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Limitations  
 

To prepare this analysis, information from the participating agencies, which is considered to be 

accurate and reliable, served as the primary reference source.  CIP information detailed by each 

agency, such as project cost data, was not subjected to an accuracy review nor was it 

independently verified.
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1. Executive Summary 
 

The Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency (BAWSCA) was formed in 2003 via 

legislative action (AB 2058) to represent the water interests of 26 member agencies in 

Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Mateo Counties.  Each member agency purchases water supplied 

by the San Francisco Regional Water System (SF RWS).  Collectively, BAWSCA agencies 

purchase roughly two-thirds of the water supplied by the SF RWS and pay roughly two-thirds 

of the costs to operate the SF RWS.   

 

BAWSCA is the only entity having the authority to directly represent the needs of the cities, 

water districts and private utilities (wholesale customers) that depend on the SF RWS.  

BAWSCA is also the only entity having the authority to perform regional water supply 

reliability planning on behalf of its member agencies. 

 

BAWSCA member agencies have long-term contracts for water with the City/County of San 

Francisco (San Francisco).  The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) operates the 

SF RWS.  BAWSCA provides the vehicle for member agencies to work with SFPUC on an 

equal basis.   

 

In large part due to their reliance on the SF RWS coupled with their revenue commitments, it 

is critical that the wholesale customers have a well-maintained and efficient water supply 

system. This objective leads them to pay attention to the capital improvements that are 

proposed and implemented by the SFPUC.  BAWSCA monitors and participates in SFPUCõs 

capital planning process to represent the interests of the wholesale customers of the regional 

water system. 

 

In 2018, BAWSCA began working with the SFPUC staff on amendments to the 2009 Water 

Supply Agreement (WSA) in place with SFPUCõs Water Enterprise.  That effort was completed 

in early 2019.  An updated and restated WSA (also termed the 2019 WSA) was executed by all 

parties (SFPUC and BAWSCAõs Member Agencies) as of August 2019.  One amendment to the 

2009 WSA requires the SFPUC to formally engage with BAWSCA during the SFPUCõs 

development of its 10-year CIP. The BAWSCA Capital Improvement Planning Comparison 

Study (Study) serves as an initial contribution to the upcoming FY2021-2030 update to the CIPs 
covering the regional water system (Water Enterprise CIP and Hetch Hetchy Water CIP). 

 

This Study summarizes the capital planning processes in place at the SFPUC and at other water 

suppliers (participating agencies) to identify best practices for capital planning processes. The 

Study was conducted through a review of CIP documents as well as interviews with staff from 

participating agencies in Spring/Summer 2018.   
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Selection of Part icipating Agencies  

Nine water suppliers, including SFPUC, were selected for participation in the Study.  This 

number is small enough to be manageable yet large enough to draw meaningful comparisons. 

Selection factors included size of agency, services provided, geographic location, and customer 

types (i.e., retail-only, retail wholesale mix, etc.).  

 

Typical CIP Content and Development Process  

CIPs are typically designed to inform the reader, often policy-level decision makers, about 

upcoming projects to be initiated within a set planning horizon (typically 10 years or less). 

Moreover, CIPs often include greater detail on short-term work efforts planned for the first 

one to two years of the planning horizon.  CIP development involves working with staff to 

identify priorities, engaging with stakeholders through outreach, factoring in regulatory-required 

work, and considering financial limitations. 

 

Side-by-side comparisons of the efforts of the nine participating agencies were conducted to 

identify similar practices as well as unique or noteworthy approaches in CIP development.  

 

Key Observations  

 

Overall, the Study found that the SFPUCõs practices for CIP development and documentation 

were consistent with the other participating agencies.  SFPUCõs CIP is developed in accordance 

with the following best practices: 

 

1. Water utilities develop their CIPs in close coordination with the short-term budgeting 

and long-term fiscal planning processes; and 

 

2. A variety of methods are used to identify needs and assess priority of projects. The final 

selection of adopted plan elements results from input from management review teams, 

governing body guidance, and stakeholder involvement. 

 

Recommendations  

 

BAWSCA recommends the SFPUC consider the following enhancements to the Water 

Enterprise CIP and Hetch Hetchy Water CIP development, documentation and decision-making 

processes: 

 

1. Document the adopted biennial CIP information in a form at that can serve 

as a stand-alone, publicly available report.  The document could discuss the capital 

planning process, identify high priority elements of the plan, and present project-level 

details (including Priority 3 projects not in the adopted spending plan).  Features of this 

documentation could follow the Draft Biennial CIP report contents on regional water 
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system projects required under the new Wholesale Customer Water Supply Agreement 

(WSA) amendment.  Specifically, it would provide project descriptions and justifications, 

details on asset classification plans, project implementation schedules by phases, and 

budget information at a project level, as well as program roll-up including projected 

inflation factor(s) assumed.   

