 (Information Collection) of the
State CEQA Guidelines. Thus, at this time, no further environmental review is necessary. As
funding is secured and each individual infrastructure project moves forward toward
implementation, further environmental review will be required and a CEQA/NEPA
determination completed prior to commencing construction of any of the infrastructure or
facilities.

RECOMMENDATION

That Council:

1) Accept the status report on the Infrastructure Management Program effort to date.
2) Approve the resolution approving the ADA Curb Cuts Priority List

3) Utilize this opportunity for policy discussion and direction regarding potential revenue
sources for infrastructure needs. '

BOARDS/COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
Not applicable.

DISCUSSION

In February of 2006, staff began the development of an Infrastructure Management Program for the
following City public assets: curbs and gutters; deficient cross gutters (included with missing
infrastructure for the purpose of this report); drainage; missing sidewalks; pavement; pedestrian
ramps (“missing infrastructure™); and utility wire undergrounding.

Work in the four focus areas has identified an estimated total funding need of approximately
$392,400,000 to $396,000,000 (in 2006 dollars) to address gaps and deficiencies identified with this
first phase of infrastructure analysis. This amount is now $404,500,000 to $408,200,000 in 2007
dollars and was calculated as shown below.

el

Pavement $ 192,000,000 over 10 years $197,900,000
$ 19,200,000 per year $19,790,000
Drainage
Priority 1 Tier $ 28,800,000 $29,700,000
(Funded Projects) ($ 4,400,000)
Subtotal Priority 1 Tier § 24,400,000 $25,200,000
Priority 2 —4 Tiers $ 6,300,000 to $8,900,000 $6,500,000 to $9,200,000
S PrioritySTier S 131000012,300,000' | $1,400,000 t0$2400,000 _
Storm Drain (Corrugated Metal Pipe) $ 29,000,000 $29,200,000
Missing Infrastructure $ 139,400,000 $143,700,000
Subtotal  Partial  Infrastructure | $392,400,600 to | $3404,500,000
Funding Need $396,000,000 3408,200,000
Utility Wire Undergrounding $275,000,000 $283,500,000

' Unable to estitate two of eight projects at this time.
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The focus of the initial Council Workshop on April 5, 2007 was on pavement and drainage
(Attachment 1). While tonight’s focus is on missing infrastructure and utility wire undergrounding,
the City of Chula Vista has a pressing need to develop and implement a broad infrastructure asset
management program in order to create a comprehensive asset management approach that ensures
the best use of limited funding.

SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL WORKSHOP AND ACTIONS

In addition to a summary of the City’s infrastructure needs, the following subjects were discussed at
length at the April 5, 2007 infrastructure workshop:
¢ Infrastructure Asset Management Programs

¢ Drainage [ssues
¢« Pavement Management

Infrastructure Asset Management Programs

No specific actions were taken with respect to this subject, but it was addressed in the agenda
statement and presentation at the workshop. The function of an Asset Management System was
defined as achieving and maintaining a sustainable level of municipal infrastructure operation which
would provide cost effective service at levels that would contribute to attracting and retaining
residential and commercial customers. Components of this system would include a financial plan
linking the infrastructure capital and operations budgets; cost tracking; an asset inventory system
focused on preventive maintenance; an asset condition and capacity evaluation system based on
expected service levels; and a comprehensive computerized management information system for the
identification, prioritization, and monitoring of infrastructure capital improvement projects. Such a
system would also consider the life cycle of an asset, including initial capital cost, ongoing
operation and maintenance cost, and replacement costs and salvage at the end of its economically
useful life.

The common components in an Asset Management System are:

e A Customer Service and Work Management module to support the implementation of
maintenance programs and performance measurement

e An infrastructure information repository integrated with the GIS system
o A right-of-way management system
e Performance management

The City currently has inventory information for much of its infrastructure. Additionally, the City
has a Pavement Management System operated by the Engineering and General Services
Department and a Work Management System operated by the Public Works Department. However,
the City does not have one overall Asset Management System to manage all of the City’s
infrastructure. These systems are expensive, with an estimated cost of $4 to $5 million to
implement and ongoing costs of approximately $600,000 per year. Staff will continue to develop
our systems as best as possible given current resources. Should the City move forward at some time
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with a comprehensive financing plan for infrastructure management, this would certainly be a
recommended element.

Drainage Issues

For this presentation, “drainage” referred to the management of urban runoff and flood control
(pipes, culverts, channels, detention basins, etc.), and Corrugated Metal Pipe (CMP), which is part
of the City’s storm water conveyance system.

Staff presented the following drainage priority system, grouped into five tiers based on the severity
and frequency of flooding.

Location Preliminary Cost Estimate Preliminary Cost Estimate
Alphabetical by Drainage Basin 2006 Dollars 2007 Dollars
Bonita Basin: Bonita Road and Allen School Road | § 500,000 $ 515,000

Bonita Basin: Canyon from Terra Nova Drive to | $ 3,900,000 $ 4,620,000

Bonita Road

Central Basin: East of Second Avenue and North | $§ 1,500,000 (Completed) $ 1,546,000

of H Street

Central Basin: Hilltop Drive, Hilltop Drive, s/o H | § 1,800,000 $ 1,855,000

Street to Shasta Street

Long Canyon Basin: Canyon from Corral Canyon | $ 4,600,000 $ 4,742,000

and East H to channel

Telegraph Canyon Basin: Country Club Drive | § 5,600,000 $ 5,772,000

culvert, channel and First Avenue culvert; Hilltop
Park upstream of First Avenue and Millan Court;
cast of Hilltop Drive south of Telegraph Canyon

Road

Telegraph Canyon Basin: Fourth Avenue to Third | $ 7,100,000 $ 7,315,000
Avenue channel and L Street Culvert

Telegraph Canyon Basin: Moss Street and Fifth | § 900,000 § 928,000
Avenue

Telegraph Canyon Basin: Third Avenue and | $ 2,900,000 (Completed) $ 2,989,000

Emerson Street to 900’ west; Emerson Street
drainage system

Total Priority 1 Tier Unfunded Projects $24,400,000 excluding funded | $25,151,000
projects

$1,600,000 - $2,200,000 $1,649,000 - $2,268,000

Eight potential projects $1,310,000 - $2,260,000 $1,350,000 - $2,330,000

Of the Priority 1 Tier, the Hilltop Drive project ($1.8 million) was recommended for construction
should funding be identified. This project was requested by the impacted residents in the early
1960’s and received City Council support at that time. The project was partially funded as DR-134
and some preliminary work was done. In FY 2005, the project was deleted due to an ongoing

? Unable to estimate two of eight projects at this time,
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inability to identify the remainder of the needed fimding. During fiscal year 2007-08, we have
completed two Tier 1 projects, one on Second Avenue north of H Street and the other on Emerson
Street in the Castle Park neighborhood.

Based on the Corrugated Metal Pipe (CMP) needs identified as part of the 2004 Master Plan, the
City retained a consultant to televise and prioritize replacement/rehabilitation of the CMP within the
city. To date, approximately 14 miles of the City’s total known 16 miles of CMP have been
televised. We hope to televise these remaining sections in the future, however, many of them are
problematic from an access standpoint. The remaining approximately two miles of CMP was not
inspected due to access issues. The total CMP need is estimated to be $29 million (2006). Should
new or increased revenue be realized, a CMP program of $5.8 million annually for five years is
recommended.

Funding for drainage projects is problematic, since sources used in the past, such as the Residential
Construction Tax and Community Development Block Grants, are now reduced and/or otherwise
committed. For example, an increase to the current 70¢ per month per residence Storm Drain Fee to
$2.10 per month would result in an estimated $1.5 million in revenue; however, this would require
voter approval, due to the requirements of Proposition 218. (Note that the annual need for the
NPDES program is now estimated at $2.6 to $2.8 million.)

At the April 5, 2007 workshop, Council adopted a resolution approving the Drainage Project
Priority List and authorizing staff to seek special funding for any project that meets the funding
criteria. Since that date, the Bonita Canyon and Long Canyon Stabilization projects have been rated
in Tier 1 of the Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP). However, this is only a
first step in obtaining possible funding for these projects. Future funding under IRWMP is subject
to currently undetermined Proposition 84 guidelines.

Pavement Management
The major focus of the previous workshop was pavement management. The City initiated and

has maintained a pavement management system since 1986 in accordance with the California
Streets and Highways Code, which requires California cities to implement a pavement
management system as a condition to obtain funding from the State transportation improvement
programs. Pavement assessment is recommended every three to five years. . The new Pavement
Management System instituted in 2006 is based on visual inspection and rating of every street
segment for severity of seven distresses. Approximately 431 centerline miles of streets and 10
centerline miles of alley were inspected and rated according to this methodology in 2006. Based
on the street segment’s overall condition, it falls into one of the following five categories:

Excellent to Very Good: 100 down to 85
Good: 85 down to 70

Fair: 70 down to 50

Poor: 50 down to 25

Very Poor: 25 down to 0

The estimated citywide pavement rating (PCI) was 79 (Good) with the range of scores falling
between 13 and 100.

The City’s Pavement Management System is based on the philosophy of pavement preventative

maintenance — applying the right treatment on the right street at the right time. Previously, the most
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common approach to project selection within a network was the “worst-first” strategy. In this case,
the pavements that are selected for treatment are those that are closest to failure. Accordingly, the
treatments that are applied are more expensive and more time-consuming to construct. The worst-
first strategy quickly depletes available funding focusing on streets that cannot get worse. In the
meantime, streets in acceptable condition continue to deteriorate due to lack of attention,
opportunities to expand the useful service life cost effectively are lost and the backlog continues to
grow as these once acceptable streets quickly drop into the “major rehabilitation needed” category.
The result is a quickly growing backlog that outpaces any progress made by sinking all available
funding into the worst streets.

The type of pavement rehabilitation method 1s based on the condition and category (residential,
collector or arterial}) of a street. Treatment methods range from crack sealing and Rubber
Emulsified Aggregate Slury (REAS) Seals and Chip Seals for the streets in the “good” to
“excellent” rating category to the total reconstruction of the base and pavement of a street when it is
in a “poor” condition. As shown on the Pavement Deterioration graph below, it is desirable to
rehabilitate pavement before severe deterioration occurs and the cost increases exponentially.

Pavement Deterioration Curve
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Several pavement funding scenarios were presented to Council. Although the ideal funding
scenario of $19.2 million per year would theoretically increase the City’s overall PCI from 79 to
81, it was recognized that this level of funding would not be immediately attainable. However, a
level of funding based on the City’s existing (2006) five-year plan for use of Transnet funds, plus
Proposition 42 funds, would only provide $40 million over 10 years and would result in an
estimated decrease in Citywide PCI from 79 to 64 and an increase in the City’s backlog to $160
million, almost four times the current estimate.

At the April 5, 2007 workshop, Council adopted a resolution endorsing the continued
implementation of a Pavement Management System. Since insufficient Councilmembers were in
attendance to obtain a 4/5ths vote for appropriating funds for Pavement Management, this item
was carried over to May 1, 2007. On that date, Council adopted Resolution No. 2007-108
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(Attachment 2), transferring in funds from the current Transnet fund balance, as well as from the
fund balance from the North Broadway Reconstruction project (STM354) and the Fourth Avenue
Reconstruction project (STL309) for a total of $11,504,665. Council also preliminarily approved
Transnet funding of approximately $6 million and anticipated Proposition 1B funding of $3.5
million for a total of $9.5 million for Fiscal Year 2007-08.

