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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 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 Dratnage 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 implementation, 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 (STM354) 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 revenue
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:

Pavement $ 192,000,000 over 10 years
$ 19,200,000 per year
Drainage ‘
Priority 1 Tier $ 28,800,000
{Funded Projects) ($ 4,400,000)
Subtotal Priority 1 Tier $ 24,400,000
Priority 2 —4 Tiers $ 6,300,000 to $8,900,000
| Priority5Téer $ 1,310,000 to 2,300,09_(]'_ _______
Storm Drain (Corrugated Metal Pipe) $ 29,000,000
Missing Infrastructure $ 139,400,000
Subtotal Partial Infrastructure Funding Need $392,400,000 to $396,000,000
Utility Wire Unde:rgrounding2 $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 Utility wire undergrounding is presented separately as it is not typically included within municipal
infrastructure asset management programs and because it has a separate, restricted funding source {Rule 20A
funds).
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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.

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 infrastructure 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 square 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.

The emphasis on infrastructure asset management is being driven by the widely accepted
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 Management Program?

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;

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

¢ 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;

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

¢ 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:
o Provides planned service levels of the infrastructure at the most cost-effective
user costs.
o Provides service levels that contribute to attracting 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:

s 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 replacement.

e 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 look at the infrastructure 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.

e 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 personnel 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 commeon:

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 tools to continually 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 has partially 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, coordinate, 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 $4 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:

¢ 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.

» The replacement cost of that asset at the end of its economically useful life.

/=7
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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 catastrophic 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 template 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 Focus
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 and 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 to 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 20035 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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2008. SDG&E estimates that these projects will exhaust the City’s allocated funds for at

least the next ten years.

Included in the workshop packet is the first phase GIS inventory map for utility wire
undergrounding. It shows projects completed to date, projects planned through 2018 and
remaining above ground wires. This topic will be covered in a second Infrastructure
Management Council Workshop anticipated before the end of the calendar year. That
workshop will include a comprehensive overview of Chula Vista’s current utility
undergrounding program, project selection criteria, progress to date, current plans, unmet
needs and potential funding options.

MISSING CURBS, GUTTERS, SIDEWALKS, PEDESTRIAN RAMPS AND
DEFICIENT CROSS GUTTERS

The City’s Subdivision Manual requires all developers to construct full street improvements
in new developments. In older areas of the City, particularly in formerly unincorporated
arcas, roadway improvements often consisted of only asphaltic concrete (AC) pavement,
sanitary sewers, and minimal drainage improvements. The Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA), which became effective on July 26, 1992, mandated construction of pedestrian
access ramps (also known as ADA ramps) in all new developments and
areas where the City is applying pavement overlays or reconstructing the
street.

As a start toward creating an Infrastructure Asset Management Program,
City staff has completed an inventory of all missing sidewalks, curbs,
gutters, and pedestrian ramps, and estimated the cost by elementary school
attendance area. This approach was undertaken in response to City Council interest in
ensuring safe, uninterrupted routes to school and in order to position the City for increased
success with the federal Safe Routes to School grant program. This approach also allowed
the City to enhance partnerships with the Southbay Partnership; Healthy Eating and Active
Communities; and Walk San Diego who have started a walking audit effort for Chula
Vista’s Elementary Schools.

Preliminary analysis of missing infrastructure of this type and construction estimates (2006
dollars) are summarized in the table below. It is important to note that this effort focused
only on missing infrastructure due to funding, staffing and time constraints. Although the
public works departments (Engineering, General Services and Public Works) have begun
some work to create comprchensive databases for deficiencies (cracks, buckling, etc.) in
these areas, a comprehensive, complete inventory/condition assessment of deficient
infrastructure has not been completed.

MISSING SIDEWALKS, CURBS, GUTTERS AND PEDESTRIAN RAMPS

TYPE OF INFRASTRUC Thv
161,933 feet of missing sidewalks $ 24289925
147,716 feet of missing sidewalks, curbs and gutters $107.094,091
1,223 missing pedestrian ramps $ 7,949,500
TOTAL $139,333,516
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Staff also compiled a list of 87 cross-gutters consisting of those about which residents have
inquired or that cross major streets (collectors and arterials). These were prioritized based
on traffic volumes, speed limit grade differential and the presence of a stop sign. This
information is now being integrated into street improvement and traffic signal installation
projects as funding allows.

Because there are no readily.available funding sources for this type of infrastructure work
such as restricted 20A funds for utility wire undergrounding or Transnet funding for
transportation/street projects, these types of municipal projects are especially challenging to
initiate and complete.

Thus, current project prioritization is primarily driven by availability of specific funding
(e.g., CDBG funding in eligible areas) and special compatibility with grant opportunities
and/or legislative funding opportunities. Project prioritization is also often influenced by
resident input.

This topic is also planned for more in-depth coverage in a second Infrastructure
Management Council Workshop anticipated before the end of the calendar year. The phase
one GIS map in the workshop packet shows elementary schools and other attractors within
that school’s attendance boundary, location of missing sidewalks, curbs and gutters, and
estimated funding requirements (in 2006 dollars) by school attendance boundaries.

The next workshop will include a comprehensive overview of Chula Vista’s progress to
date, current plans, unmet needs, recommended project selection criteria and potential
funding options. It is hoped that this timing will also allow for more information to be
available regarding the outcome of several grant submissions, a legislative funding request
and a grant funded pedestrian master plan component—all of which could impact this
component of the Infrastructure Asset Management Program.

DRAINAGE

One of the areas of focus for tonight’s workshop is drainage. This section provides an
executive summary of the drainage work to date. Attachment 2 is a more in-depth “Report
on Drainage Deficiencies in Chula Vista.”

For this effort, “drainage™ refers specifically 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. This effort included attention to
both condition of the drainage system, as well as an analysis of the capacity of the system
(i.., Are various components sized correctly to manage the amount of flow estimated for a
100-year flood event?).

Special Challenges with “Urban Runoff” and Flood Control
Structures included under the drainage umbrella are intended to manage urban runoff (storm

water and otherwise) and provide flood control.

Urban runoff originates in every neighborhood throughout the city and heads directly to our
beaches and waterways through our flood control channels. We are currently struggling to
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adequately address the growing need to maintain this aging infrastructure, with special
attention to the fact that the flood control system is the primary conduit for urban runoff.