 

2. San Francisco prepares a new 10-year CIP once every two years.  At the end of the first 

year of a 10-year CIP, a mid-cycle update is performed.  A stand-alone, publicly 

available document should be produced for each mid -cycle CIP.  The document 

could be more focused than the biennial report SFPUC prepares for a new 10-year CIP, 

limiting the discussion to any substantial changes in the proposed projects. Specific 

features of this documentation could follow the draft mid-cycle CIP report contents on 

regional water system projects required under the updated and restated WSA.  The 

WSA CIP amendment calls for the discussion of any material changes proposed to 

projects found in the 10-Year CIP.  Further, it requires the SFPUC to detail any 

increases to the cost of any CIP project by more than 10%, any increases in the 

schedule of CIP projects by 12 calendar months or greater, and possible impacts of 

changes to CIP projects on the SFPUCõs ability to meet its RWS Level of Service Goals 

and Objectives. 

 

3. Actively engage BA WSCA õs involvement early in the CIP development 

process prior to the official draft review required by the updated and 

restated WSA.  This may include sharing early drafts of CIP spreadsheets/budgets 

coupled with meetings to discuss projects and prioritization. 

 

4. Reformat project data sheets to include a narrative on current project status  

(e.g., phase, construction percent complete, major milestone achievements, key 

refinements to scope). 

 

5. Add details to project data sheets on significant subprojects  (e.g. basic 

description of work, planned duration of work, and estimated budget). 

 

6. Look into a qualitative -style prioritization system to augment the Priority 1, 

2, and 3 project priority classifications and the failure risk matrix currently 

used. This could give a better sense of the factors considered in the project 

prioritization process. It may be based on the criticality ranking process used in 

developing the FY2019-FY2028 CIP. 

 

7. Perform an analysis comparing recently completed CIP projects with similar 

projects in the proposed CIP to assess if the level of effort and scheduling for 

the proposed projects are consistent with actual capabilities.  Selected large 

projects and aggregated small projects would be used in this metric. Also, cost-
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estimating accuracy ranges would be identified to acknowledge the potential variability 

of costs when projects are in the pre-planning through the design stages of development 

versus later stages of project implementation. 

 

The above recommendations, if implemented, would result in a CIP that is more transparent 

and easier to support.  Having greater detail for each CIP project, including cost breakdowns by 

project stage, schedule information, prioritization decisions, etc. would enable BAWSCA to 

more readily evaluate the CIPõs appropriateness.    
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2. Introduction 
 

BAWSCAõs Interest in Capital Improvement Planning for the SF RWS  

 

The Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency (BAWSCA) was formed in 2003 via 

legislative action (AB 2058) to represent the water interests of 26 member agencies in 

Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Mateo Counties.  Each member agency purchases water supplied 

by the San Francisco Regional Water System (SF RWS).  Collectively, BAWSCA agencies 

purchase roughly two-thirds of the water supplied by the SF RWS and pay roughly two-thirds 

of the costs to operate the SF RWS.   

 

BAWSCA is the only entity having the authority to directly represent the needs of the cities, 

water districts and private utilities (wholesale customers) that depend on the SF RWS.  

BAWSCA is also the only entity having the authority to perform regional water supply 

reliability planning on behalf of its member agencies. 

 

BAWSCA member agencies have long-term contracts for water with the City/County of San 

Francisco (San Francisco).  The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) operates the 

SF RWS.  BAWSCA provides the vehicle for member agencies to work with SFPUC on an 

equal basis.   

 

In large part due to their reliance on the SF RWS coupled with their revenue commitments, it 

is critical that the wholesale customers have a well-maintained and efficient water supply 

system. This objective leads them to pay attention to the capital improvements that are 

proposed and implemented by the SFPUC.  BAWSCA provides the ability for the customers of 

the regional water system to work with the SFPUC in its capital planning process. A recent 

amendment to the Water Supply Agreement formalizes BAWSCAõs oversight of the 

development and implementation of SFPUCõs CIP. 
 