Since that date, the City awarded a REAS seal contract for $1,795,603.66 on August 14, 2007 for
rehabilitation of residential streets Citywide, and a chip seal contract for $3,202,378.60 on
September 25, 2007 for rehabilitation of collector and arterial streets Citywide. Both of these
contracts were based on the recommended programs of the Pavement Management System. In
January of 2008, the City awarded a dig-out contract of approximately $450,000 which will be a
precursor to a larger REAS sealing contract to be let this spring. The value of that REAS project

is expected to be approximately $3.5 million.

MISSING PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE

Introduction
Older portions of Chula Vista, particularly in the southwest portion of the City, lack the complete

public facilities enjoyed, and often taken for granted, in other areas of the City. Some older
public improvements are now deemed substandard or beyond their useful lives and in need of
upgrading or replacement. These public improvements include curbs, gutters, sidewalks,
driveways, transit stops, street lighting, bikeways, improved alleyways, and adequate street
drainage systems.

These public facilities are essential in providing mobility, assuring public health and safety,
stimulating development and redevelopment, and promoting community pride. Therefore,
developing and implementing programs to consiruct missing public improvements and to
upgrade existing substandard facilities, while balancing the need to preserve existing public
facilities, is essential to ultimately assuring full public access and quality of life for all of our
citizens.

Background and History

For the most part, full roadway improvements (curb, gutter, sidewalk, and asphalt concrete
pavement) were constructed as development occurred within the City of Chula Vista or, in older
areas west of Interstate-805, constructed under various public capital improvement programs first
‘nitiated in the 1950s. These improvements, in large part, were paid for by the abutting property
owners through the price of a new home or property ot through assessment district financing.

In older, formerly unincorporated areas of the county that developed well before their
annexations to the City, roadway improvements often consisted of only asphalt concrete
pavement, sanitary sewers, and minimal storm drainage improvements. This is particularly
characteristic of large neighborhoods within the Montgomery Annexation area, such as Castle
Park “A” and “B”, Woodlawn Park, and the Otay Town area, to name a few. Prior to the
annexation vote for Montgomery in 1985, the City committed to not imposing assessment
districts to fund the cost of public improvements for ten years.

In all areas of the City, staff has kept inventories of missing and substandard public
improvements. The City’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) has included a number of on-
going programs to:
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¢ Fund the improvement of dirt alleyways through assessment district proceedings per City
Council Policy No. 505-01. (Attachment 3). Alleys are required to be paved with Portland
Cement Concrete, with a minimum thickness of five inches in residential areas and six inches
in commercial and industrial areas. No reconstruction by City forces is allowed on existing
alleys which have not been improved to these standards.

¢ Construct missing “in-fill” sidewalk improvements through assessment district proceedings
under City Council Policy No. 505-01 or other funding sources, such as Safe Routes to
Schools.

* Remove or modify deep cross-gutters in major streets through the construction of
underground storm drain systems and/or the adjustment of street grades.

[n the 1990’s, the City added a program te construct pedestrian access ramps at street corners in
response to requirements established under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990,
which became effective on July 26, 1992. Recently, mandatory compliance with ADA standards
has become increasingly complex and costly, thereby reducing the number of locations that can
be retrofitted annually with pedestrian access ramps. This has also had the effect of reducing the
funds available for other types of work, such as the construction of new sidewalks and storm
drainage facilities.

Section 5610 of the Streets and Highways Code, as well as Section 12.12.070 of the Chula Vista
Municipal Code, requires that abutting property owners repair and maintain curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, and driveways in a non-hazardous condition for pedestrian traffic. This requirement
is clarified by City Council Policy No. 576-13 (Attachment 4), which states that the City is
responsible for repairing curbs and gutters in which a hazardous condition exists and for
repairing sidewalks in which a hazardous condition is the result of City street trees adjacent to
the sidewalk.

The Department of Public Works’ annual operating budget includes funding for the removal and
replacement of curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and driveways damaged by City street trees. This work
1s bid out annually and is performed under public works contract. Additional funding has been
programmed over the past several years in the CIP to repair concrete improvements under public
works contracts in eligible areas using Community Development Block Grant funds.

Until the mid-1990s, the City had a dedicated concrete crew that performed repair of curbs,
gutters, sidewalks, and driveways under the provisions of City Council Policy No. 576-13 on a
half-time basis. The crew was discontinued due to the need to reduce the City’s operating
budget at that time. When City crews performed this work, there was a general sense among
City staff that hazardous conditions were being corrected in a timely manner and that there was
not significant backlog of areas in need of repair. The current backlog is significant.

Existing Conditions
New Development

All new developments in the City are required to construct full roadway, alley, and other
improvements, even if the development is private. Current design and construction standards are
the most stringent in the City’s history and have been developed based upon staff’s experience in
maintaining, repairing, and reconstructing these facilities. For example, tree root barriers are
now placed along the edges of sidewalks to prevent the uplift of sidewalks due to shallow tree
roots; in addition, specific types of trees with shallow and intrusive root systems are no longer
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allowed within the public right-of-way or within City tree planting easements. As materials and
construction standards and methods improve in all areas, staff has recommended, and the City
Council has adopted, these standards and methods to further improve upon the long-term
durability and functionality of public facilities.

These necessary changes in design and construction standards and methods will reduce future
costs of maintenance, repair, and reconstruction of facilities built over the past ten to fifteen
years. However, significant areas of the City were constructed under different, and as we now
know, less effective and less durable standards. In these older areas, demands and costs for
maintenance, repair, and reconstruction are significant and will continue to be significant into the
foreseeable future.

The good news, though, is that the infrastructure built under newer and more current standards
has a considerably longer life expectancy than infrastructure built under older, outdated
standards and will require less maintenance in the long-term. Therefore, it is possible that future
citywide maintenance-related costs will stabilize, provided regular and minimal maintenance of
newer facilities is not neglected in favor of repairing and reconstructing older facilities or
building new facilities where none had existed.

Existing Development

Some areas of the City, primarily within Western Chula Vista (including the Montgomery
Arnexation area), still have only minimal street improvements and no sidewalks. In areas
developed prior to the early-1970s, some alleys are unimproved. Some cross-gutters have been
constructed with relatively steep slopes that result in traffic safety problems. Additionally, prior
to 1992 most developments did not include curb ramps and therefore do not meet the Americans
with Disabilities Act standards.

Missing improvements are shown on Exhibit 1 for the entire City. Since provision of sidewalks
along school routes is a priority, we have shown elementary school attendance boundaries.
Additionally, a ¥ mile radius is shown around each elementary school. The elementary school
areas with the greatest amount of deficiencies are as follows:

1. Harborside Elementary
Rosebank Elementary

Castle Park Elementary

Rohr Elementary

2
3
4. Otay Elementary
5
6. Valle Lindo Elementary
7

. Lauderbach Elementary

The attached table (Attachment 5) itemizes the missing ramps, missing curb, gutter and sidewalk,
and missing sidewalk per school district and the estimated cost. There were two locations which
had existing sidewalk but no curb and gutter, and these were included under missing curb gutter
and sidewalk, since it was assumed that a new sidewalk would probably need to be constructed
in order to accommodate the other improvements. A total of 914 pedestrian ramps are missing
Citywide. An approximate total of 310,000 linear feet of street has missing improvements.

1-8



2/07/08, Ttem |
Page 10 of 26

General cost estimates were provided for these missing improvements. Based on recent
contracts, the average cost of an ADA-compliant curb ramp was estimated at $6500 each.
Sidewalk cost was estimated at $150 per linear foot for a five-fo®t wide sidewalk, and the cost
for constructing monolithic curb, gutter and sidewalk was estimated at $725 per linear foot. The
latter unit cost also included overlay of half the existing paved width for a residential street, and
additional paved surface along the side. Cost for acquiring right-of-way or constructing retaining
walls are not included, since this estimate only covers the cost for an average street. Total curb,
gutter and sidewalk cost Citywide is estimated to be approximately $130 million, while ramp
cost is estimated at $8 million.

Cross-gutters cannot really be considered missing improvements. Instead, cross gutters were
evaluated if they crossed a collector or arterial street. Since the cross-gutters are “dips” within
the roadway, they were evaluated based on the degree of driving hazard that they present,
Criteria used in the evaluation include the street classification, traffic volume, the grade
differential on either side of the cross-gutter, and whether there 1s an adjacent stop sign. The
results of our survey are shown on Attachment 6. A total of 87 cross-gutters were evaluated. All
locations where citizens’ requests have been received, plus all cross-gutters that cross collector
or arterial streets, have been included. No cost estimates were provided for cross-gutters because
they need to be evaluated on an individual basis. Depending on the work required, costs can
range from under $10,000 to over $100,000 if a new storm drain system needs to be constructed.

The City is only required by law to install pedestrian ramps on newly constructed or altered
streets or whenever pedestrian walkways on sidewalks and across streets are newly constructed
or altered. Alterations include, but are not limited to: renovation, rehabilitation, reconstruction,
resurfacing of paths or vehicular roadways, or changes or rearrangement of structural parts or
elements of a facility. Pavement patching and liquid-applied sealing, lane restriping, and short-
term maintenance activities are not alterations. As previously described, our program for
constructing pedestrian ramps has been reduced because the new regulations have required
additional surveying to verify the accuracy of the grades. The DOJ Title II of the ADA requires
State and local government entities to prioritize the installation of curb ramps on walkways
serving the following:

State and local government offices and facilities; -
Transportation;

Places of public accommodation; and

Places of employment.

Staff has prioritized the installation of pedestrian ramps in two tiers (Attachment 7). The first
priority tier includes 19 locations where there is an existing ramp that does not connect to
another ramp on the other side of the street. The second tier includes all other locations. Each
tier is then prioritized according to the following criteria:

Pedestrian ramps in blocks containing the following facilities (2 points each):
1. Government services buildings, offices and facilities
2. Public and private schools

3. Mass transit access points (Hubs)

Pedestrian ramps in the following areas (1 point each):
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1. At or near bus stops

2. Near places of public accommodation
3. Near places of employment

4, Residents’ requests received

In the past, the pedestrian ramp program consisted of ramps requested by citizens/school
officials. The highest priority projects have been those near schools and/or semior citizen
facilities.

Bicycle Infrastructure Planning

There are two current plans that address bicycle infrastructure needs within Chula Vista. One of
these is the Bayshore Bikeway Master Plan, prepared by the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) in March 2006. The Bayshore Bikeway is 24 miles long and forms a
loop starting at the Broadway Pier in San Diego, traversing the Bayfront along National City and
Chula Vista, as well as the Silver Strand, with the south end at 13" Street in Imperial Beach.
The current bikeway includes Class I bike paths, as well as Class II bike lanes and Class III bike
roufes.

In Chula Vista, the separate bike path ends at E Street. The plan recommends that a bike path be
constructed in the San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) right of way from the existing path at E
Street south to Main Street. The cost for constructing this facility was estimated at $1,938,000.
The plan also recognizes that this work cannot be completed until the transmission towers along
the bayfront are undergrounded. In the short term, the plan also recommends installation of
Class I bicycle lanes on Bay Blvd. between F Street and J Street. These improvements were
completed in the last quarter of 2007 when the Bay Boulevard pavement was rehabilitated. This
past year, the County has contributed $50,000 to partially finance the commencement of
preliminary engineering on the bike path. SANDAG is working with the City on the remaining
Bayshore Bikeway facilities.