Management of urban runoff continues to be one of the greatest challenges that local
governments struggle to resolve; yet it remains relatively under the radar of the general
public. Federal, state and regional mandates in this area have grown exponentially, with a
new permit with more stringent requirements being adopted just within the last three
months.

While continually more stringent National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements have caused local governments to take a more innovative and
proactive role in combating water pollution, only so much improvement can be realized
through designing and implementing new structural best management practices. Improved
infrastructure must be combined with active and consistent public outreach to raise public
awareness of this issue and how individual social behavior directly impacts our local water
quality. Raising awareness is the first step to sustained behavior change.

A recent Orange County survey showed that the public is generally unaware of what the
term urban runoff means, and that there was little knowledge that the sanitary sewer system
and the storm water system are two separate infrastructure systems with two entirely
different forms of treatment. Learning that the storm water system empties directly into the
bay without the benefit of removing any contaminants and pollution often comes as a
surprise to the general population. However, data from several California cities show that
water quality issues actually attract a high level of attention with residents. This information
can be used to develop a highly effective public outreach program.

Municipalities currently have a unique opportunity to maintain drainage infrastructure while
providing a benefit to water quality--not only with the primary focus of protecting both life
and property, but also with a pursuit of a multi-purpose approach to projects that not only
provides for flood control protection and operations, but which also balances ecosystem
issues such as habitat restoration and water quality requirements.

In addition, both the general public and the regulatory community must be encouraged to
accept and promote the need to balance water quality, habitat and ecosystem restoration and
flood control issues. Often there is a preference for scenic and heavily vegetated flood
control waterways in lieu of concrete channels. However, when the need for flood capacity
demands the removal of some vegetation, it becomes extremely difficult to win approval
from the regulatory agencies as well as environmentally sensitive members of the general
public.

Undertaking “simple” maintenance activities requires significant work to assess each
location’s unique environmental requirements and to interface with the regulatory agencies
to secure the appropriate permits. Tt is recommended that the City undertake at least this
step so that maintenance activities can begin.

A



04/05/07 Workshop
Page 13 of 35

The City’s Historical Efforts and Summary of Current Work
City staff and the City’s consultants have prepared various Drainage Master Plans and

studies from 1964 to the present. The last study to include a list of drainage priorities and
cost estimates was the “Report on Flooding and Proposed Corrective Facilities,” which was
prepared by City staff in May 1992 and presented to City Council in July 1993 in
conjunction with the City’s Growth Management Oversight Commission’s 1992 Annual
Report. A total of 37 projects were identified at a total estimated cost of $13,561,000. As
part of the City’s 2004 Drainage Master Plan, the known existing flooding problems in the
City were identified, with a discussion of the possible solutions.

An analysis of the City’s Capital Improvements Program (CIP) and operations activities
from FY 2002 through FY 2006 shows that an estimated $9.0 miilion has been spent on
drainage projects. Capital appropriations came from a variety of sources including CDBG,
Gas Tax, Storm Drain Fees, and Grant Funds, with the bulk of funding coming from CDBG,
Residential Construction Tax and the Western Chula Vista Financing Program. The last
General Fund contribution was about $0.2 million in FY 2003.

Current Recommended Drainage Projects

Based on the results of the historical studies and a survey of best practices, City staff has
developed a prioritization system for drainage projects. All recommended projects to
address drainage deficiencies, not involving Corrugated Metal Pipe (which is discussed in
the following section), have been grouped into Priority Tiers 1 through 5 based on the
frequency and severity of flooding. FEach Priority Tier contains from three to five
recommended projects. Detailed estimates were prepared for Priority 1 projects, while
rough cost estimate ranges were prepared for Priorities 2 through 4. Priority 5 needs are
currently addressed through maintenance actions; however, they are included for capital
consideration because it has been determined that a capital intervention could eliminate or at
least minimize ongoing maintenance requirements.

The table below summarizes the categories, projects and estimated total funding
requirement (2006 dollars). Priority 1 Tier gives project details; the remaining priority tiers
are summarized in the aggregate and with cost ranges.
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Location Preliminary Cost Estimate

¢ Basin) o {2006 Dollars)

ni as Road d len Sol ad T 0
Bonita Basin: Canyon from Terra Nova Drive to Bonita Road $ 3,900,000
Central Basin: East of Second Avenue and North of H Street $ 1,500,000 (FUNDED)

Central Basin: Hilltop Drive, Hilltop Drive, s/0 H Street to Shasta Street $ 1,800,000

Long Canyon Basin: Canyon from Corral Canyon and East H to channel $ 4,600,000

Telegraph Canyon Basin: Country Club Drive culvert, channel and First | $ 5,600,000
Avenue culvert; Hilltop Park upstream of First Avenue and Millan Court;
east of Hilltop Drive south of Telegraph Canyon Road

Telegraph Canyon Basin; Fourth Avenue to Third Avenue channel and L. | § 7,100,000
Street Culvert

Telegraph Canyon Basin: Moss Street and Fifth Avenue 3 900,000

Telegraph Canyon Basin: Third Avenue and Emerson Street to 900° west; | $ 2,900,000 (FUNDED)
Emerson Street drainage system

Total Priority 1 T' ed Projects

Five recomm
oo - i T

$1,310,000 - $2,260,000

Of the Priority 1 Tier, the Hilltop Drive project ($1.8 million) is recommended for
advancement 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 inability to identify the remainder of the needed funding.

In order to have a complete picture of current and future drainage deficiencies within the
City, staff needs to be able to run various scenarios to determine the effect of development
on the City’s drainage capacity. Staff is proposing a new CIP project which would modify
the software developed with the Drainage Master Plan. This would allow staff to run
various scenarios based on changing conditions, incorporating the County’s latest hydrology
modeling requirements and taking into account the effect of detention basins.

Corrugated Metal Pipe Recommendations
As noted above, recommended drainage projects focus primarily on specific needs to

address current or potential flooding situations.  Corrugated Metal Pipe (CMP)
recommendations relate to the piping system that carries urban runoff and storm water to a
discharge point.