Original CIP Review 

 

In 1997, the Bay Area Water Users Association (BAWUA) a non-profit organization 

representing San Franciscoõs wholesale customers that preceded BAWSCA, issued a report 

entitled òReview of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Ten-Year Capital 

Improvement Program (1997 ð 2007) for the Water Enterpriseó. A comparison of the 

September 1996 draft of the San Francisco Water Enterprise CIP with CIPs from five other 

west coast water agencies as well as the San Francisco Clean Water Enterprise was made as 

part of that Study. Plan elements such as project development, cost estimating practices and 

level of project detail were compared.  

 

As documented in BAWSCAõs 1997 report, it was found that the Water Enterprise CIP 

contained the basic elements common to all the plans reviewed ð a description of the projects, 

project schedule, and summary of the financial impacts. Recommendations to better serve the 

decision-making process were presented. The status of the current Water Enterprise CIP and 
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Hetch Hetchy Water CIP relative to those original recommendations is summarized in Table 

2.1.  

 

Note that the SF RWS CIP includes a Hetch Hetchy Water component as well as a Bay Area 

(Water Enterprise) component.  The Study considers both components in its review. 

 

  



 

Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency    Page 7 

      

Table  2.1: Status of Incorporating 1997 Comparison Report 

Recommendations  
 

Recommendation  * Current CIP Status for Water Enterprise & 

Hetch Hetchy Water  

Define a project priority system. As a minimum, 

a means of distinguishing mandatory activities 

should be developed. 

Uses a 3-level system with mandatory projects as 

the highest priority. A risk of failure matrix is used 

to inform the process. 

Add projects as needed to cover capital 

expenses in the following areas: 

(1) Programmatic projects 

(2) Facilities maintenance projects 

(3) Major activities from the Water Department 

CIP project list (including studies which will 

result in recommending future capital 

expenditures) 

(4) Major equipment purchases 

Uses ongoing condition assessment, asset 

management evaluations, emergency preparedness 

plans, and master planning efforts to identify 

candidate CIP projects. Planning objectives have 

been formally adopted by the SFPUC Commission 

and are referred to as the Level of Service (LOS) 

goals. 

Add a section on plan implementation to discuss 

issues in the following areas: 

(1) Staffing /resource needs to support the plan 

(2) Constraints to the CIP (e.g., significance of 

current capital project òbacklogó) 

Uses a quarterly reporting system to inform the 

SFPUC Commission, stakeholders, and the public 

about progress on the adopted CIP. Program-wide 

and project-level accomplishments as well as current 

issues and challenges are discussed. Topics include 

budget and schedule status, and, where appropriate, 

staffing level projections. 

Revise project description sheets to include the 

following information: 

(1) Quantify the cost estimating accuracy 

(2) Note the service implications/benefits of the 

project and any expected consequences 

resulting from delay in the project 

(3) Note the operational implications and 

benefits of the project 

(4) Note the project beneficiaries (e.g., Retail 

system versus Wholesale system) 

(5) Organizational unit responsible for the 

project 

(6) Link project descriptions (e.g., schedule, 

cost, status) to UEB project tracking system 

Project description sheets have been modified and 

include: 

(1) Cost estimating accuracy stated in State of 

the Regional Water System Report 

(2) Project justification narrative added 

(3) Operating impact narrative added 

(4) Organization type added (e.g., regional water, 

local water, programmatic, Hetch Hetchy 

water) 

(5) Enterprise group noted (e.g., Water, Hetch 

Hetchy) 

(6) Major projects (generally over $5M) tracked 

in P6 project control system 

Depict all studies that will lend definition to 

future capital projects, regardless of whether the 

study costs are capitalized in the CIP 

Water Enterprise: Uses programmatic account for 

water resource planning and project accounts for 

studies specific to various asset classifications. 

Hetch Hetchy: studies included in projects. 
* Jean M. Gardner.  òReview of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Ten-Year Capital Improvement Program (1997-

2007) for the Water Enterpriseó, Prepared for the Bay Area Water Users Association, February 26, 1997. 
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Current CIP Involvement 

 

Beginning in 2017, the SFPUC provided BAWSCA with an opportunity to review and comment 

on its 10-year CIP while it was under development.  As part of that effort, BAWSCA 

recognized that constructive input to the SFPUC process required a better understanding of 

how other water agencies prepare and summarize their capital plans.  Doing so could identify 

enhancements of potential use to the SFPUC. 

 

Recently, BAWSCA and the SFPUC completed negotiations on an amendment to the 2009 

WSA.  The amendment formalizes BAWSCAõs engagement in the SFPUCõs development of its 

10-year CIP for the SF RWS and oversight of CIP implementation.   