On January 25, 2005, Council adopted the 2005 Chula Vista Bicycle Master Plan. This updated
the City’s previous 1996 Bicycle Master Plan in conjunction with the City’s General Plan
update. The objectives of the new plan included:

e To provide bicyclists the opportunity to ride to any chosen destination, thereby
making the bicycle a viable transportation alternative

e To provide a system of bicycle routes with the maximum amount of safety

¢ To provide the facilities and services necessary for the bikeway system

e To foster the development of an interconnecting bikeway system throughout the
region

The 2005 Bicycle Master Plan recommended a total of 18 Capital Improvement Projects, with a
total estimated cost of $4,253,678. Where applicable, the City has submitted for State and
Federal grants in order to obtain additional funds. Two of the recommended projects are part of
the Bayshore Bikeway: the bike path between E Street and F Street and the recently completed
Bay Boulevard bike lane between F Street and J Street.
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Financing

The most common source of funding for the construction of missing and/or deficient street
improvements has been Transnet, the 'z percent sales tax increase approved by San Diego
County voters. Chula Vista annual revenue from this source is approximately $5.5 million. The
Transnet Extension, which takes effect in Fiscal Year 2008-09, is more restrictive — at least 70
percent of the funding must be used for congestion relief projects. An exception is made for
“Smart Growth” or pedestrian/transit-oriented areas, where pedestrian-oriented repair or
construction projects may be included as part of the 70 percent. These include several areas in
the Otay Ranch currently under development, as well as the following areas:

o Urban Core, including Third Avenue, F Street, the Broadway and H Street corridors
¢ Palomar Gateway at Palomar Street and Industrial Blvd.

o Third Avenue at Palomar Street

¢ Otay Ranch Village Five at East Palomar Street east of La Media Road

e Chula Vista Bayfront

o Heritage Village (Otay Ranch Village One) at East Palomar Street near Monarche
Drive

e Southwestern College

The City has received a $2.0 million grant from the San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) Pilot Smart Growth Incentive Program to construct street improvements in the
Palomar Gateway District in order to enhance planned residential and commercial development
in the area. This project is currently in final design.

The following infrastructure project is being funded by Transnet and is in the Fiscal Year 2006-
07 and 2007-08 Capital Improvement Program (CIP):

o STL291: $1,676,000 for sidewalk improvements along Fourth Avenue between “L”
Street and Orange Avenue. This is being constructed in conjunction with the Fourth Ave.
Utility Undergrounding District.

TDA (Transportation Development Act) has been a popular source for funding the
construction of missing sidewalks. However, this can only be used as a supplementary funding
source. This 1s partially because it does not fund other improvements which must be installed
with sidewalks, such as curb and gutter and additional pavement. This is also due to the fact that
funding is competitive on a regional basis, and projects with other sources of funding are
awarded higher scores.

Local agencies can also obtain automatic funding for certain types of planning efforts from TDA
through SANDAG. This includes the City’s 2005 Bicycle Master Plan Update, as well as a
Pedestrian Master Plan. City staff has distributed a Request for Proposals for this latter plan, and
it is anticipated that the contract will be awarded by June 2008, so that the work can be
performed in Fiscal Year 2008-09.
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The following projects were included in the Fiscal Year 2006-07 and 2007-08 Capital
[mprovement Program and were partiaily funded by TDA. Note that matching funds have
frequently been provided from the Transnet allocation.

o STI286: $224.7285 for sidewalk improvements along Otay Lakes Road from Allen
School Lane/Camino Elevado to Surrey Drive

o STIL287: $623,572 for Castle Park Elementary School Sidewalk Improvements (Gas
Tax funds were also appropriated.)

o $138,575 for the Bay Blvd. Bike Lane between F Street and J Street (included in STL-
316, Pavement Rehabilitation)

The Safe Routes to Schools Program (SRTS) is a Federal-Aid program of the U.S.
Department of Transportation's Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The Program was
created by Section 1404 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:
A Legacy for Users Act (SAFETEA-LU). The SRTS Program is funded over five Federal fiscal
years (FY 2005-2009) and is administered by the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans).

The Program provides funds to the States to substantially improve the ability of primary and
middle school students to walk and bicycle to school safely. Projects must fall under the
category of infrastructure (capital) or non-infrastructure (education and encouragement). The
purposes of the program are:

e To enable and encourage children, including those with disabilities, to walk and
bicycle to school

e To make bicycling and walking to school a safer and more appealing transportation
alternative, thereby encouraging a healthy and active lifestyle from an early age; and

¢ To facilitate the planning, development, and implementation of projects and activities
that will improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel consumption, and air pollution in the
vicinity (approximately 2 miles) of primary and middle schools (Grades K-8).

The SRTS program is a “reimbursement” program. The SRTS funds are 100 percent
reimbursable. No local match is required. The funding cap for an infrastructure project is set at
$1,000,000. The City has recently been approved by the FHWA for a grant under this program
for $621,115. This will fund the construction of some missing pedestrian improvements in the
Otay Elementary and Rice Elementary school areas. Staff is currently working with Caltrans to
obtain an “Authorization to Proceed with Preliminary Engineering.”

The State also funds and administers a Safe Routes to Schools Program (SR2S). Established in
1999, California’s Safe Routes to School (SR28) program came into effect from the passage of
Assembly Bill 1475 (AB 1475). In 2001, Senate Bill 10 (SB 10) was enacted, which extended
the program for three additional years. In 2004, SB 1087 was enacted to extend the program
three more years. A new bill, AB 57, was adopted in October 2007 to extend the program until
January 1, 2013.

Section 2333.5 of the Streets and Highways Code calls for the Department of Transportation, in
consultation with the California Highway Patrol (CHP), to make grants available to local
governmental agencies under the program based upon the results of a statewide competition.
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The goals of the program are to reduce injuries and fatalities to school children and to encourage
increased walking and bicycling among students. The program achieves these goals by
constructing facilities that enhance the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists. By enhancing the
safety of the pathways, trails, sidewalks, and crossings, the likelihood of attracting and
encouraging other students to walk and bike increases.

This California SR28 program should not be confused with the Federal Highway
Administration’s Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program authorized under SAFETEA-LU.
Although both programs have similar goals and objectives, their funding source, local funding
match requirements and other program requirements are different. The California program
requires a 10 percent minimum local funding match. The maximum amount of SR2S funds that
will be allocated to any single project is $900,000.

Community-Based Transportation Planning Grants are available from the California Dept. of
Transportation on a reimbursement basis. The maximum grant amount is $300,000 and a 20
percent local match (of which up to half may be in-kind services) is required. This program
promotes the integration of transportation and land use planning with community values to
promote a livable community. Goals include the following:

o Smart land use with opportunities for affordable housing and jobs
Congestion relief and efficient movement of people, goods and services
A safe and healthy community
Reduced air pollution and conservation of energy and resources
Pedestrian, bicycle and transit mobility and access
Protection of sensitive habitat
Public and stakeholder participation

The City recently received notification that it has obtained a grant for $241,600 from this
program for the Kids Walk and Bike to School program. The grant involves collaboration with
the South Bay Partnership and includes community meetings and walking audits of each of the
City’s 36 public elementary schools. The walking audits will focus on the Y4-mile radius around
each school, involving the public, the South Bay Partnership and City staff in identifying
infrastructure priorittes. Council has authorized acceptance of this grant by tresolution on
January 8, 2008. The City’s match of $60,400 will come from Transnet funds appropriated for
the School Zone Traffic Calming Program.

Assessment Districts: Since 1983 the City has had an Assessment District program for
construction of street improvements that has been used primarily in residential neighborhoods.
At least 60 percent of property owners by front footage need to sign a petition requesting the
formation of an assessment district. An election is then held among the affected property owners
in accordance with Proposition 218, and if 50 percent or more of the property owners by
financial responsibility vote in favor of the district it passes. Most assessment districts have
required property owners to pay for the construction of the new improvements, while the City or
the utilities would cover design and staff costs, the cost of utility relocation and the cost of
rehabilitating existing pavement. Costs have generally been apportioned to property owners
based on street front footage. Under the Western Chula Vista Financing Plan (see below), a
more favorable cost sharing methodology has been offered. Each property owner has only been
required to pay for the construction cost of driveway apron(s) associated with the property.
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This financing method generally works best in single-family residential neighborhoods where the
houses are owner-occupied.

Western Chula Vista Financing Plan: As part of the Capital mprovement Budget for Fiscal
Years 2003-04 and 2004-05, the City Council approved a two-pronged financing plan for
infrastructure improvements in western Chula Vista. This plan included:

e A $9 million bond issue to be repaid from the City’s Residential Construction Tax
(RCT) revenues to fund drainage and park improvements; and,

e A $9.5 million loan from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s
(HUD) Section 108 loan program to be repaid through the City’s annual Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) entitlement from HUD to fund street
improvements in the Castle Park area. In this area, residents have been asked to pay
for the cost of driveway improvements through assessment district proceedings.

Street improvements already constructed with these funds include:

e Sidewalk and street improvements on Tobias Drive between Naples Street and
Oxford Street

e Sidewalk and street improvements on Dixon Drive between Naples Street and Oxford
Street

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds are received from the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development and can be used for capital improvement projects within
areas that meet the HUD low income criteria. This has been a past source of income for
infrastructure projects, and it is anticipated that it will continue to be used in the future.
However, the amount of available funding from this source will be reduced due to the
commencement of debt service on the Western Chula Vista Financing Program.

A current project using CDBG funds is STL318: ADA Curb Ramps FY06-07. This project
provides for the construction of ADA-compliant ramps throughout the City, and has a total
appropriated amount of $209,130. Ramps have been selected in accordance with the proposed
ranking shown in Attachment 7.

Western Chula Vista Transportation Development Impact Fee (WTDIF): A Transportation
Development Impact Fee (TDIF) has been in effect in Eastern Chula Vista since January 1988.
These developer exactions have paid for the construction/ expansion of most of the backbone
arterial streets in eastern Chula Vista, including East H Street, Main Street, Olympic Parkway
and Telegraph Canyon Road. The fee was most recently amended in December 2005, and is
now $10,777 per low density Single Family Dwelling (1 EDU).

Since the City’s existing TDIF complies with the requirement for the eastern territories, the City
needs to enact a DIF for transportation facilities covering development impact in the western
area of the City. It is anticipated that staff will present its recommendations to Council within
the next few weeks. This fee is anticipated to be $3,243 per EDU. Facilities will generally
include expansion and/ or upgrading of existing infrastructure, such as Interstate 5 and 805, mid-
bayfront roadways, Regional Arterial System projects and bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
Since the construction of missing infrastructure benefits both existing users and new
development, it has been determined that only 21 percent of the cost of such improvements can
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be financed by the WIDIF. This is based on the City’s projected population increase between
2007 and 2030.

The Transnet Extension legislation requires each local agency in the San Diego region to
contribute $2,000 in exactions from the private sector for each new residential housing unit.
Each local agency is responsible for implementing an impact fee or other Funding Program
effective July 1, 2008. This revenue must be used to construct improvements to the Regional
Artenial System and regional express bus and rail transit. The City Council is scheduled to hold
a public hearing on the WTDIF on Tuesday, February 19, 2008.

Recommendations and Conclusions

As discussed above, staff is currently involved in several actions to identify infrastructure
deficiencies and priorities and obtain project funding. This includes the following:

e Pedestrian Master Plan

» Kids Walk and Bike to Schools Program

* Safe Routes to Schools Improvements at Otay and Rice Elementary Schools
e ADA Curb Cuts (Ramps) Prioritization

e Western Chula Vista Financing Program

e Western Chula Vista Transportation Development Impact Fee (WTDIF)

Staff has identified most of the missing infrastructure within the City. However, the areas with
missing curb, gutter and sidewalk have not yet been prioritized, although a major focus has been
the areas surrounding the City’s elementary schools. It is anticipated that a concerted effort
towards prioritizing infrastructure deficiencies will be undertaken during Fiscal Years 2007-08
and 2008-09 as part of the Pedestrian Master Plan and the Kids Walk and Bike to Schools
Program. It is therefore recommended that Council action on prioritizing missing curb, gutter
and sidewalk be postponed until the completion of these efforts. This will allow such
recommendations to be made with Citywide citizen and input.