Based on the 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

3 Unable to estimate two of eight projects at this time.
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televised. The remaining approximately two miles of CMP was not inspected due to access

issues. These issues included damaged pipe, paved over or buried access points and

cleanouts that were not installed. CMP is typically one of a municipality’s older assets and
thus records to base an inventory upon can be scarce or inaccurate.

In addition to the recommended drainage projects summarized above, CMP projects have
been placed in a recommended prioritization of effort--from those pipes that require
immediate attention to pipes that are structurally sound but should eventually be lined. The
high cost of these projects is primarily due to their location in very tight work areas, between
structures, under roadways, as well as sensitive environmental issues.

The total CMP need is estimated to be $29 million (2006); more details is provided in the
table below. Should new or increased revenue be realized, a CMP program of $5.8 million
annually for five years is recommended.

ESTIMATED CMP
REPLACEMENT COST

* This line item only gives the total for the added pipe. The rest is under Current CIP.

Funding for Drainage and CMP Projects
Drainage, including CMP, is another area where there are no readily available funding

sources such as restricted 20A funds for utility wire undergrounding or Transnet funding for
transportation/street projects. Ideally, the City would move to a watershed-based program
that could integrate multiple objectives such as ecosystem restoration, flood control
requirements and water quality. An adequate, equitable and dedicated funding source for
drainage, perhaps ultimately approached through watershed-based programs, that would
fund not only capital but also operations and maintenance is needed.

Because there is no specific funding for these types of municipal projects, they are
especially challenging to initiate and complete. Thus, current project prioritization is
primarily driven by availability of specific funding (e.g., CDBG funding in eligible areas)
and special compatibility with grant opportunities and/or legislative funding opportunities.
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Funding sources used in the past have included Storm Drain Fee revenue, Residential
Construction Tax (RCT) and Community Development Block Grants. These funding
sources are now otherwise committed (CDBG to the recently received HUD loan for the
Castle Park sidewalk program; RCT to the Western Chula Vista Infrastructure Financing
Program debt obligation) and/or are insufficient to fund required activities. For example,
current Storm Drain Fee revenue at 70¢ per month per residence is entirely dedicated to
storm drain maintenance and is not even sufficient to fund maintenance activities required to
fulfill federal and state mandates that continue to grow more stringent, let alone fund capital
projects for flood control and storm water management.

Funding for drainage projects and maintenance could be realized from an increase to the 70¢
per month per residence Storm Drain Fee currently in place. FY 2007 revenue projected
from the current fee is just over $500,000--far short of the revenue needed to keep up with
mandated maintenance let alone undertake capital drainage projects. Increasing this fee to
$2.10 per month per residence would result in an estimated $1.5 million in revenue—still
not adequate, but an important option to consider. This would require voter approval. Other
potential funding sources that can be applied more broadly, perhaps to drainage, are
discussed in the funding section at the end of this report.

PAVEMENT

The major focus of tonight’s workshop is pavement management. The pavement contract
season is upon us and determination of a two-year approach is necessary to both optimize
pavement contracting and available funds.

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.

In 1986 the City hired a consultant to begin a system of
pavement inspection using laser detection technology and
City streets were retested using the same method in 1995 and 2002. At that time, laser
inspection was presumed to be the latest technology and was perceived to be more
accurate than visual inspection due to the presumed objectivity of a non-human system.
However, based on the practical experience of our engineering/ operations staff and field
experts, as well as engineering professionals from other municipalities, visual inspection
is currently considered to be a more reliable method of pavement testing if conducted by
trained, experienced professionals to maximize consistent evaluation.

The last pavement condition survey was done by Infrastructure Management Services (IMS)
in the winter of 2002. IMS’s analysis of the City’s data concluded that the City would need
to program and spend a total five-year budget of approximately $46.6 million to maintain
the existing pavement condition level of 76 (on a scale of 0 to 100). A budget scenario was
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run specifying the City’s current annual budget with a 3% yearly inflation factor and it
resulted in a condition level reduction to 71 in five years.

An analysis of the City’s Capital Improvements Program (CIP) and operations activities
from FY 2002 through FY 2006 shows that an estimated $45.9 million has been spent on
street rehabilitation/renovation projects and approximately $25.4 million has been spent on
roadway capacity enhancement projects. This included citywide pavement overlay
contracts for $7.4 million, $2.7 million and $2.5 million; the reconstruction of Main Street
from Broadway to I805 (%35.5 million) and the reconstruction of H Street from I5 to
Broadway.

Capital appropriations came from a variety of sources including CDBG, Gas Tax, Grant
Funds, Residential Construction Tax, and Proposition 42, with the bulk of funding coming
from Transnet. The last General Fund contribution was about $0.9 million in FY 2002.
This General Fund contribution was used for landscaping beautification efforts associated
with the reconstruction of H Street between Broadway and 15.

The most recent contract for pavement testing and management services was awarded by
City Council to Nichols Engineering on January 10, 2006; the results of this work form
the basis of tonight’s recommended next steps.

Rating Pavement

The City’s new (2006) pavement management system is based on visual inspection, and
therefore does not directly correlate to previous inspections. Asphaltic Concrete (AC)
and Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) pavements are scored according to different
criteria. Over 90% of the pavement in the City is AC, which is rated low, medium and
high for the following distresses:

¢ Alligator cracking

o Block cracking

e Distortions (bumps, sags, shoving)

o Longitudinal and transverse cracking

e Deterioration of patching/ utility cuts

» Rutting and depressions

¢ Weathering and raveling (surface wear)

The City’s remaining pavement is either PCC covered with an AC overlay or PCC. If
the pavement has an AC overlay, it is rated according to the categories for AC pavement.
The PCC pavement is rated low, medium and high for the following distresses:

o Corner breaks
¢ Divided (shattered) slab
o Faulting (difference in elevation across a joint)

¢ Linear cracking (longitudinal, transverse and diagonal cracks)
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e Deterioration of patching/ utility cuts
e Scaling and map cracking (network of hairline cracks)
e Spalling (breakdown of slab edges or corner)

The rating for these components is then combined to give a total rating for each street
segment (generally from intersection to intersection). These ratings can be categorized
as follows:

o Excellent to Very Good: 100 down to 85
e Good: 85 downto 70

e Fair: 70 down to 50

e Poor: 50 down to 25

e VeryPoor: 25t0 0

2006 Chula Vista Pavement Ratings

The current estimated citywide pavement rating is 79 with the range of scores falling
between 13 and 100. As noted above, comparing the details of the 2006 numbers to the
2002 numbers is an apples to oranges comparison given the different methodologies.