 

It should be noted that BAWSCA does not contend that SFPUCõs CIP development efforts are 
insufficient or require substantial modification.  It should also be noted that this document is 

not meant to be a benchmarking study.  Given inherent agency differences, the information 

presented in this Study should not be used to evaluate and rank SFPUC against the participating 

agenciesõ practices.  Rather, BAWSCA hopes that this Study serves as a useful tool in helping 

the SFPUC refine its capital planning practices in the future. 

 

Comparison Methodology  

 

This Study compiles CIPs from a variety of water suppliers and compares their practices.  CIP 

documents were reviewed and discussed in interviews with each participating agencyõs staff 

members.  This section of the report provides a broad overview of the methods employed.  

Details on which agencies were selected for the Study and participating staff are provided in 

Section 3. 

 

A diverse group of agencies was selected for this Study to gain from their varied practices. 

Their practices reflect their unique circumstances, which include their locations, size, and 

services provided in addition to water supply.  Once agencies agreed to participate, they were 

asked to provide written documentation that detailed their most recent CIP efforts. 

 

Interview questions were developed to gain a better understanding of how CIPs are prepared 

by the particular water agency.  Agencies interviewed include those that were similar to SFPUC 

(in that they serve both retail and wholesale customers) as well as those that provided only 

retail services. The information collected from interviews with agency staff was combined with 

data retrieved by reviewing publicly available documents.  The information was then 

summarized in table format to better allow for side-by-side comparisons.   

 

In addition to reviewing how each agency approaches CIP development, the Study attempts to 

identify, through the review detailed above, if there are any specific components, activities or 

actions an agency incorporates into the CIP preparation process that enhance documentation 

and/or communication of CIP decision-making.  Those of interest are called out if they are of 
potential merit to others, including the SFPUC. 
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Report Organization  

 

The remaining sections of this document have been organized to present the rationale for 

selecting agencies to be included in the Study (Section 3).  Section 4 of the report compares 

information on common features of the selected CIPs with the current CIPs prepared for the 

SF RWS.  Section 5 identifies key findings including useful CIP components that may be 

considered for incorporating into future CIPs prepared by the SFPUC. 

 

Appendices to this report present additional supporting information about the participating 

agencies. Detailed background information on the compared agencies and their CIP 

development processes is provided. Examples are also provided to display a variety of 

presentation formats for common content topics (e.g., individual project descriptions, 

project/program summary lists, plan prioritization methods). 
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3. Participating Agencies 
 

Selection of Participating Agencies  

 

Proper selection of participating agencies was a critical first step for this comparison.  Following 

several discussions with the project team, the following conclusions were reached: 

 

¶ The number of agencies selected had to be manageable. 

o Not more than 10 agencies 

¶ The number of agencies selected had to be meaningful. 

o There needed to be more than 5 agencies taking part to properly compare 

¶ There should be a sufficient number of Bay Area agencies taking part, allowing for a 

regional comparison to be made. 

¶ There should be a sufficient number of agencies outside the Bay Area taking part, 

allowing for geographic contrasts, if any, to be observed. 

¶ There was a desire to focus mostly on California agencies, with a recognition that one 

to two out-of-state agencies would be appropriate from a contrast perspective. 

¶ Agency size and scale should be considered. 

o Care was taken to select agencies that could be considered mid to large size in 

scale 

o Care was taken to select agencies that had varying degrees of geographic reach 

¶ Agency services should be considered. 

o All agencies were to be water providers (either at a retail or wholesale level) 

o Not all agencies needed to provide the same services SFPUC provides (power, 

water and wastewater/stormwater services) 

o Some agencies should serve both retail and wholesale water customers 

 

BAWSCA staff served as the initial contact with the agencies to secure their participation.  The 

selected agencies are all located in the western region of the United States (see Figure 3.1). 
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Figure 3.1  

CIP Comparison Report Participating Agencies  
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In keeping with the selection goals identified earlier in this section, all the participating agencies 

provide water service to either wholesale or retail customers, or both.  In some cases, agencies 

provide multiple services such as wastewater, power, or other, which is particularly true of 

cities.  Profiles of each of the participating agencies are summarized in Table 3.1. Additional 

information on the capital improvement plans for each of the nine agencies are provided in 

Appendices A through I of this report.  
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Table 3.1:  Agency Profiles  
 

Features  CCWD  EBMUD  LADWP  LCCWD  MWDSC  SFPUC  SCVWD  SPU W MWD  

General           

 