As previously discussed, staff has inventoried and prioritized all the missing pedestrian ramps
(curb cuts) in locations where there are existing sidewalks. The ranking system has followed
Federal American with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines. It is recommended that staff continue
to pursue an annual program of installing missing ramps and that Council adopt the current
priority list.

Staff has had some recent successes in obtaining infrastructure funding, particularly for the Safe
Routes to Schools improvements and the Kids Walk and Bike to School Program. Additionally,
staff has pursued new funding sources, such as the WTDIF. It is recommended that staff
continue to pursue alternative funding sources as a top priority and that staff be provided with
sufficient resources for this function.

The City’s current Bicycle Master Plan was adopted in January 2005. SANDAG currently
requires that the Bicycle Master Plan be updated every five years in order for a city to be eligible
for TDA funding. It is therefore recommended that staff apply for TDA funding in Fiscal Year
2008-09 to hire a consultant to update the City’s Bicycle Master Plan. This would ailow
sufficient time before 2010 for the preparation, review and approval process.
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Potential Infrastructure Funding Sources

Dollars available for tonight’s focus areas present a common municipal challenge. As spending
from general funds rises faster than revenues and as public safety services expenses consume
more general funds, dollars available for infrastructure needs have become scarce to non-
existent.

While a recent movement at the State level to implement new funding for infrastructure will help
in the area of transportation, these measures by themselves will not be sufficient to overcome
past years’ under investment. Simply stated, more resources must be identified, collected and
committed. We will be challenged to consider how best to leverage finite resources most
effectively. Additional revenue streams implemented by other California cities are summarized
below.

Increase Sales Tax Locally: Another source of revenue would be passage of a municipal sales tax
increase. Vista, National City and El Cajon have recently enacted a municipal sales tax that was
approved by the voters.

e Vista voters enacted a 30-year % percent sales tax in 2006 for general governmental
purposes. The City cited the need for funding of capital needs including new fire
stations, new city hall, space for anti-gang and narcotics deputies, new sports fields, as
well as operational priorities including additional staff for one of the new fire stations and
an increase in deputies to deal with gang and graffiti.

s National City voters enacted a one percent sales tax in 2006 that is deposited into the
City’s General Fund and anticipated to generate $70 to $90 million over its ten-year
imposition. [t was justified as necessary to avoid layoffs in the Police and Fire
Departments and at the new library. It should be noted that a signature-gathering drive
has led to a 2008 ballot measure to consider repealing the increase.

e In November 2004, El Cajon voters enacted a Y percent sales tax projected to generate
$62 million over ten years specifically earmarked for replacement of aging police and fire
structures with earthquake-reinforced facilities, 2 new Emergency Operations Center and
new animal control facilities.

These examples may demonstrate that local residents will vote for a sales tax increase if the
revenue will finance improvements that they feel are important.

Devote More Local Sales Tax to Road Maintenance and/or Municipal Infrastructure: Most
transportation sales taxes allocate 20 to 25 percent of revenues to the maintenance of local
streets. If the local sales tax ordinance allows adjustments to the distribution of the sales tax
revenue, counties could increase this share to address proj ected maintenance shortfalls. Voter
approval is needed to accomplish this. Sonoma’s recently enacted sales tax devoted 40% to be
allocated back to the cities and the county for local street and road purposes.

Citywide Assessment Districts: Cities can propose a property assessment for transportation
system maintenance and operations in general, pavement maintenance or street lighting. Such an
action would require a two-thirds approval of a given jurisdiction’s voters. This would be
similar to assessments that cities have implemented for storm drainage and sanitary sewers.
Examples of current benefit assessment districts are noted in the table below.
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City of San Jose Sanitary and Storm Sewers 5271

City of San Jose Library 325
San Diego County Vector Control 511
Santa Clara Valley Water District Flood Control $30
Santa Clara Valley Water District Clean and Safe Creeks $41
Santa Clara County Vector Control $5
Alameda County Street Lighting 515
Note: Parcel Cost based on single-family residential household

Local Bond Measure: Recently, cities have successfully gained voter approval of bond measures
to improve park, library, police, and fire facilities. This option can be used to improve a local
jurisdiction’s infrastructure. Such a measure could be structured to address any of the
infrastructure areas discussed in this report, such as drainage and/or major rehabilitation of the
City’s pavement infrastructure along with system enhancements like pedestrian safety
improvements, pedestrian curb ramp installation, traffic signal upgrades for congestion relief,
and street trees/median island landscaping for aesthetic enhancements. The evaluation of such a
measure for infrastructure would need to be weighed against other community priorities, and
packaged accordingly.

UTILITY WIRE UNDERGROUNDING

Introduction

Utility Undergrounding is a major component of the City’s Infrastructure Program. Few
municipal projects can improve the appearance of a City block or a neighborhood as significantly
as the removal of overhead utility wires and utility poles. In addition to being unsightly, these
overhead utilities can pose an obstacle to emergency vehicles and safety equipment.
Unfortunately, the task of undergrounding is very difficult, time consuming and extremely
expensive. Further complicating the matter is that undergrounding requires coordination with,
and cooperation from, the affected utility companies and the individual property owners.
Finally, City resources to fund these projects are extremely limited and the sources traditionally
used are insufficient to make meaningful progress.

A successful utility undergrounding program will require the City to explore all available
options, not just the traditional ones. It will require an examination of how we have dealt with
undergrounding in the past, how we identify, prioritize and fund projects in the future and how
we engage our neighborhoods in the process. In addition to the standard 20A districts previously
formed by the City (and discussed below), other types of Undergrounding Districts and
alternative funding sources need to be considered. Additionally, our current ranking criteria
should be reviewed to determine whether any changes should be made depending on the type of
district.

Overall Status of Utility Undergrounding in Chula Vista

Historically, the City of Chula Vista has undergrounded utilities through one of three ways.
Utilities have been undergrounded as a part of capital improvement projects, as part of separate
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undergrounding districts, and in new developments through the subdivision process (Municipal
Code Chapter 15.32).

Currently the City has approximately 164.36 miles of aboveground electric distribution wires.
San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) estimates that it will cost approximately 275 million
dollars (2007 basis of $1.673 million per mile) to complete the undergrounding of these lines.
The City’s Franchise Agreement with SDG&E provides for the allocation of $2.0 million per
year (20A funds collected on customers’ utility bills, as specified in the California Public
Utilities Commission (PUC) Rule 20). Based on these figures, it would take at least 137.5 years
to finish this work. This does not take inflation into account. Historically, the other overhead
utility companies have done the work needed to underground their associated facilities without
charging the City, but that could change in the future.

As of March 31, 2007, approximately $42.46 million of 20A funds have been allocated to
undergrounding overhead utilities within the City since 1968. (This includes an estimated
allocation of $2.0 million in 2007 for projects currently under construction.) The total amount of
funds expended was $30,359,630. A majority of these funds were expended from the early
1990’s to the present. During this period, 16 Undergrounding Districts were completed at a cost
of approximately $24.23 million dollars. This does not include any funds expended for the
City’s street improvements or relocation of City facilities, such as streetlights. Six additional
20A funded districts have been formed and are expected to cost approximately $20.0 million in
20A funds for the Bayfront Undergrounding District and approximately $10.22 million for the
other five districts, which are located on Fourth Avenue, J Street and L Street. Considering the
City’s current allocation balance of approximately $10.10 million, this means that it will be at
least another ten vears before the City can consider adding additional projects to the program.
This is assuming that current cost estimates for the City’s portion of the Bayfront
undergrounding and the other undergrounding districts don’t escalate further.

The requirements for the undergrounding of utilities in new subdivisions are contained in Article
I of Chapter 15.32 of the Municipal Code. These regulations were originally adopted in 1968
and were amended various times through 1992. This section requires developers to
underground future electrical distribution and transmission lines and existing distribution and
transmission lines within or adjacent to the subdivision. An exception is made for existing
transmission lines of 60,000 volts or more located on common poles with distribution lines.
These regulations also apply to condominium conversions, subdivisions created by parcel map
and construction of new structures and additions/alterations with a permit valuation of $20,000
or more, excluding construction/alteration of single-family dwellings on existing individual lots.
Due primarily to these regulations, it is estimated that over 90 percent of Chula Vista east of I-
805 has underground utilities. Infill development in western Chula Vista should result in
additional undergrounding of existing overhead utilities.

The City’s recent and proposed utility undergrounding districts are shown on Exhibit 2.

20 A Districts

The PUC Rule 20 defines three types of undergrounding situations. Rule 20A is the most
commonly used, and it is based on allocating a certain portion of the utility revenue obtatned
from consumers/property owners in a jurisdiction to the undergrounding of overhead electrical
facilities within that jurisdiction. An ordinance needs to be passed creating an underground
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district where both existing and new facilities will be located, and the district must extend for a
minimum distance of one block or 600 feet, whichever is lesser. The governing body must
determine, after consultation with the utility companies and holding public hearings, that the
undergrounding is in the general public interest for one or more of the following reasons:

1. The undergrounding will avoid or eliminate an unusually heavy concentration of
overhead electric facilities;

2. The street or right-of-way cammes a heavy volume of pedestrian or vehicular traffic;

3. The street or right-of-way adjoins or passes through a civic area, public recreational or
scenic area;

4. The street is considered an arterial or major collector

Although the courts have held that the interpretation of these categories is up to the jurisdiction,
residential streets generally do not qualify for undergrounding using these funds, unless they are
in a scenic, recreational or historically significant area.

Subsequent to 1982 , the PUC allowed local agencies to use 20A funds for the conversion of
private laterals within an undergrounding district. Council Policy 585-01, adopted by Resolution
No. 16934 on December 15, 1992, addresses this issue (Attachment 8). Property owners have
been required to trench and install their own conduit, and then apply for reimbursement from the
City. The City would then use its share of 20A funds to reimburse the property owners.
However, this method has often been cumbersome, since City staff has needed to wait for all
property owners to complete their individual laterals before the undergrounding project can be
completed.

A recent PUC ruling allows the City to directly include laterals providing electrical service as
part of the undergrounding district designed and constructed by the local utility. This eliminates
the need for individual property owners to hire a contractor to install theé underground conduit
connecting to their meters. This method has been used for the Quintard Street undergrounding
district and is recommended for future projects because of the reduction in staff time and effort
and less project delay.

On December 11, 2007 Council adopted Ordinance 3096 to amend Chapter 15.32 of the Chula
Vista Municipal Code to reflect changes to PUC Rule 20A. This chapter now includes the
options of either having the utility company construct private utility laterals or leaving the
responsibility of lateral construction with the property owners. It discusses posting requirements,
utility company responsibilities and property owner responsibilities under both options.

20 B/A Districts, 20 B Districts and 20 C Districts

Since almost all 20A funds are committed for at least the next 10 years various options will be
explored to see if they are viable and acceptable. Rule 20B districts can be formed if either all
property owners served from the overhead facilities agree in wrnting to have the changes made
on their property at their cost or if legislation has been enacted requiring such wiring changes to
be made and authorizing the utility to discontinue its overhead service. The most common way
to form this type of district is through formation of an assessment district, since it is very difficult
to have 100 percent of the property owners agree to finance undergrounding. An assessment
district will allow the high cost of undergrounding to be spread over ten or more years. Either
1911 Act or 1913/1915 Assessment District proceedings can be used, and the district passes if 50
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percent or more of the weighted vote (based on property owners’ financial obligation) is in favor
of establishing the district.