The map packet for tonight’s workshop includes a GIS-based citywide view of the
pavement condition by street segment.

The Case Against “Worst-First” and the Case for a Pavement Management System
The philosophy of pavement preventative maintenance — applying the right treatment on the

right street at the right time — represents a dramatic change in philosophy, strategy and
 direction for most agencies and particularly for the public.

Previously, the most 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.

Pavement preventative maintenance programs begin, either formally or informally, with the
concept that cost-effective treatments can be applied earlier in a pavement’s life. These
treatments are thinner, are very cost-effective, are constructed relatively rapidly with
minimal disruption to the motoring public, and reach or exceed their design lives because
they are applied to pavements that are in generally good condition.
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Pavement management is the process of evaluating and tracking the conditions of streets,
identifying when streets require maintenance/ rehabilitation, and choosing the appropriate
maintenance/ rehabilitation method for those streets. Experts conduct an evaluation of the
pavement surface, each street is then ranked based on a Pavement Condition Index (PCI),
and finally an appropriate maintenance strategy is recommended based on this PCI. This
process also includes budgeting for street maintenance funding and conducting
inventories of street assets. An effective pavement management system provides a
systematic and objective method for determining priorities and the optimal time for
repair.

Even though transportation/street maintenance is one of the few areas where regional and
state monies are allocated (Transnet, Proposition 42, Proposition 1B), needs continue to
exceed available funding. Most public agencies face financial constraints and must make
choices about how to spend their limited transportation dollars. Even with dedicated
pavement preventative maintenance funding, a choice must be made regarding how to
maintain pavement. When funding constraints are present, preventative maintenance and
worst-first strategies are incompatible.

Pavement Rehabilitation Methods

All streets deteriorate over time and will eventually require some form of maintenance.
The timing and type of maintenance needed for any given street depends on several
variables including the condition of the street, the type of traffic on the street, and the
structural properties of the street. A pavement management system tracks and quantifies
these factors. This provides the City with helpful information that can be used to decide
which streets require maintenance, when to perform the maintenance, and how much it
will cost.

The type of maintenance strategy selected is based on the condition of the street. A
street in the Excellent to Very Good Category may not require any maintenance other
than crack filling, while a street in the Very Poor category may need a total
reconstruction, involving removal and/or recycling of the current asphalt and base
courses. Costs increase exponentially depending on the level of treatment — crack
sealing and a Rubber Emulsified Aggregate Slurry (REAS — also known as a Flex Seal)
costs $3.00 to $4.00 per square yard (including soft costs), while a complete
reconstruction costs approximately $65.00 to $135.00 per square yard. Even when
considering the longer life provided by a reconstruction or overlay (approximately 25
years for a reconstruction or 15 to 20 years for an overlay as compared to five to seven
years for a seal) it is apparent that sealing a street is more cost-effective.

4
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The typical pavement deterioration curve is shown below. A pavement surface
deteriorates exponentially after a certain point is reached, generally in the Fair category

Pavement Deterioration Curve
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(between 60 and 70). Beyond that point, more expensive rehabilitation methods will be
required, such as overlays or total reconstruction.

Following is a description of maintenance and rehabilitation methods that have been
used by the City:

1.

REAS Seal: Rubber Emulsified Aggregate Slurry (REAS) seals, also known as
Flex Seals, are ideally applied every five to seven years after street construction or
rehabilitation in order to maintain the pavement surface on streets with little to no
structural failure. A slurry seal is a thin (less than one-inch thick) layer of asphalt
emulsion, dense aggregate, water and additives that are mixed together and
applied on the pavement. Crack sealing/ filling should be done prior to application
of the seal. This method is the least expensive of the strategies used by the City
for rehabilitating the entire street surface. The unit price for this application is
approximately $3.00 to $4.00 per square yard, including overhead and soft costs.
If streets needing this strategy are ignored, the pavement surface will deteriorate
at an exponential rate, thus requiring a more expensive pavement maintenance
strategy, such as an ARAM seal coat or pavement overlay.

Chip Seals: For non-residential streets (typically arterials and collectors), a chip
seal is an appropriate maintenance strategy. A chip seal involves spraying a thin
layer of asphalt emulsion, and then immediately spreading a thin aggregate cover.
This creates a rougher surface with greater friction than slurry seals, which is
more appropriate for higher speeds. Like a slury seal, this method should be
used in conjunction with crack sealing/ filling. The unit price for this application
is approximately $6.50 per square yard.

ARAM Seal Coat: The ARAM Seal Coat method of pavement rehabilitation is
performed on streets in which the pavement condition requires more than a REAS
slurry seal, but not necessarily a pavement overlay. Streets requiring this
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pavement strategy typically have no structural failure, but have minor cracking,
This seal coat strategy consists of the application of an Asphalt Rubber Aggregate
Membrane (ARAM) chip seal over the existing pavement surface in conjunction
with crack sealing/ filling. This method of rehabilitation costs approximately
$8.00 per square yard.

4. Pavement Overlays: Pavement overlays are applied on streets that show signs of
structural failure, such as alligator cracking. - Dig-outs (four-inch deep removal
and replacement of failed pavement) are performed to remove the areas of
structural failure and a minimum 1%” thick pavement overlay is placed above the
existing pavement surface to complete this method of rehabilitation. ADA
requirements would trigger the installation of pedestrian ramps if there are no
existing ramps or the existing ramps are deemed non-compliant. The work for
this application typically includes edge grinding, adjustment of manholes/ valves/
monuments, and pedestrian ramp construction. The unit price for this method of
rehabilitation is approximately $34.00 per square yard for a 12" thick overlay.

5. Pavement Reconstruction: Pavement reconstruction is performed on streets that
cannot be rehabilitated by any of the strategies mentioned above. Streets
requiring reconstruction show evidence of overall structural failure and need to
have the existing pavement and base course removed/recycled so that they can be
reconstructed with an adequately designed pavement section, which is based on
several factors: street classification, traffic index and R-Value (resistance value)
of the subgrade soils. Many of these streets were not designed for modern day
transportation requirements (e.g., heavier vehicles, higher volumes). The
estimated cost of reconstruction varies from $65.00 per square yard for a cul-de-
sac to $135.00 per square yard based on thickness of the pavement and base
course.