Service Area 

Portions of 

Contra Costa 

County, CA 

Portions of 

Alameda and 

Contra Costa 

Counties, CA 

Primarily the City 

of Los Angeles, 

CA 

Las Vegas, 

NV and 

suburbs 

Significant 

portions of 

Southern 

California 

San Francisco, CA, San Mateo 

County, CA and portions of 

Santa Clara and Alameda 

Counties, CA 

Santa Clara 

County, CA 

Seattle, WA and 

suburbs 

Portion of 

Riverside County, 

CA 

Government Form  District District City District District City District City District 

Services Provided           

 Water          

Wastewater          

Power          

Stormwater          

Flood Protection           

Refuse          

Technology          

Water Service Info           

 Water Sales (MGD) 142 139 446 299 1,298 240 268 130 66 

# of Retail Accounts 201,000 382,114 681,000 375,000  175,000  200,000 82,000 

# of Wholesale 

Customers 
6    26 27 13 19 8 

Service Area 

Population 
500,000 1,400,000 4,000,000 1,400,000 19,000,000 2,700,000 1,900,000 1,400,000 1,030,000 

Water CIP Info           

 Planned Expenditures $1,030,000,000 $1,690,000,000 $6,600,000,000 $616,000,000 $514,500,000 $2,635,900,000 $2,496,000,000 $531,176,000 $28,843,497 

Expenditure Plan 

Horizon 
10 5 10 10 2 10 15 6 5 

Average Annual 

Expenditures 
$103,000,000 $338,000,000 $660,000,000 $61,600,000 $257,250,000 $263,359,000 $136,300,000 $88,529,333 $9,768,699 

Number of Projects 48 97   345 108 61 59 83 

Average Annual Costs 

per Project 
$2,145,833 $3,484,536   $745,652 $2,440,648 $8,183,607 $1,500,497 $117,695 
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Agency Resources 

 

As noted previously in this document, aside from a review of each agencyõs CIPs and associated 

documents, a key component of the Study was to interview one or more individuals at each 

agency that played a key role in CIP preparation.  Table 3.2 lists those contacts. 

 

Table 3.2: Participating Agency Contacts  

Agency  Contact  

CCWD  

Marguerite Patil 

Special Assistant to the General Manager 

Date Interviewed: May 24, 2018 

EBMUD  

Xavier Irias 

Director of Engineering and Construction 

Date Interviewed: May 23, 2018 

LVVWD  

Laura Jacobsen, Manager, Planning Division 

Nass Diallo, Senior Civil Engineer 

Date Interviewed: May 23, 2018 

LADWP  

Eloy Perez, Civil Engineering Associate/Capital Improvement 

Program Group Supervisor, Water Engineering Technical Services 

Division 

Date Interviewed: June 5, 2018 

MWDSC  

Lisa St. Regis, Budget Manager 

Tobin Tellers, Engineering Planning Manager 

Date Interviewed: May 23, 2018 

SFPUC  

Steve Ritchie, Assistant GM, Water Enterprise 

Dan Wade, Director, Water System Improvement Program 

Chris Nelson, Manager, Water Supply & Treatment 

Michele Novotny, Senior Water Analyst and BAWSCA Liaison 

Alexis Dufour, Long-Term Vulnerability Project Manager, Water 

Enterprise 

Date Interviewed: May 11, 2018 

SCVWD  

Katherine Oven, P.E. Deputy Operating Officer 

Beth Redmond, Capital Program Planning and Analysis Unit 

Manager 

Date Interviewed: June 8, 2018 

SPU 

Alex Chen, Planning & Program Management Division Director, 

Water Line of Business 

Joan Kersnar, P.E., Drinking Water Planning Manager 

Date Interviewed: May 24, 2018 

W MWD  

Tim Barr, Deputy General Manager 

Susie Aguilar, Senior Management Analyst 

Date Interviewed: May 21, 2018 
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Table 3.3 lists the specific documents reviewed for each of the nine agencies surveyed in this 

Study. All of the documents summarized can be found online, although not all websites 

contained the most up-to-date versions of the respective agenciesõ CIP.  Further, some agency 

websites are more intuitive than others, making it easier to find the documents. 