One advantage to the 20B District at this time is that SDG&E currently has a separate schedule
for these districts, so the design and construction work is frequently completed more quickly.
SDG&E’s charges are lower since the salvage cost of the overhead facilities is subtracted from
the billed amount. If the District is formed through an assessment district by a municipality,
SDG&E does not charge tax on its labor or materials. The main additional cost relates to the
time and effort to establish the assessment district and to bill the property owners. The local
municipality frequently pays for all or a portion of the cost of establishing the assessment district
by paying for the staff costs associated with managing and administering the district, by writing
the Engineer’s Report and other documentation or paying for a private firm to write the
Engineer’s Report.

Another option is the use of 20 B/A Districts. A Rule 20 B/A District is an Undergrounding
District where the majority of the cost is borne by the benefiting property owners, generally
through the formation of an assessment district, but some of the cost is paid by the City with
available 20A funds. This approach allows the City to stretch its available undergrounding
resources while giving some relief to property owners.

Rule 20C does not require the formation of a district per se. It is an undergrounding project
which does not fall under either Category 20A or 20B. It is based on mutual agreement between
a utility and an applicant. The applicant is required to pay in advance a nonrefundable sum equal
to the estimated cost of the underground facilities less the estimated net salvage value and
depreciation of the replaced overhead facilities. This type of District would avoid the cost of
setting up an assessment district but a tax on SDG&E’s labor and materials would be included in
the cost. This would probably only be feasible and preferable when only a few property owners,
such as developers, are involved.

All these forms of undergrounding offer options that need to be explored. Assessment Districts
are never an easy or preferred option and they are more expensive and cumbersome than 20 A
projects. Successful implementation of these types of projects will require developing strong
neighborhood consensus, clear guidelines that make them less intimidating and a fair approach to
hardship cases.

Other Funding Sources

Due to the limited 20A funds available and the unpopularity of Assessment Districts, agencies
have started looking for alternative funding sources for their undergrounding programs. The
City has conducted a survey of various cities in California to determine what type of funding
sources have commonly been used. The results have been summarized in the attached table
(Attachment 9). As expected, 20A funding is the most common source of funding. Fourteen of
the agencies used this funding source exclusively.

Several agencies have used the 20B process. As previously discussed, these districts are often
paid by property owner contributions through the formation of Assessment Districts. These.
districts tend to be most successful in areas with above-average property values and owner-
occupied homes, such as Del Mar, Irvine, Laguna Beach, Orange County, Rancho Palos Verdes
and Sausalito. However, sometimes other municipal funding sources are used to subsidize these

1-21



2/07/08, Item
Page 22 of 26

districts. Such sources include Transnet or other transportation funding if the undergrounding is
being done on streets where there are CIP projects for pavement rehabilitation/street
improvements. Other sources include Redevelopment Agency funds, Community Development
Block Grants (CDBG) or Business Improvement District funds (BID).

The use of CDBG and Redevelopment Agency funds is not recommended, since these funds
have already been committed to fund or finance various other infrastructure improvement
projects.  Transnet funds are often used to fund improvements in the streets where
undergrounding projects are proposed, such as constructing missing sidewalks and
installing/relocating streetlights. Therefore, the use of Transnet to fund the cost of
undergrounding is not reconmumended, since these funds are needed for pavement rehabilitation
and construction of street improvements.

The City currently has only one Business Improvement District, which assesses property owners
in the Third Avenue Urban Core area to finance the installation and maintenance of
improvements along Third Avenue between E Street and G Street. Third Avenue has already
been undergrounded, along with other commercial corridors, such as Broadway and H Street.
However, if the City were to form additional BIDs in areas that have not yet been
undergrounded, this could be considered as a method to finance the undergrounding.

One of the more common methods of alternative financing has been to negotiate an additional
Franchise Fee earmarked for utility undergrounding that is included in the municipality’s
Franchise Agreement with the local electric utility. The revenues to pay for this fee are
frequently generated through imposition of a Utility Surcharge. This generally involves adding a
fee that is a fixed percentage of the monthly charge as a separate line item on the residents’
utility bills.

The City’s current Franchise Agreements with SDG&E were adopted through passage of
Ordinance 2987 on November 16, 2004 and took effect on January 1, 2005. Section 4 of the
Ordinance states that SDG&E shall pay the City 1.25% of the gross receipts for provision of
electrical service within the City boundaries. This fee is not directly reflected in a separate
utility surcharge on customers’ bills. Additionally, the revenue from the franchise fee is
deposited in the City’s general fund and is not used for utility undergrounding.

The City of San Diego is the only agency in San Diego County that has imposed a Utility
Surcharge. In December 2002 the PUC gave final approval to the an amendment of their
Franchise Agreement with SDG&E to increase the Franchise Fee, previously 3% of gross
receipts. The electric surcharge on restdents’ bills would increase from 1.9% to 5.78%, under
the condition that, out of the 3.72% increase, 3.35% would be used for utility undergrounding
projects within the City of San Diego. Thus, in San Diego the surcharge is estimated to raise
about $36 million of additional undergrounding funds per year, in addition to the $10 million per
year in 20A funds previously collected. These additional funds are not bound by the regulations
for project selection stipulated in Rule 20A and are allocated among all the Council Members’
Districts to be earmarked for local projects. The main requirement is that new project blocks be
adjacent to previously undergrounded areas wherever possible.

Utility Surcharges are not without critics and are seen by many as an unwarranted tax. The
charge was imposed in San Diego without 2 vote and there were objections by residents and
citizens’ groups as a result. It is not clear whether the imposition of this charge could be
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considered to trigger the voting procedures mandated by Proposition 218 and/or Proposition 13.
However, it is unlikely that the PUC would have approved of these changes if their attorneys had
considered them to be in violation of State statutes.

Some cities have had significant support for utility undergrounding, even if an additional fee 1s
involved. According to the City of San Francisco’s Utility Undergrounding Task Force Report
dated January 26, 2007, they recommended to the Board of Supervisors that they request the
Califormia Public Utilities Commission to approve an electric bill surcharge within City to
implement a five percent surcharge on the utility bills to pay for undergrounding the remaining
utility lines. San Francisco has used up its share of 20A funds for the next twelve years.
According to their survey, 66 percent of the renters and 89 percent of the property owners who
responded were “very interested” in seeing the remaining utilities undergrounded. Ninety-two
percent of owners and 78 percent of renters said they would “definitely” or “probably” support
paying $2 to $4 more per month. Their proposed program would be modeled on the City of San
Diego’s surcharge and undergrounding program.

Undersrounding Priorities and Ranking Criteria

On November 22, 2005, Council accepted the Staff Report on Utility Undergrounding Program
Funding and Priorities (Attachment 10). As presented in the report, the City’s Utility
Underground Conversion Program was instituted in 1968. The enclosed Rating System for
Undergrounding of Utilities Transmission and Distribution Facilities Projects was originally
approved by Council in November 1972 and revised in July 1979. In accordance with the
priorities included in Rule 20A, the City’s system gave points for the following categories:

Exposure (Traffic and entrance to the City)

Aesthetic Benefit (Current utilities and public facilities)

Relationship to Approved Undergrounding Districts/Previously Undergrounded Facilities
Associated Construction (Street scheduled for widening)

Property Owner Funding

A

Based on these priorities, the Council approved subsequent Utility Underground Programs in
1979, 1984 and 1991. Five projects are remaining from these priority lists. Additionally, the
City’s current Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and Franchise Agreement with SDG&E
gives priority to the Bayfront undergrounding. These projects are currently scheduled to be
completed in accordance with the following priority list:

Bayfront Electrical Transmission Facilities

Fourth Avenue from L Street to Orange Avenue

L Street from Monserate Avenue to Nacion Avenue
L Street from Broadway to Third Avenue

J Street from Broadway to Hilltop Drive

J Street from Hilltop Drive to Lori Lane

e

Utility Undergrounding Districts have already been formed for all six of these locations. The top
three projects are all currently in progress. The Bayfront and Fourth Avenue projects are
currently under construction. On December 4, 2007, Council adopted Resolution 2007-275
setting August 1, 2008 as the date by which property owners property owners within
Undergrounding District 134 (L Street from Monserate Ave. to Nacion Ave.) need to be ready to
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receive underground utility service. It is anticipated that construction will commence on this
project within the next few weeks.

Based on the City’s cost of the Bayfront Project (estimated at approximately $20 million), the
City’s 20A funds will be depleted for several years into the future. As discussed in the
November 2005 staff report, it appears that the City will not have sufficient funds to construct
the remaining three projects until calendar years 2013 to 2015 at the earliest. This schedule will
need to be reevaluated after construction of all the top three projects have been completed
(estimated at 2008) and there is a final accounting of the City’s share of 20A funds.

The City’s consultant has reviewed the City’s existing rating system, as well as the guidelines
provided in Rule 20A and has prepared additional recommendations for prioritizing projects that
will use 20A funding. These recommendations addressed the following issues:

* Does the project comply with PUC criteria?

o s the street fully improved? Is there sufficient right-of-way to construct additional
improvements and to underground utilities?

e Are there any planned City-financed improvements in a potential project area that should
be coordinated with the undergrounding of utilities?

The revised list of priorities does include several important criteria that pertain to the ability to
construct a project, such as the availability of necessary right-of-way and coordination with other
construction projects. However, the City’s existing criteria also includes additional factors, such
as proximity to existing or approved undergrounding districts, that should be retained.

The recommended rating system is included as Attachment 11. It combines elements of both
systems and attempts to simplify the rating process. This rating system is not intended to replace
the PUC regulations. Only streets that comply with PUC regulations would be rated. This
would exclude most residential streets.

This rating system would not pertain to 20B or 20C districts that are funded through property
owner contributions. Since it is assumed that only a minority of property owners would be
willing to bear the entire cost of an undergrounding district, which could be $15,000 or more for
an average property owner with a 50-foot street frontage, these districts could be handled on a
first-come first-served basis. If the City were to adopt an alternative financing method, such as
an increase in the franchise fee or a utility surcharge, a different rating system should be
considered, because these funds would not be tied to the Rule 20A criteria.

Recommendations and Conclusions

In summary, there are basically two types of Utility Undergrounding Districts. The first type is
called a Rule 20A District and is financed through a line item on residents’ utility bills. Through
the electric franchise agreement, SDG&E has agreed to a steady revenue stream of $2.0 million
per year. These districts are subject to the Public Utility Commission Rule 20A, which requires
that streets considered for undergrounding be a major thoroughfare, carry heavy traffic, have a
large concentration of overhead facilities, and/or be located in a scenic, recreational, civic or
historic area.
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The second type of district includes Rule 20B and 20C Districts and uses alternative financing
sources, which could include municipal funding sources, property owner funding (including
Assessment Districts) or funding through utility surcharges. The location of these districts is not
as restricted, so residential neighborhoods can be undergrounded. The City has not yet formed
or constructed any of these districts.

It is currently recommended that the City postpone expanding the current list of 20A projects.
As previously discussed, it is estimated that the existing list of City projects will use the City’s
allotment for the next ten years. Since the exact cost of the top three priority projects may not be
known until the end of 2009, it would be advisable to wait until the audits are completed on these
projects and the future availability of these funds is known with more certainty. The rating
system can then be reviewed again and revisions can be adopted.