Existing Conditions :

As of January 2006, the City had approximately 441 centerline miles of public streets and
alleys, of which approximately 431 centerline miles are public streets that are open to
traffic. This is somewhat higher than the 387.3 center line miles of accepted streets
reported in the Fiscal Year 2005-06 GASB 34 report, due to additional streets accepted
since the time the last GASB was prepared. The total City street network by functional
class and average PCI is provided in the table below.

As the chart below indicates, the average PCI for Chula Vista’s 431 centerline miles of
public paved streets is 79 as of 2006, which puts the average street in Good condition. If
no rehabilitation were done over the next ten years, the average PCI for the entire
network would be projected to drop below 60. Should the overall network fall below 70,
it becomes almost impossible to catch up with the backlog.
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CHULA VISTA PAVEMENT NETWORK

Centerline % of Network
Miles by Area
46.5 18.9%
74.4 19.6%
309.9 - 60.6%
10.1 0.9%
4409 Ei 100%

Streets were also rated by functional class. It was determined that the City’s arterials,
which comprise approximately 18.9% of the City’s network, have an average PCI of 80.
Residential streets, with about 60.6% of the network, have a PCI of 79, while collector
streets, with about 19.6% of the network, have an average PCI of 77.

The phase one GIS map included in the workshop packet provides specific street
information. Please note that the Excellent to Very Good and Good categories are
combined; the Fair, Poor and Very Poor categories are shown separately. The map
provides the detail regarding the greater proportion of poor streets in western Chula
Vista. The older portion of eastern Chula Vista west of Brandywine Ave./ Medical
Center Drive also has a large concentration of fair and poor streets.

City-owned alleys have generally not been included in the City’s pavement rehabilitation
programs, because they are considered to be secondary access ways that are only used by
vehicles serving the local properties. However, should the City pursue a comprehensive
Infrastructure Asset Management Program, alleys should be included as a managed asset.

Approximately half the alleys are PCC, which is considered to be the standard for alleys
due to usage by trash trucks, and they are in excellent to good condition. Approximately
1.1 miles have a gravel or dirt surface and were not rated. The remaining alleys are ACC,
are in Poor to Very Poor condition, and most require total reconstruction. Privately
owned alleys would not be eligible for city-funded maintenance.

Pavement Rehabilitation Scenarios

In the past, the City sometimes used resident request to assist in the formation of
priorities for the construction of street improvements. Transitioning to a
true pavement management approach would minimize the use of citizen
request data instead relying on objective assessment and computerized
analysis.

True implementation of a pavement management system is often difficult
for residents to understand because relatively new streets may be seen
receiving treatment (the average person may not understand the difference between a
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seal, an overlay, etc.) whereas a street needing reconstruction may appear to be ignored.
The reality is that the pavement management system drives the best use of dollars to
avoid having the pace of streets falling into the reconstruct category outpace available
funding.

The purpose of a pavement management system is to enable the City
to use its pavement dollars in the most cost-effective manner so that
the overall pavement condition is as good as possible. Therefore, it is
generally more cost effective to do a balanced program of seals and
overlays than to just do all the worst streets. If seals and overlays are
applied at the right time, further deterioration can be avoided, thereby
postponing or eliminating a more expensive type of repair. If a street
requires reconstruction, timing is not as important, since further
deterioration will not affect the type of treatment required. Also due to
the high cost of reconstruction, many more streets can be rehabilitated
using seals or overlays.

The StreetSaver® program is the basis for the City’s updated pavement management
system.  StreetSaver® is non-proprietary software originally developed by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission of the San Francisco Bay Area, so it is
specifically based on California road conditions and is one of the most widely used

pavement management programs in the State. The StreetSaver® program includes a
number of assumptions that can be reset by the user.

Initially, staff is using many of the assumptions recommended by the City’s consultant.
The assumptions will be revisited as practical experience is gained with our city streets
and their unique characteristics. - Priority is given to the City’s major streets through
weighting factors: Arterials are given a weighting factor of 1.0, while collectors have a
factor of 0.72 and residential streets have a factor of 0.55. The program schedules seals
for residential streets every seven years, and every five years for arterials and collectors.
There is a PCI cap of 90, which assumes that no treatment will be necessary if the PCl is
above 90.

A copy of the StreetSaver® Decision Tree is attached (see Attachment 3). The
Preventive Maintenance Decision Tree only applies to pavement in Good to Very Good
condition (PCI is greater than 70). Fair streets (noted as “Good” in the Decision Tree)
fall into either Category III if there are significant load-related distresses, such as alligator
cracking or rutting, or Category II if not. Poor and Very Poor Streets are classified as
Category IV and V, respectively. For Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) pavement, the
Consultant estimated that five percent of the slabs would need to be replaced for
Categories II and I, and 15 percent would need to be replaced for Category IV. For
asphalt (AC) pavement, standard treatments used by the City are included. However, it is
assumed that a thicker (2”) overlay should be used for Category III Arterials due to the
larger traffic loads. Milling/grinding will probably be necessary if the street has been
overlaid in the past in order to reduce the height of the street, particularly at the gutter.
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The Consultant has recommended one additional treatment for Arterials and Collectors in

Poor condition, and that is the RAC Overlay. This type of overlay uses less asphalt and
includes rubber recycled from old tires. This treatment is very temperature sensitive, but
it can increase durability if properly applied and it can also reduce traffic noise. The cost
has generally been higher than conventional AC overlays, but it has become more cost-
effective with the increasing price of petroleum and asphalt.

Staff then used the StreetSaver® software to look at several types of programs over a ten-
year period for 2006 through 2015. Six of these scenarios are summarized below. All
scenarios are in 2006 dollars. Based on the current condition of the City’s streets, the
City’s consultant has determined that the City is starting out with an estimated backlog of
$43 million in streets that need maintenance and/or rehabilitation. It should be noted that
the reconstruct estimates included in the backlog are for pavement surface only, funding
estimates for other infrastructure complexities that challenge project initiation and
completion (e.g., right-of-way, drainage, etc.) were not estimated with this project phase.