 

Table 3.3: Agency Bibliography  
 

Agency  Reference(s)  

CCWD  
Ten Year Capital Improvement Program for Fiscal 

Years 2019-2028 

EBMUD  

Biennial Budget, Fiscal Years 2018 & 2019 ð Volume 1 

Capital Project Supplemental Material Fiscal Years 

2018 & 2019 ð Volume 2 

LVVWD  
Capital Improvements Plan 2017 

Operating and Capital Budget 2019 

LADWP  
Water System Ten-Year Capital Improvement 

Program for the Fiscal Years 2010-2019* 

MWDSC  
Capital Investment Plan Appendix ð Fiscal Years 

2018/19 and 2019/20 

SFPUC  

Commission Presentation: Biennial Budget FY 2018-
19 and FY 2019-20, Water Enterprise 

Commission Presentation: Biennial Budget FY 2018-

19 and FY 2019-20, Hetch Hetchy Water 

State of the Regional Water System Report 2018 

SCVWD  
Five-Year Capital Improvement Program ð FY 2019-
23 (2-27-2018 DRAFT) 

SPU 
City of Seattle 2018-2023 Adopted Capital 

Improvement Program 

W MWD  
Staff Report: DRAFT Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Capital 

Spending Plan Summary and Listing (5-15-2017) 

*  In 2019 LADWP prepared a CIP for Fiscal Years 2019-2028.  However, as this document was prepared to summarize 

what was available for review and consideration in 2018, updated information from 2019 is not included in this document. 
 

It should be noted that some agencies may have other documents that are integral to their 

respective CIPs.  For example, facility master plans, condition assessments, and financial policies 

support the development of CIPs.  However, for purposes of this Study, only the documents 

that were identified as the CIP were reviewed.   
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4. Side-By-Side Comparisons 
 

Typical CIP Content and Development Process  

 

This discussion provides a general overview of what CIPs typically include and how CIPs are 

typically developed.1 CIPs are designed to contain information that allows the reader to 

understand what work is upcoming in the CIPõs planning horizon (typically 10 years or less).  

They do so by providing descriptions of major work proposed coupled with information 

detailing how that work will be paid for.  Often, CIPs include greater focus on the short term 

(first one to two years of a CIP), and lesser focus moving beyond that short term.    

 

Capital improvement planning is fundamental to any water supplier.  CIPs enable water 

suppliers to ensure that sufficient capacity is available to meet customer demands.  In addition 

to their engineering significance, capital improvement plans are used to set rates and capacity 

charges that will generate sufficient revenue to cover the cost of capital improvements. 

 

CIP Typical Elements 

 

Most CIPs include the following features: 

 

¶ A listing of capital projects, equipment, and major studies 

¶ A ranking of projects  

¶ A financing plan 

¶ A timetable for the construction or completion of project(s) 

¶ Project justification(s) 

¶ A classification, itemization and explanation of project expenditure 

 

Steps in the CIP Development Process 

 

Water agencies generally follow specific steps when preparing a CIP. Figure 4.1 illustrates the 

typical flow of work to create a CIP (see Figure 4.1).  

 

  

                                            
1 "Capital Improvement Plans 101", Charlie Francis, May 10, 2016, https://opengov.com/article/capital-improvement-

plans-101 
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Figure 4.1: Typical CIP Development Sequence  
      

 

 

  

Step 1: Organizing the CIP

ÅA lead department, often a public works section or engineering 
division, is assigned for CIP development effort.

ÅCommittee often formed with representatives from key 
divisions.

ÅCommittee develops and agrees to CIP calendar, standard 
project forms, and prioritization process.

Step 2: Identify Projects and Funding Options

ÅProjects identified through means such as capital needs studies, 
facility damage assessments, regulatory requirements, and rate-
payer feedback.

ÅProjects ranked or grouped based upon priority.

ÅFinance department considers funding availability and financing 

mechanisms and adjust prioritization accordingly.

Step 3: Prepare and Recommend a CIP and Budget

ÅSelected projects, timelines, and financing summaries compiled 

ÅFinal Draft CIP presented to internal decision makers and 
elected officials or other external decision makers

ÅCIP often presented with budget workshops for stakeholders 
and elected officials.

Step 4: Adoption of the CIP and Capital Budget

ÅElected officials adopt annual or bi-annual capital budget, 
typically funding only those efforts that will be implemented in 
the near-term 

ÅAdoption may include approval of a bond financing plan and 
authorization of project expenditures. 
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Minimum Requirements 

 

CIPs should ideally meet certain minimum requirements: 

 

¶ Provide governing bodies with sufficient information for adopting the CIP. 

¶ Provide engineers with sufficient information to design and install infrastructure that 

provides a reliable water supply that meets regulatory requirements at a reasonable 

cost. 

¶ Provide rate payers and other stakeholders with sufficient information to understand 

the need for the capital improvements and accept the rates and capacity charges needed 

to fund the capital costs.  Understanding leads to acceptance and will reduce challenges. 