The only way to expand utility undergrounding into residential neighborhoods would be for the
City to consider the establishment of 20B and 20C districts and alternative funding sources. As
previously stated, there are already extensive competition and existing commitments for the use
of City funding sources such as the Residential Construction Tax and Community Development
Block Grants, and Transnet is needed for pavement rehabilitation and construction of street
improvements. Most property owners would probably not be willing to pay the total costs
associated with undergrounding their neighborhoods, even with the formation of Assessment
Districts and spreading the costs over ten or more years.

However, there may be more support for a Utility Surcharge, particularly at the level of $2.00 to
$4.00 per month. It is therefore recommended that staff explore the option of amending the
Franchise Agreement with SDG&E to increase the Franchise Fee and/or impose a Utility
Surcharge. It is important to obtain the cooperation of SDG&E personnel, since the City would
not want to endanger the concessions obtained with negotiation of the recent Franchise
Agreement. A legal opinion on the need to conduct an election should also be obtained.
Whether or not the City needs to go through an election process, it is important to obtain support
from community members before moving forward. A community survey is recommended as one
of the initial steps toward exploring this issue.

DECISION MAKER CONFLICT

Staff has reviewed the property holdings and determined there is no disqualifying conflict of
interest for any Councilmember. This action relates to curb cut construction throughout the City
and will affect the owners of more than 18,000 parcels of property, a significant segment of
property owners, in substantially the same manner. Pursuant to California Code of Regulations
sections 18707 and 18707.1, the public generally exception applies, resulting in no disqualifying
conflict.

FISCAL IMPACT

It is important to note that much of the advanced planning activities that the Engineering and
General Services and Public Works Departments engage in to develop this report and continue
our efforts toward a comprehensive infrastructure management system either have no dedicated
funding source or are funded from funding sources that could be utilized for actual capital
purposes. Accepting the report and adopting the resolution proposed does not change that issue
and does not generate any new funding sources at this time to continue this effort.
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ATTACHMENTS

April 5, 2007 Report on the Missing Infrastructure Management Program
Effort to Date

Resolution No. 2007-108 adopted May 1, 2007
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Council Policy No. 576-13

Missing Pedestrian Infrastructure by School
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Utility Undergrounding Funding Survey

November 22, 2005 Staff Report on Utility Undergrounding Funding and
Priorities
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Missing Pedestrian Infrastructure Map
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Prepared by: Elizabeth Chopp, Senior Civil Engineer, Engineering and General Services Dept.
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ATTACHMENT 1

CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA STATEMENT

Qg

2O GIULAVISTA
04/05/07 Workshop

ITEM TITLE: STATUS REPORT ON THE MISSING INFRASTRUCTURE
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM EFFORT TO DATE

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHULA
VISTA APPROVING THE DRAINAGE PROJECT PRIORITY LIST
AND AUTHORIZING STAFF TO SEEK SPECIAL FUNDING FOR
ANY PROJECT THAT MEETS THE FUNDING CRITERIA

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHULA
VISTA REAFFIRMING ITS COMMITMENT TO THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF A TRUE PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHULA
VISTA APPROVING A PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
BASED ON $11,504,665 IN FISCAL YEAR 2007 AND §9.5 MILLION
IN FISCAL YEAR 2008, AND THEREFORE TRANSFERRING 52
MILLION FROM NORTH BROADWAY BASIN RECONSTRUCTION
(STM354) AND §5 MILLION FROM 4™  AVENUE
RECONSTRUCTION BETWEEN DAVIDSON AND SR54 (STL309) -
INTO PAVEMENT REHABILITATION PROGRAM - FUTURE
ALLOCATIONS (STL238) (4/5THS VOTE REQUIRED)

POLICY DISCUSSION AND DIRECTION REGARDING POTENTIAL
REVENUE SOURCES FOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND/OR

PAVEMENT NEEDS
SUBMITTED BY: CITY ENGINEER 557 6‘}9’ '
DIRECTOR OF GENERAL SERVICES
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKSOPERATION
REVIEWED BY: INTERIM CITY MANAGER 0!/

4/5THS VOTE: YES X NO
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BACKGROUND

Int February of 2006, staff began development of an Infrastructure Management Program for
a limited number of the City’s public assets including pavement; drainage; missing
sidewalks, curbs and gutters, and pedestrian ramps (“missing infrastructure™); deficient cross
gutters {inciuded with missing infrastructure for the purposes of this report); and utility wire
undergrounding. Since that time, a comprehensive review of best-in-class work in the area
of public infrastructure asset management shows that in order to be most effective, this
effort should be broadened to include the full range of the City’s public infrastructure.

While tonight’s focus is on pavement and drainage, the City of Chula Vista has a pressing
need to develop and implement a broad infrastructure asset management program in order
to create a comprehensive asset management approach that ensures the best use of limited
funding. This is just the first step toward creating what should become an Infrastructure
Asset Management Program; continued work on this effort will take time and a
significant investment of resources.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Environmental Review Coordinator has reviewed the proposed project for
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and has determined
that the adoption of the Drainage Project Priority List is not a project as defined under
Section 15378 of the State CEQA Guidelines; therefore, pursuant to Section 15060 (c)(3)
of the State CEQA Guidelines the activity is not subject to CEQA. Although
environmental review is not necessary at this time, as funding is secured and each
individual drainage project moves forward toward implernentation, environmental review
will be required and a CEQA determination completed prior to commencing construction
of any of the facilities. Implementation of the Pavement Management Program qualifies
for a Class 1 categorical exemption pursuant to Section 15301(c) (Existing Facilities) of
the State CEQA Guidelines because the project is the rehabilitation of existing streets,
sidewalks, gutters, etc. for the purpose of public safety. Thus, no further environmental
review is necessary for the Pavement Management Program.

RECOMMENDATION
That Council:
1) Accept the status report on the Infrastructure Management Program effort to date.

2) Approve the Resolution approving the drainage project priority list and authorizing
staff to seek special funding opportunities for any project that meets the funding criteria.

3) Approve the Resolution endorsing the continued implementation of a Pavement
Management System.

4) Approve the Resolution approving a pavement management program based on
$11,504,665 million in FY 2007 and $9.5 million in FY 2008 and transferring $2.0
million from North Broadway Basin Reconstruction Project (§TM354) and §5.0 million
from 4th Avenue Reconstruction between Davidson & SR54 Project (STL309) into
Pavement Rehabilitation Program — Future Allocations (STL238).
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5) Utilize this opportunity for policy discussion and direction regarding potential reveﬁue
sources for infrastructure and/or pavement needs.

BOARDS/COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
Not applicable.

DISCUSSION

In February of 2006, staff began the development of an Infrastructure Management Program
for a limited number of the City’s public assets including pavement; drainage; missing
sidewalks, curbs and gutters, and pedestrian ramps (“missing infrastructure™); deficient cross
gutters (included with missing infrastructure for the purposes of this report); and utility wire
undergrounding.

Work in the four focus areas has identified an estimated total funding need of approximately
$392,400,000 to $396,000,000 (in 2006 dollars) to address gaps and deficiencies identified
with this first phase of infrastructure analysis. The specific component parts of this estimate
are as follows:

£ 192,000,000

Pavemen
‘ $ 19,200,000 per year
Drainage .
Priority 1 Tier $ 28,300,000
(Fucded Projects) - (3 4,400,000
Subtotal Priority 1 Tier $ 24,400,000
Priority 2 —4 Tiers ‘ $ 6,300,000 1o 58,900,000
| PriomySTer .13 1310000230000
$torm Drain (Corrugated Metal Pipe) § 29,000,000
Missing Infrastracture £ 139,400,000
Subtotal Partial Infrastructure Funding Need $392,400,000 to $396,000,000
Unlity Wire Undergrounding® $275,000,000

As part of this effort, a comprehensive review of the best-in-class work in the area of public
infrastructure asset management shows that in order to be most effective, this undertaking
should be broadened to include the full range of municipal public infrastructure.

While tonight's focus is on pavement and drainage, the City of Chula Vista has a pressing
need to develop and implement a broad infrastructure asset management program in order to

! Unable to estimate two of eight projects at this time.

2 ytility wire undergrounding is presented separately as it is not typically included within mimicipal
infrastructure asset management programs and because it has a separate, restricted fimding source (Rule 20A
funds).
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create 2 comprehensive asset management approach that ensures the best use of limited

funding. This is just the first step toward creating what should become an Infrastructure

Asset Management Program; continued work on this effort will take time and a significant
investment of resources.

The Need for an Infrastructure Asset Management Program

In FY 2007, within the public works function, the City will spend over $56 million in
capital and operating funds to provide municipal infrastructure services to the public and
to plan, design, operate, maintain, and replace public works infrastructure. To highlight
just some of the City’s backbone infrastruchire responsibilities, these monies will go
toward maintaining 1,113 lane miles of roads including traffic striping, pavement
markings, roadside signs, street trees and planted parkways; 18.9 million square feet of
sidewalk; 3.9 million sguare feet of curb and gutter; 229 miles of storm drain system; 471
miles of sewer lines; 8,501 street lights; and 250 signalized intersections.

Like much of North America, the City’s public infrastructure is
nearing a critical point in maintenance and funding lifecycles.
Asset management is not new, but is considered a relatively new
concept when applied to municipal infrastructure.

The City’s best-in-class research shows that few cities have been
able to fully undertake this effort. Cities in Canada appear to have
made the most progress; Portland, Oregon appears to be the west
coast standout.

fact that cities historically have managed their infrastructure poorly. This has resulted in
a national concern for municipal infrastructure, which is in poor condition and is
continuing to deteriorate to the point of negatively impacting the economic strength of
cities, as-well as health concerns of citizens.

While the City begins to aggressively manage its infrastructure, Chula Vista continues to
grow and develop and so do the demands and expectations placed on its infrastructure
and services. We face the same challenges as other cities to apply limited resources to
satisfy increasing public expectations, minimize the risk of critical infrastructure failure,
and plan for the long-term financial sustainability of our public infrastructure and
services.

The City took the first step to creating a comprehensive Infrastructure Asset Management
Program in February of 2006 thereby furthering efforts to create an integrated approach
to growth planning. For the City, as owner, planner and operator of all Chula Vista’s
infrastructure, except water, there should be a seamless process between growth planning
and rehabilitation planning. Planning, engineering and operational initiatives should all
be considered as well in developing solutions to the City’s infrastructure challenges,
whether they be new challenges resulting from growth or on-going challenges resulting
from the ownership and operation of major infrastructure.
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Over time, the Infrastructure Asset Management Program will evolve to become the

City’s primary infrastructure policy document. An early step in this evolution will be to

consider and incorporate the City’s policies related to management of existing

infrastructure, followed by the development of a seamless integration of growth policy

and rehabilitation policy. A further step in this evolution will be to fully integrate the

tools available for financing infrastructure with the prioritization and decision making
related to infrastructure planning and management.

The City of Chula Vista has a pressing need to develop and implement a broad
infrastructure asset management program in order to create a comprehensive asset
management approach. Continued work on the effort to create an Infrastructure Asset
Management Program will take time and a significant investment of resources.
Undertaking this effort and taking it to completion will demonstrate to the property
owners, residents and businesses in our city that the most effective infrastructure
planning mechanisms will be developed and implemented.

What is an Infrastructure Asset Managément Propram?
In its simplest form, an Infrastructure Asset Management Program begins with a

systematic program to inventory and evaluate the condition and capacity of infrastructure
assets and then combines that data with a management and improvement program, which
integrates operations and maintenance with capital renewal/improvements over multiple
budget cycles.

When implemented and managed properly, an Infrastructure Asset Management Program
can provide a municipality with a roadmap to achieve an infrastructure that meets
expected performance levels at the lowest possible cost.