One of the major funding sources for the City’s pavement/transportation projects to date
has been Transnet (approximately $5 million to $6 million annually). The original
Transnet was scheduled to end in FY 2008; an extension was approved by voters and
begins in FY 2009. The Transnet extension imposes more strenuous restrictions on the
use of funding, including a requirement that 70% of a city’s funding allocation must go
towards “capacity enhancing” activities—major street rehabilitations qualify as capacity
enhancing. Only 30% of funds may be used for maintenance (including seals). This
assumption has been built into the budget scenarios described below; however it may
threaten the optimal implementation of a pavement management system. If this is the
case, the Transnet extension provides an appeal process that staff recommends be
undertaken if necessary to support the practical application of a pavement management
system.

Scenario 1: Ideal Budget. This scenario answers the question, “What would be the
funding requirement to eliminate the current estimated backlog and maintain or improve
the overall PCI?” The analysis shows that an approximate investment of $19.2 million
per year for ten years (actual total is $188.1 million) would eliminate the backlog by the
end of the tenth year and improve the City’s overall PCI from 79 to 81 A

Scenario 2: Budget to Maintain Current PCI (79). In order to maintain the current PCI of

79 over a ten-year timeframe, an expenditure of $14.5 million per year for the first six
years and about $20 million for the last four years is required. The total ten-year
expenditure requirement is approximately $171 million. The backlog drops to
approximately $30 million in this funding scenario.

Scenario 3: Existing Budget (High). This scenario takes all funding already appropriated
for pavement activities for Fiscal Year 2007, anticipated Transnet funding over the next

4 1t should be noted however that reconstruct estimates included in the backlog are for pavement surface
only, funding estimates for other infrastructure complexities that challenge project initiation and
completion (e.g., right-of-way, drainage, etc.) were not estimated with this project phase.
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five-years, interest earnings on Transnet, anticipated Proposition 42 funding, plus the
addition of funds previously and currently allocated for reconstruction of North
Broadway and North Fourth Avenue from Davidson Street to SR-54. It assumes that
these streets will be considered by the software based on their current attributes, and will
compete with all other streets in Chula Vista on the basis of the pavement management
system criteria. The total assumed funding is $70,304,665 over ten years. At the end of
that period, the Citywide PCI is estimated to decrease from 79 to 68, with the backlog
increasing to approximately $130 million (compared to $160 million if the existing
budget is not revised).

Scenario 4: Existing Budget (Low). This is based on the City’s existing five-year plan
for use of Transnet funds, plus Proposition 42 funding. The second five-year period is
assumed to be the same. The total funding would be $39,804,000 over ten years. At the
end of that period, the Citywide PCI is estimated to decrease from 79 to 64, with the
backlog increasing to approximately $160 million—almost four times the current
estimate.

All these scenarios assume an average rate of deterioration based on available data for
California streets. The scenarios do not assume the addition of new streets to the
network, which increases the citywide average PCI and adds to the inventory that must be
managed.

Due to the high cost or unacceptable end result of these scenarios, two additional
scenarios have been run covering only two years each. This allows the City to consider
additional revenue streams during the two-year period.

Scenario 5: Two-Year High Budget. This scenario is the two-year version of Scenario 3
above. It assumes a budget of $11.5 million in FY 2007 and $9.5 million in FY 2008. It
includes the transfer of funds from the North Broadway and North Fourth Avenue CIP
projects in order to let those projects receive equal consideration with all other City street
in the automated program. It also assumes that all available Transnet and Proposition 42
funds will be applied to the rehabilitation program in 2007. The anticipated Proposition
1B allocation of $3.5 million is included in the FY 2008 figure. The most significant
difference between this scenario and Scenario 3 is that the backlog increases to an
estimated $115 million as compared to $130 million because more streets on the edge of
dropping into the rehabilitation category within the first two years are pulled back into
the “less-cost-required” maintenance category.

Since the percentage of maintenance funds from Transnet will be limited to 30%
beginning in July 2008 assuming an appeal is not approved, staff will be recommending
that the majority of the currently unrestricted Transnet funding go toward preventive
maintenance in 2007. Although the $11.5 million available in the first year is
significantly higher than what the City has been able to typically put toward pavement, it
is significantly lower than the $20 million required to maintain the current PCI (see
Scenario 1); therefore, the PCI after two years’ treatment in this scenario is projected to
decrease from 79 to 76.
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Scenario 6: Two-Year Low Budget: This scenario is the two-year version of Scenario 4

above. This scenario assumes that the North Broadway and Fourth Avenue projects will

remain in the CIP and be implemented. Therefore, the remaining pavement budget will

be approximately $3.1 million in 2007 and $1.7 million in 2008. The maintenance

percentages will be similar to the previous scenarios. The PCI after two years’ treatment
is projected to be 75.

For the purposes of these scenario runs, no funding was allocated toward reconstruction
projects, due to the fact that such projects are expensive and not cost-effective on a
citywide basis. However, the inventory and condition assessment process did include
identification of streets needing reconstruction. Results indicate that 24 street segments
of a total 2,841 street segments needed reconstruction in 2006; another 13 are
recommended for reconstruction in 2007, and; an additional 24 segments are
recommended for 2008. The total estimated funding requirement for these three years is
approximately $11.7 million for these three years.

Given constructability issues, the real cost of reconstructing these streets could be several
times that amount. It is recommended that the City seek out additional funding through
grant opportunities and legislative earmarks or bonding as discussed as an option later in
this report. These streets would be selected outside the Pavement Management System,
and would be ranked based upon the following criteria: Condition (PCI rating),
Classification, Constructability (including sufficient right-of-way and consideration of
the degree of drainage and missing infrastructure issues), as well as Citizens’ Requests.

Due to the City’s extensive backlog, Scenario 5 is the recommended as an immediate
next step. Should this recommendation be accepted, just over $11.5 million in pavement
work would be contracted out before the end of FY 2007 and an estimated $9.5 million
would be contracted out in FY 2008. The most distinct advantage of this Scenario is that
it avoids an additional $30 million of backlog accruing at the end of ten years.