 

This report will highlight examples of where agenciesõ CIPs are particularly successful at 

meeting these requirements. 

 

Although there are common engineering functions (e.g., source of supply, purification, pumping, 

transmission, distribution, storage) shared by water suppliers, each water supplier prepares its 

capital improvement plan to address its specific needs, which includes the format of the 

document in which the results are brought forward for public review and adoption.  The format 

can range from high-level summaries with general information for the benefit of the public to 
very detailed compendiums of project information and supplemental support documents.  

 

The final capital improvement program serves not only to guide the agency in subsequent 

planning and project delivery but also becomes part of the administrative record for setting 

rates.  Although no consistent industry standard emerges from the variety in these excerpts, 

capital improvement plans could be expected to address certain concerns, such as: 

 

¶ Why are these projects included in the plan and not others? 

¶ What benefits do these projects provide? 

¶ What consequences could occur if these projects are not constructed? 

¶ How much do these projects cost? 

¶ How are they going to be funded? 

¶ Who is going to pay for these projects? 

¶ What is the status of previously approved capital projects? 
 

Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 illustrate the variety of approaches to these typical CIP features for plan 

contents and development processes used by the participating agencies. 
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Table 4.1:  Comparison of Capital Improvement Plan Contents  
 

Agency  
Project 

Description  

Justification / 

Benefits  

Cost 

Estimate  
Schedule 

Operating 

Cost Impacts  

Staffing 

Impacts  

Financial 

Analysis 

Capitalizes 

Major 

Equipment 

Expenses 

Capitalizes 

Planning 

Studies 

 

CCWD 
   

Current dollars 
      

 

EBMUD 
   

Current dollars 
  

In annual 

budget    

 

LVVWD 
 

Aggregated by 

major category  Current dollars 

Current FY 

active projects 
list 

In annual budget 
In annual 

budget 

In annual 

budget   

LADWP* 
Aggregated by 

major category  
Current & 

escalated dollars 

Current FY 

active program 

list 

Approved in the 

annual budget 

process(but those 

costs are not 
incorporated into 

the CIP) 

In annual 

budget 

In annual 

budget   

MWDSC   Current dollars   
In annual 

budget 

In annual 

budget   

SFPUC**   Current dollars  In biennial budget 
In annual 

budget  

Communication & 

SCADA & Security 

only*** 
 

SCVWD   
Current & 

escalated dollars   
In annual 

budget    
 

SPU ð Water 
   Current dollars   

In annual 

budget    
 

WMWD 
   Current dollars  In biennial budget 

In biennial 

budget 

In biennial 

budget   

 
 * LADWP tracks large (>$1M) project schedules and maintains an annual Priority List for those projects.  Remaining projects may not be prioritized dependent on management staff decision(s) 

 **  Reviewed CIPs for Water Enterprise (Regional) and Hetch Hetchy Water 

 ** * Capitalizes all equipment greater than $5k and a useful life greater than 3 years 
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Table 4.2:  Comparison of Capital Improvement Plan Development Process  
 

Agency  
Planning 

Horizon  

Primary Project Classification 

System 

Project 

Priority 

System 

Project Ranking System  
Stated Cost 

Accuracy  

Update 

Cycle 
Formal Adoption?  

 

CCWD 
 

10 Year 10 programs (by function or major effort) 3 levels 
Uses CIP update team 

recommendations 

Yes 

(quantitative) 

Annual (Biennial 

starting in 2020) 
Yes 

EBMUD 

10 Years (formal 

approval for 5 

Years) 

10 strategies (by key strategic plan objectives) Not stated 
Uses capital steering committee 

recommendations 
No Biennial Yes (part of biennial budget) 

LVVWD 10 Year 

3 

(asset management, water quality protection, 

new facilities) 

Not stated Uses ongoing assessment process No 
Annual (near-

term projects) 
Yes (part of annual budget) 

LADWP 10 Year 

4 

(infrastructure reliability, water supply, 

regulatory compliance, and operational support) 

Priorities are set 

by the CIP 

Group and 

designed to align 

with the project 

ranking system 

(see adjacent 

column) 

Uses a developed project ranking 

system that includes program plans 

and committee recommendations 

No As needed Yes (part of annual budget) 

MWDSC 10 Year 
12  

(by goal or major objective) 

Evaluation 

criteria with risk 

multiplier 

Uses CIP evaluation team 

recommendations 
No 

Biennial (near-

term projects) 
Yes (part of biennial budget) 

SFPUC* 10 Year 

7 ð Water Enterprise ð Regional 

3 ð Hetch Hetchy Water 

(by function or major effort) 