Minimization of expenditures on municipal infrastructure may seem like the least cost
alternative to infrastructure management, but only defers needed expenditures until
infrastructure assets fail and require replacement—almost always at a much greater cost
due to parts, labor, method of replacement and collateral damages. These increased costs
are often hidden but are real costs that unnecessarily increase costs to residents and
negatively affect the quality of services provided to customers.

This briefing document is intended to:

e Summarize the management principles underlying the infrastructure  asset
management approach that has been undertaken;

o Provide a general summary of work to date in the areas of missing infrastructure
and utility wire undergrounding;

e Report in more detail the current status of the condition of the infrastructure in the
areas of pavement and drainage;

e Recommend prioritization of identified drainage projects and an overview of
storm drain pipe needs;

e Provide general information regarding current funding and potential new revenue
streams; and,

e Make recommendations regarding the most immediate cost effective actions in
the area of pavement.
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The primary management objective of an Infrastructure Asset Management Program is to
reach and maintain a sustainable level of municipal infrastructure operation, maintenance,
and renewal which:
e Provides planned service levels of the infrastructure at the most cost-effective
user costs. -
« Provides service levels that contribute to atiracting and retaining residential,
business, and commercial customers.

Cities that are creating and implementing a comprehensive Infrastructure Asset
Management System indicate that the following management tools are necessary to
achieve these objectives:

» Improved budget preparation, analysis, and management, which allow tracking of
costs for operations and assets.

» Development of a financial plan that links infrastructure operating budget with the
capital budget.

» Implementation of an asset inventory system that enables the management of the
infrastructure as a whole with the implementation of preventative maintenance
focused on preservation and to help avoid a reactive failure repair approach to
asset replacernent.

o Development and implementation of an asset condition and capacity evaluation
system that relates asset condition and capacity to expected service levels. This
condition and capacity assessment system must Jook at the infrastruciure systems
as whole units rather than as a conglomeration of unrelated individual assets.
This allows more effective decisions on trade-offs between asset maintenance and
asset replacement.

s Development and implementation of a comprehensive computerized management
information system for the identification, prioritization, and monitoring of
infrastructure capital improvements projects. This system must provide a
systematic, quantitative approach for evaluating the costs of
operation/maintenance compared with asset renewal/replacement. This is an
aspect of asset management that utilizes data upon which to base management
decisions concerning costs of operation/maintenance versus renewal/replacement
of assets.

Most cities will say they perform all of the above at least in the form of subjective
consideration by management personne! without a formalized asset management
approach. Cities are now moving toward creating integrated prioritization plans based on
objective data and agreed upon criteria for priority setting.

Best-in-class asset management programs are highly automated and have four key
components in common:

1. Customer Service and Work Management to support the day-to-day activities of
the operations branches and supply summary data to an infrastructure information
repository. The Customer Service module unifies the service delivery to the
resident and provides the framework for service levels, performance measures,
and standard reporting. The Work Management system supports the
implementation of planned maintenance, capital project management and costing,
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and provides the information necessary to support performance measurement. It
also facilitates mobile computing for field activities.

2 An Infrastructure Information Repository functions as a knowledge bank,
facilitating collaboration vertically within public works departments/divisions and
horizontally across infrastructure types. It provides all the information needed to
manage public works infrastructure throughout the life cycle and enables a wide
range of queries and reports for analysis and modeling. It also contains summary
and aggregate data from other business systems as well as integrates infrastructure
inventory data about each asset into the GIS database and other external files.

3, A Right-of-Way Management System standardizes the procedures and software
used to coordinate and control activities on the public right-of-way. This system
is integral to the Work Management system.

4. Performance Measurement lays the groundwork for long term infrastructure
planning and service improvement.

An Infrastructure Asset Management Program systematically and quantitatively utilizes
all of the above toals to continnally assess and improve the infrastructure as a whole
system (to maintain service levels) rather than considering the infrastructure as
independent discrete assets that are repaired as they fail.

While the City of Chula Vista bas partiaily completed inventory and condition
assessment information for some of its infrastructure, the public works infrastructure and
the related public services are managed across three departments—Engineering, General
Services and Public Works, using software applications and extensive paper and manual
systems. Existing work management tools and processes are not integrated across the
Departments and rely on ad-hoc processes to plan, schedule, approve, ceordinate, and
report field work. We do not have the tools to coordinate all activities on City streets and
rights-of-way to minimize impacts to traffic, neighborhoods, businesses, and the
infrastructure itself. City staff produce good results, but it requires significant effort and
diligence to manage and coordinate the many construction, maintenance, and third party
activities that occur on City streets.

Agencies reporting costs associated with the implementation of an automated, integrated,
comprehensive system estimated 34 million to $5 million for implementation with
ongoing costs of approximately $600,000 annually.

Infrastructure Asset Life-Cycle Management
Ideally an Infrastructure Asset Management Program is based upon life-cycle

management. Asset life-cycle management involves optimizing the following three inter-
related costs of a capital asset over its useful economic life:

e Initial capital cost of an asset (planning, design and construction).

e The cost of operating and maintaining (O&M) that asset over its useful
(economic) life, including increased costs as the asset naturally deteriorates over
time.

s The replacement cost of that asset at the end of its economically useful life.
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A critical aspect of infrastructure assets management is that maintenance and capital

renewal of individual assets are considered interrelated. Maintenance of the assets should
be performed until the point where it is more cost effective to replace or rehabilitate the
asset to retain the asset’s expected operability.

Infrastructure asset management, when performed properly, looks at systems and
subsystems as a whole and focuses investment in maintenance and capital replacement to
make the best use of available funding by avoiding catastraphic failure.

Approaching asset management utilizing life-cycle management would constitute a
significant change in budget planning for the City; however, it is recommended as a most
responsible and realistic alternative toward sustainability of public assets.

Chula Vista’s Infrastructure System
Attachment 1 is a ternplate that has been developed as a result of a review of best-in-class

practices. It both provides the comprehensive list of infrastructure assets that might be
tracked by the City and shows what the summary results of the first two levels of an
Infrastructure Asset Management Program could include. If the City were able to invest
the time and effort required to create a true Infrastructure Asset Management Program, a
full inventory and valuation component followed by a condition assessment and gap -
analysis (dollars required to bring the asset from current condition to acceptable
condition) would be completed.

Master Planning Efforts To Date and Tonight’s Foecus
Prior to the effort that began in February 2006, master planning components included the

following: Comprehensive Master Plans, with specific recommended priorities, were
completed and adopted by Council for wastewater and bicycle facilities; the City
currently maintains an accurate inventory of traffic control devices and streetlights; the
State of California maintains a listing and ranking system for the City’s 18 identified
bridges.

Considering the list of assets recommended for inclusion with an Asset Management
Program, these provide a good start; however, much more time and attention is required
to move this effort to the next level.

Tonight's workshop provides an overview and currently planned or recommended next
steps for the February 2006 focus areas:

Utility Wire Undergrounding

Missing sidewalks, curbs, gutters, pedestrian ramps, and deficient cross gutters
Drainage ‘

Pavement

Work in each of these areas has resulted in the start of an inventory process utilizing our
Geographic Information System (GIS). The first generation of GIS maps resulting from
the data gathered during the inventory amd condition assessment processes will be
provided during the workshop.
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UTILITY WIRE UNDERGROUNDING
Utility wire undergrounding is not typically considered an item of municipal infrastructure
because it is an asset that is primarily the responsibility of the local utility and it has a
discreet and separate funding source and. therefore does not usually compete for General
Fund dollars. However, it was included in the City’s first phase of analysis due to a Council
referral and a previous tendency to wrap this activity into infrastructure discussions.

Starting in 1968, developers have been required to install underground electric and
communications utilities in new subdivisions. However, approximately 164.63 miles of
existing overhead electrical distribution lines remain, predominantly in western Chula Vista.
San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) estimates that it would cost approximately $275
million (2006 dollars) and take about 138 years to place these lines underground. The
communications utilities (e.g., Cox, SBC, etc.) have generally cooperated by installing their
facilities in SDG&E’s joint trench at no extra charge to the City.

In order to underground these utilities, the City is required to form Utility Undergrounding
Districts in accordance with rules established by the California Public Utilities Commission.
The City receives an annual allocation of funds (known as Rule 20A funds) from SDG&E
that must be spent on undergrounding projects. :

-The City’s current franchise agreement with SDG&E sets this amount at a constant $2.0
million per year, which is greater than the standard formula would have realized (about
$840,000 per year). Current 20A rules require that these funds be spent primarily on
undergrounding projects on major transportation corridors and city gateways. However,
other California cities have created additional funding opportunities to accelerate already
allowed 20A projects as well as allow for undergrounding wires in neighborhoods. These
alternative funding mechanisms include special surcharges on electric bills, assessment
districts (Rule 20B funds), and realization of what is known as “Rule 20C” funding through
developer partnerships. The City of San Diego has an aggressive undergrounding program
due o the implementation of a surcharge that generates from $10 million to $36 million
annually.

As of March 31, 2006, the City has allocated a total of approximately $30.36 million in Rule

20A funds to underground utilities within the City. This includes sixteen undergrounding
districts that have been completed since 1995 for approximately $24.23 million. These

projects require a tremendous amount of coordination between the City, SDG&E and other

utility companies. A significant public outreach effort is required to secure right-of-way and
to complete the PUC required district formation process. City resources must be allocated
for ancillary street and appurtenance design. These related activities are considered
“unfunded” as they do not qualify for use of 20A funds; these labor-intensive activities
appear as administrative costs to the project.

The City has six utility undergrounding districts that have been formed and are part of the
current program. Five of these districts are located on Fourth Avenue, L Street and J Street
and were estimated in November 2005 to cost a total of $10.22 million in 20A funds. The
Bayfront Undergrounding District, which is currently under construction, is estimated by
SDG&E to cost approximately $20.0 million and is scheduled to be completed by June
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ATTACHMENT 2

RESOLUTION NO. 2007-108

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CHULA VISTA TRANSFERRING $4,504,665 FROM THE
CURRENT PAVEMENT APPROPRIATION, §2 MILLION
FROM THE AVAILABLE BALANCE IN THE NORTH
BROADWAY BASIN RECONSTRUCTION  PROJECT
(STM354), AND $5 MILLION FROM THE AVAILABLE
BALANCE IN THE FOURTH AVENUE RECONSTRUCTION
BETWEEN DAVIDSON AND SR54 PROJECT (STL309), FOR
A TOTAL OF $11,504,665, INTO THE PAVEMENT
REHABILITATION PROGRAM - FUTURE ALLOCATIONS
(STL238) FOR PAVEMENT MAINTENANCE IN FISCAL
YEAR 20072008, AND PRELIMINAILY APPROVING
TRANSNET FUNDING OF APPROXIMATELY $6 MILLION
AND ANTICIPATED PROPOSITION B FUNDING OF
APPROXIMATELY $3.5 MILLION FOR PAVEMENT
REHABILITATIONN PROGRAM ~ FUTURE ALLOCATIONS
(STL238) FOR PAVEMENT MAINTENANCE IN FISCAL
YEAR 2008

WHEREAS, the California Streets and Highways Code requires California cities to
implement a pavement management sysiem as a condition to obtain funding from the State
transportation improvement programs; and

WHEREAS, the City of Chula Vista initiated and bas maintained a pavement
management systern since 1986 in accordance with the California Streets and Highways Code;

and

WHEREAS, the most recent contract for pavement testing and management services was
awarded by the City Council to Nichols Engineering (Consultant) on January 10, 2006, and

WHEREAS, the Consultant conducted an expert evaluation of the pavement surface of
all City streets, ranked cach street based on a Pavement Condition Index (PCI) and
recommended an appropriate maintenance sirategy based on street PCI’s; and