During the two years test run, the Collector and Arterial Streets would be re-inspected
giving an actual indication of the rate of deterioration of City streets to compare to the
projected rates assumed in the software model. This would also give staff an opportunity
to propose an alternative method of financing a more aggressive rehabilitation program
should tonight’s Council direction indicate an interest in doing so.

Analyzing Final Program Choices Before Implementation
While the StreetSaver® software generates various objective scenarios for consideration,

staff must evaluate each variation. Further evaluation includes actual street pavement
performance as compared to the model’s assumptions, practical observations compared to
the software’s recommendations, updated construction costs and application of treatment
methodologies, etc.

The software generates scenarios for a five-year program. Before proceeding with each

year’s implementation of the selected five-year scenario, staff will look across the five-
year window and may group street segments appearing any where within the five-year
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window to ensure that the resulting paving contract is bundled to make the most
economic use of available funding.

Other Considerations for Pavement Management
No-Cut Rule: A no-cut rule or moratorium on excavations specifies that no excavations

are allowed for a certain number of years after pavement overlays unless emergency
circumstances prevail. If a no-cut rule exists, the most common time frame is three years,
although in some cases it is longer (e.g., five years). The prevalence of a no-cut rule
varies significantly depending on the culture in the municipality, the degree of
development (high development areas used fewer no-cut rules) and community
sensitivity in regard to repeat disruptions. It should be noted that even when a no-cut rule
exists, its success in restricting repeat excavations is variable. Unless this is understood
when instituting a no-cut rule, false expectations can be raised which, in turn can lead to
negative community perceptions.

Pavement Restoration Procedures: With respect to actual road repair procedures, various
mechanisms are used by municipalities ranging from the utility company repairing the
excavation to municipal specifications, to the city coordinating the final pavement
restoration at the utility company’s expense, to a flat charge pavement repair system
which transfers the responsibility for the final repair to the City in exchange for a per
square foot charge to the utility company.

Pavement Degradation Fees: An inherent by-product of utility cuts is the reduced service
life of pavements. No matter how well a utility cut is repaired, the nature of the
excavation process and the disturbance of the sub-base have a significant effect on
lessening the overall life of the pavement infrastructure.

Municipalities that have implemented such a fee have related the fee to the age of the last
overlay. Others have adopted a flat rate for ease of administration. Technically, a
relationship to the age of the last overlay is a more accurate method of reflecting the true
effects of utility cuts on pavement life.

Developer Requirements: Currently, developers are required to seal coat a new street
after paving. However, current knowledge regarding the chemistry and wear of
pavement indicates that it would be preferable to omit the seal coat directly after paving
and to place the funds for this work into a City account to seal coat the street after at least
three years of use. This would cover the City’s first normal maintenance cost for the
street.

Idealistically, the City should require optimal design standards for all new street
construction and reconstruction. Although this may increase costs for developers and the
City initially, the longer wear and consequent deferral of expensive resurfacing and
reconstruction projects will benefit the City and its residents in the long term.

It is recommended that all of these concepts be further studied for potential
implementation. ‘
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Current Funding Sources for Local Streets and Roads
This part of the report covers various funding sources that have been used in the past for
pavement repair and rehabilitation. A more general discussion of infrastructure funding
occurs toward the end of the report. The sources of funding for local streets and roads
include the following:

Gas Tax: This refers to the gasoline excise tax (Highway Users Tax) that is paid by
consumers at the gas pump. As specified in Sections 2105 — 2110 of the California
Streets and Highways Code, a portion of this revenue is distributed to California cities
based on the ratio of a given city’s population to the population of California cities as a
whole as well as the city’s actual maintained miles. Cities with populations between
100,000 and 500,000 also receive an additional $10,000 per year. These revenues vary
on a monthly basis, but the City’s annual revenue has generally been between $4.0
million and $5.0 million.

These revenues can be used for research, planning, design, administration, construction
and maintenance of public streets, highways, mass transit guideways and related facilities
for non-motorized traffic. Acquisition of right-of-way and environmental mitigation
related to such facilities is also eligible for funding. The City has historically allocated
these funds to the operating budget to pay for general street maintenance, such as:
potholing, patching and filling cracks, and street related improvements, such as sidewalks
repair. Generally, a small portion of this funding ($1.0 million or less) has been used for
small Capital Improvement Program (CIP) projects related to transportation planning or
maintenance, such as street signing and striping, cross gutter replacement and the
Neighborhood Traffic and Pedestrian Safety Program. Due to increased maintenance
costs, the use of these funds for CIP projects will be limited in the future.

In the 1970’s and 1980’s, gas tax monies were predominantly used to fund street CIP
projects. While gas tax revenues have increased from $749,000 in 1975 to approximately
$5.0 million in FY 2006, the use of these funds to support street improvement CIP
projects has declined. Meanwhile, the amount used for street operations, traditionally
funded by the General Fund, increased. However, trying to shift gas tax dollars back to
street CIPs without new or increased revenue only results in transferring the shortfall
from street CIPs to street maintenance operations.

Proposition 42 Funds: This proposition was adopted in 2002 and pertains to the Motor
Vehicle Fuel Sales Tax. Funds from this tax were originally allocated to cities in
accordance with Assembly Bill 2928, which was enacted in 2000, and distributed on the
basis of population. Due to State budget shortages, these funds were not distributed to
cities and counties for several years. As a result, a complimentary proposition was
adopted on the California ballot in 2002 in order to amend the California Constitution to
limit and regulate the suspension of this fund transfer.

The City received its first allocation after passage of Proposition 42 in FY 2006.
Proposition 42 funds must be spent by June 30% of the fiscal year following their
allocation. According to Proposition 42 and Section 7104 of the California Revenue and
Taxation Code, the allocation can only be used by cities for street and highway
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maintenance, rehabilitation, reconstruction and storm damage repair. Storm damage

repair is limited to repair, reconstruction and construction of new drainage improvements
in jurisdictions that have been declared Federal disaster areas,

Annual revenue is estimated to be $1.0 million with the exception of FY 2008. Since an
advance of Proposition 42 funding was provided to California cities, there will be a one-
year gap of Proposition 42 funding.

Transnet: San Diego County voters originally approved The Transnet Program in
November 1987, with funding to be provided by a % percent sales tax in place from 1988
through March 31, 2008. One third of the revenues are allocated by SANDAG to local
agencies for local streets and roads funding. Funds from the original Transnet program
can be used to repair and rehabilitate existing roadways, to reduce congestion and
improve safety, and to construct needed facilities. The original program is slated to
expire at the end of June 2008.