WHEREAS, the current estimated citywide PCl is 79 (on a scale of 0 to 100) with the
range of scores falling between 13 and 100; and

WHEREAS, the Consultant estimates that approximately $19.2 million per year will be
required for the pexi ter years o maintain the current PCI and address the City’s estimated 343
million pavement backlog; and

WHEREAS, approximately $4,504,665 remains in the current year capilal progran
pavement appropriation; and
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WHEREAS, the North Broadway Basin Reconstruction (STM354) and Fourth Avenue
Reconstruction between Davidson and SR54 (STL309) projects wers identified outside of a
pavement managerment system; and

WHEREAS, $2,000,000 was included in the Fiscal Year 2006 appropriation, $400,000 in
Transnet funding was identified for Fiscal Year 2007, and 34,300,000 in Transnet funding was
projected for Fiscal Year 2008 for the North Broadway Basin Reconstruction (STM354); and

WHEREAS, 52,000,000 was appropriated in Fiscal Year 2006 and $3.000.000 in
Transnet funding was approptiated in Fiscal Year 2007 for the Fourth Avenue Reconstruction
between Davidson and SR54 (STL309); and

WHEREAS, staff recommends that all streets be included in the data analyzed by the
pavement management software and treated within the five-year program in which they appear;
and

WHEREAS, staff recomimends that the maximum available funding be applied toward
pavement maintenance in Fiscal Year 2007 and Fiscal Year 2008; and

WHEREAS, the preliminary Fiscal Year 2008 budget projection includes Transnet
funding of approximately $6.0 million and anticipated Proposition B funding of approximately
$3.5 million available for paving projects.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Coungil of the City of Chula Vista
as follows:

L. That it approves the transfer of $21,651 of the available balance from Pavement
Rehabilitation (STL293} into Pavement Rehabilitation Program — Future Allocations (STL238)
for pavement maintenance.

2. That it approves the transfer of 322,214 of the available balance from Local Street
Pavement Rehabilitation (STL300) into Pavement Rehabilitation Program — Future Allocations
(STL238) for pavement maintenance.

3. That it approves the transfer of $1,387,400 of the available balance from Pavement
Rehabilitation (STL310) into Pavement Rehabilitation Program — Future Allocations (STL238)
for pavement maintenance.

4. That it approves the transfer of 3973,400 of the available balance from Pavement
Rehabilitation 2005/2006 (STL315} into Pavement Rehabilitation Program — Future Allocations
(STL.238) for pavement maintenance.

5. That it approves the transfer of §2,100,000 of the available balance from Pavement

Rehabilitation 2006/2007 (STL316) into Pavement Rehabilitation Program — Future Allocations
{STL238) for pavement maintenance.
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6. That it approves the transfer of $2.0 million of the available balance from the North
Broadway Basin Reconstruction Project (STM354), and $3 miilion of the availabie balance from
the Fourth Avenue Reconstruction between Davidson and SR54 Project (STL309), for a
combined total of $11,504,665, into Pavement Rehabilitation Program - Future Allacations

(STL238), for pavement maintenance.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Chula Vista that it
preliminarily approves including Transnet funding of approximately $6 million and anticipated
Proposition B funding of approximately $3.5 million in Pavemen: Rehabilitation Program -
Future Allocations (STL238) for pavement maintenance in Fiscal Year 2008.

Presented by Approved as to form by
P '&c\g;f S R\‘\\‘Sﬂ;‘%\"\@.\&\
Scott Tulloch Ann Moore

Acting Assistant City Manager/City Engineer City Attorney

PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Chula Vista,
Californiia, this 1st day of May 2007 by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers: Castaneda, McCann, Ramirez, and Cox
NAYS: Councilmembers: None
ABSENT:  Councilmembers: None
ABSTAMN:  Councilmembers: Rindone
1
1L AL,

Cheryl Cox, Mgiyor/

ATTEST:

Susan Bigelow, MMC, City %rﬁ‘

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO )
CITY OF CHULA VISTA )

I, Susan Bigelow, City Clerk of Chula Vista, California, do hereby certify that the foregoing
Resolution No. 2007-108 was duly passed, approved, and adopted by the City Council at a
regular meeting of the Chula Vista City Council held on the 1st day of May 2007,

Executed this st day of May 2007. ?Lu_ :
v =0

Susan Bigelow, MMC, City Clesk
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ATTAGCHMENT 3

u COUNCIL POLICY
CITY OF CHULA VISTA
SUBJECT: FORMATION OF ASSESSMENT POLICY | gyprcTIVE | PAGE
DISTRICTS WITH CITY PARTICIPATION FOR NUMBER DATE
CONSTRUCTION OF INFILL STREET
IMPROVEMENTS
‘ 505-01 1/27/04 1of5
L——-————————_—‘-""'———__________._——m—-————-————w— — et tm i
ADOPTED BY: Resolution No. 11373 DATED: §8/30/83

AMENDED BY: Resolution No. 2004-031 (1/27/04)

i

BACKGROUND

There are many properties within the western arez of the City of Chula Vista (particularly in the
Montgomery area) that do not have full sireet improvements. Council adopted council Policy No.
505-01 by Resolution No, 11373 on August 30, 1983, fo provide guidelines for the City’s financial
participation in Assessment District formation under the 1911 Block Act Program. These guidelines
addressed certain financial issues, however, over time questions arose regarding district administration
that were not addressed by the policy. These issues include the acquisition of right-of-way and the
application of deferral payments and agresments made for the construction of street improvements.

Additionally, changes in assessment law since 1983 have affected the establishment of these districts.
The process of forming Assessment Districts under the 1911 Block Act has become more
cumbersome since the passage of Proposition 218. The necessity of treating all properties in a district
equitably has lead to reconsideration of the original policy regarding undeveloped lots and
industrial/commercial lots.

Finally, the City has recently established a new program for the financing of infill street improvements
in the Montgomery area called the CDBG Street Rehabilitation Program. Under this program, the
City will finance all construction and design costs for infill street improvements except for the
construction of driveway aprons. Since it is expected that several Assessment Districts will be formed
under this program, it was considered advisable to reconsider the City’s policy at this time.

l

To establish a new City policy and rescind the current City policy on establishment of Assessment
Districts for the construction of infill street improvements.

ROLICY

i The City Council establishes the following policy for City participation in the establishment of
Assessment Districts for the construction of infill street improvements:
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CITY OF CHULA VISTA
SUBJECT: TFORMATION OF ASSESSMENT POLICY | prrrpeTive | PAGE
DISTRICTS WITH CITY PARTICIPATION FOR NUMBER DATE
CONSTRUCTION OF INFILL STREET
IMPROVEMENTS
505-01 1/27/04 20f5
ADOPTED BY: Resolution No. 11373 DATED: 8/30/83

I

AMENDED BY: Resolution No. 2004-031 (1/27/04)

1. (eneral Procedure:

a,  Assessment Districts for the construction of infill street improvements will be
formed with the participation of the City using either the Improvement Act of
1911 as enacted and amended in the California Streets and Highways Code
(particularly Chapter 27 thereof, commonly referred to as “The Block Act”) or
the Municipal Improvement Act of 1931 (Division 12 of the California Streets
and Highways Code) as amended by City ordinances. The assessment balloting
process shall be conducted in accordance with Chapter XHID of the California
Constitution (Proposition 218) or applicable State law.

b. Where a minimal number of property owners in a block bave infill sireet
improvements and it would be impractical to form an Assessment District,
council may authorize the City to enter into a reimbursement agreement with an
individual property owner for the financing of the property owner’s share of
construction costs. Said agreement shall be for a maximum of ten years at an
interest rate to be determined by Council.

2 District C "

a. A District is comprised of both sides of a public street between two
intersections, where both sides of the public street do not have full
improvements (including curbs, gutters and sidewalks). A public street shall be
defined as right-of-way dedicated to and accepted by the city as a public
roadway, or dedicated to another public agency as a public roadway and
acquired by the City, which provides primary access to adjoining properties.

b. Where full improvements have already been constructed on one side of a public
street a District will be comprised of that side of such public street between
intersections on which full improvements have not been constructed.

c. At the option of Council and if property owners indicate such an interest, the
District may include additional contiguous blocks in the District in
conformance with 2a. and 2b. above.

d. City participation in District formation in areas with a primary land use
designation as commercial and/or industrial shall be limited to the overlay or
recanstriction af existine rnadwav travel arpas with the ryrention of
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rr occasional commercial properties (such as corner lots) located in areas

primarily classified as residential. In the latter instance, such commercial
properties shall be treated in the same way as adjomning residential properties.

€. The City shall not participate in the formation of a District for a block, which is
primarily undeveloped. Where isolated undeveloped properties are located in a
block, which is otherwise developed, the City will provide the same benefits
provided to developed lots if agreement can be reached with the owner of such
undeveloped property which will include the location and width of driveways.
If agreement is not reached, the City shail construct pavement to the width
where the curb and gutter would have been constructed, but install an asphalt
berm in place of curb, gutter and sidewalk.

f The City shall not participate in District formation for improvements to private
streets.

2. The City’s financial participation in District formation for improvements to
public alleys shall be limited to utility relocation, replacement of existing
improvements and all engineering, inspection and administrative services.
Public alleys are defined as right-of-way dedicated to or accepted by the City as
a public roadway, or dedicated to another public agency and acquired by the
City, which generally provides secondary access to the adjoining properties
along the sides or rear of such properties.

3. Right-of-Way Issnes

o Itis desirable for the City to have the standard 56 fect of right of way width for
construction of finll street improvements on both sides of a two-way street;
however, at the sole discretion of the City Manager {or designee), the acceptable
right of way width for construction of street improvements may be reduced on a
project-by-project basis to a minimum of 46 feet.

b.  Ifexisting street right is less than 46 feet, right of way acquisition will be
required. Property owners within the proposed District boundaries must
unanimously agree to dedicate sufficient right of way to mest this requirement to
the City at no cost to the City in order for District forroation to proceed. The City
will not pay for right of way acquisition or imdertake condemnation proceedings

under this policy.
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4, Deferrals

Property owners who construct iimprovements on their properties above a specific
value are required to construct infill street improvements. They may apply fora
deferral on constructing such improvements based on the existing conditions of the
surrounding area. If the deferral application is approved, the property owner must
sign an agreement with the City, which is secured through either a lien on the
property or by payment of a cash deposit.

a. If the deferral is secured by a lien, the lien or portion of the lien associated
with the deferral of construction of infill street improvements to be installed
and financed through an Assessment District will be released after formation
of such District including such property has been accepted as complete by the
City Council and/ or City Manager. This property will be assessed for the
special benefit received by such property from the improvements {o be
financed through the new District in accordance with applicable sections of
the California Streets and Highways Code.

b. If the deferral is secured by a cash bond covering the cost of curb, gutter and
sidewalk, such bond plus the interest that has or should have accumnulated
since the date of payment will be applied as a credit to be subtracted from the
portion of District costs allocated to the property. This will only apply to the
amount paid to cover the cost of the portion of the public street or public alley
to be installed and financed through the District.

c. After formation of the District and construction of all facilities is complete, it
will be determined if the current owners of the properties with cash bond
deferrals are eligible to receive refunds. The portion of the cash bond
associated with infill improvements for the street or alley installed and
financed through the District will be determined and added to the interest
which the City has or would have earned on this amount from the quarter
when the deposit was made, to the quarter when the construction contract was
awarded. The amount payable by the property owner under the District will
be subtracted from the cash bond plus interest. If the resuniting difference is
pasitive, such difference shall be refunded to the property owners.

——
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