In November 2006, San Diego County voters approved a 40-year Transnet
Extension (to April 2048). This extension gives priority to facilities
contributing to congestion relief. As of FY 2009, at least 70 percent of
funds distributed to local agencies must be used to fund construction of new
or expanded facilities, major rehabilitation and reconstruction of roadways,
traffic signalization, transportation infrastructure to support Smart Growth,
capital improvements for transit facilities, and operating support for local
shuttle and circulator transit routes. No more than 30 percent of Transnet
funds can be used for local street and road maintenance. SANDAG has
defined major rehabilitation as including pavement overlays one-inch thick or greater.

SANDAG has also proposed a one percent limitation (included as part of the 30 percent)
for all planning and studies not directly related to a project. The City’s revenue from this
source has recently averaged from $5.0 million to $6.0 million.

General Fund: For the most part, the General Fund has not been used to fund street
rehabilitation and maintenance. However, all of the above funding sources have a
“Maintenance of Effort” provision that requires the City to spend at least as much out of
its discretionary funds (local funds that have “no strings” on their usage) as it spent
during some period prior to the passage of the legislation authorizing the funding. The
Gas Tax and original Transnet legislation stipulates funding equal to the amount spent
during FY 1985; the Transnet extension requires funding equal to the average of FY 2001
through 2003 adjusted every three years based on the Construction Cost Index developed
Caltrans; and Proposition 42 requires funding at the average level of FY 1997 through FY
1999. This requirement has been met through expenditures within the operating budget
to finance staff costs associated with the City’s street maintenance crews.

Legislation: Several bond measures qualified for the November 2006 ballot. The ballot
measure impacting transportation most is SB1266, the Highway Safety, Traffic
Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006, which was approved by
voters in November. $1.0 billion will go directly to cities for traffic congestion relief,
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traffic safety, transit, storm damage, maintenance, construction and other projects to

improve local streets. Preliminarily, Chula Vista’s share has been calculated at

approximately $7.0 million. It currently appears that California cities receiving over

$400,000 will receive their allocations in two equal portions in 2008 and 2010; this
funding has been factored into Scenario 5 (the recommended scenario).

Local projects eligible for the $4.5 billion in the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account
{the largest portion of funding) needed to be nominated by SANDAG. The SANDAG
Board approved a list of projects on December 15, 2006. The project of most interest to
the City is the addition of two High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes to I-805 between
SR-94 and Palomar Street. Subsequently, the California Transportation Commission did
not approve this project.

New and/or Increased Funding Possibilities

Vehicle Registration Fees: Recently, State legislation has been proposed to allow local
counties to impose new vehicle registration fees for clean water purposes. Congestion
management and street cleaning are considered approved programs for clean water
purposes. In 2004, San Mateo County was authorized to enact a $4 annual fee per
registered vehicle.

Alternative Funding Sources: There may be alternative funding sources available for
some of the City’s larger projects, particularly gateways such as North Fourth Avenue.
These projects may involve pavement rchabilitation, in addition to landscaping and other
enhancements. It is recommended that staff pursue grants and Federal earmarks, where
appropriate, for this work.

The State Recycling Board offers several small grants for the implementation of RAC
overlay programs. In the past, these grants have not been enough to subsidize the cost
differential between RAC and conventional overlays. However, City staff should pursue
these grants if a decision is made to do a RAC overlay contract.

Although general practice has dissuaded municipalities from issuing bonds for street
maintenance activities, a new school of thought is arising. The possibility of issuing
bonds to reduce the pavement rehabilitation backlog, particularly the streets that would
require reconstruction is beginning to get attention. This approach is getting more
attention as “new” streets (i.e., reconstructed streets) are estimated to have a life of 25- to
30-years when pavement management strategies are utilized.  Therefore, after
reconstruction, street life exceeds the time required to retire the debt.

Based on a five-percent bond issue with an assumed 20-year payback, the following table
summarizes the debt service and total actual pay out associated with various potential
funding levels:

$10.0 million $0.80 million $16.00 million
$20.0 million $1.60 million $32.00 million
$30.0 million $2.40 million $48.22 million
$40.0 million $3.20 million $64.00 million
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Another option may be to borrow funds from the State Revolving Fund or SANDAG,
which charge low interest rates. However, in response to an earlier Council referral
regarding the use of Proposition 42 monies to secure a bond--neither a bond issue nor
borrowing funds should be considered unless there is a specific and secure source of
future revenue that can be identified. This is not currently the case.

Additionally, there should be a specific advantage to having more money up front and a
specific use for the borrowed money. In the case of pavement, the specific use would be
street reconstruction. Treatments any less than reconstruction do not result in an
extension of service life that exceeds the time required to retire the debt.

Next Steps for a Pavement Management Effort
If the recommendations regarding the immediate next two years are approved, staff will

proceed with finalizing a StreetSaver® data run for a recommended five-year program
that will be the basis of the execution of a paving contract to begin this calendar year.
After advertisement, the recommended award of the contract will come back to the City
Council with the list of streets, total amount of award, anticipated impact on the city’s
overall PCI, etc.

After tonight’s workshop, all policy discussion and specific direction will be integrated
into a more specific pavement management recommendation for implementation with the
2010 fiscal year. For instance, should the City Council direct further investigation into
pavement policies (e.g., potential implementation of a no-cut rule) and/or further
investigation of potential new or enhanced revenue streams, the resulting recommended
pavement management program would be significantly different than the result of a
maintained status quo situation. Final recommendations and projected results will be
brought to the City Council for consideration, discussion and approval.

PAYING FOR CHULA VISTA’S INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEM

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 Y percent sales tax in 2006 for general
governmental purposes. The City cited the need for funding of capital needs
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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.

* 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. It 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, a 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 projected 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.

ary and Storm Sewers $271

i
anit

City of San Jose S

City of San Jose Library $25
San Diego County Vector Control $11
Santa Clara Valley Water District Flood Control $30
Santa Clara Valley Water District Clean and Safe Creeks $41
Santa Clara County Vector Control s
Alameda County Street Lighting $15

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
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