3 levels Risk matrix and criticality ranking 
Yes 

(quantitative) 
Annual Yes  

SCVWD 15 Year 
5 

(by function) 

Priority ranking 

criteria (specific 

to project type) 

Uses CIP group recommendations No Annual Yes 

SPU ð Water 6 Year 
8 

(by function) 
3 levels 

Selection criteria ranking and line of 

business lead recommendations 

Yes 

(quantitative) 
Annual Yes 

WMWD 5 Year 
7 

(by benefit type or major effort) 

Under 

development 

Uses infrastructure planning 

committee recommendations 
No Annual Yes 

 
 * Reviewed CIPs for Water Enterprise (Regional) and Hetch Hetchy Water
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Detailed Side by Side Comparison  

The following tables (Table 4.3 and Table 4.4) have been produced to provide a side-by-side 

comparison of the CIPs prepared by each of the nine agencies that participated.  They allow the 

reader to quickly identify what certain agencies have in common and what is unique about a 

particular agency. 

 

CIPs are published in a variety of forms, which are briefly characterized in Table 4.3.  Four of 

the CIPs are stand-alone documents and five are integrated with the budgets.   

 

 

Table 4.3:   Capital Improvement Program Document ation  
 

Agency  CIP Document Format  

CCWD Stand-alone detailed report. 

EBMUD Part of budget with separate volume for projects. 

LVVWD Part of district budget. 

LADWP Stand-alone, high-level summary report. 

MWDSC Part of budget with separate volume for projects. 

SFPUC Part of city-wide CIP budget. 

SCVWD Stand-alone detailed report. 

SPU ð Water Part of city-wide CIP budget. 

WMWD Stand-alone staff report. 

 

There is considerable variation in the contents of the capital improvement plans, as illustrated 

in the excerpts contained in the appendices. All of the CIPs include summaries of costs by 

program.  With the exception of the high-level summary reports, the CIPs also include lists of 

projects, and some include descriptions of individual projects.   
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The participating agencies that provide only one or two services tend to provide the greatest 

amount and range of detail in their CIP documentation.  For agencies that provide multiple 

services (e.g., EBMUD, LADWP, SCVWD, SFPUC, SPU), less detail on each project is typically 

available.  The most detailed CIPs contain information about the proposed projects as well as 

additional information that provides context: 

 

¶ Descriptions of agency history, services, facilities, and mission and goals. 

¶ The development process for their capital and operation budgets. 

¶ Financial policies, strategic plans, and other planning assumptions. 

¶ Program objectives. 

¶ Funding sources and uses. 

¶ Project evaluation and prioritization. 

¶ Financial impacts, rates, and charges. 

 

This additional information provides the rationale for how projects become part of the CIP.  

Some key aspects of this information are discussed in this section. 

 

Individual Project Descriptions 

 

The majority of the CIPs contain detailed descriptions for each project.  For those participating 

agencies with detailed project descriptions in their CIPs, Table 4.4 summarizes the information 

they provide on individual projects; specific examples are compiled in the appendices. 
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Table 4.4:  Information Provided for Individual Projects  
 

Information Type  CCWD  EBMUD  LADWP  LVVWD  MWDSC  SFPUC SCVWD  SPU  W MWD  

Project Identification           

 Project name 
         

ID number          

Program          

Lead Department          

Manager          
Project Description           

 Description 
         

Priority          

Justification          

Location map/photo       Both   

Milestones achieved          

Operating impacts Quantitative Quantitative   Quantitative  Quantitative Quantitative  

In-service date          

Useful life          

Project Funding           

 Planned Expenditures      (By project phase) (By project phase)   

 For/from prior year(s)          

For individual years 10 years First 5 years    First 5 years First 5 years 7 years First 5 years 

For grouped years Total project Next 5 years    
Next 5 years and 10 

year total 
Future   

Funding Sources          

 By type of funding 
     *  

7 years 
 

Schedule      *  
7 years  

Available balance     
 * Cost to date   

 *  Included in the published Adopted Budget 
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Various details are used to uniquely identify projects.  In addition to the project name, the 

program with which the project is associated is usually shown.  Each project is typically 

described in a few paragraphs.  In some cases, brief status reports or statements of 

accomplishments since the prior year are provided.   

 

Part of the description may include a justification for the project.  In two cases, the priority 

number or priority category for the project is indicated.  SCVWD formally derives a priority 

number for each project using a scoring system.  Each projectõs priority is included in the 

project description.  CCWD has three priority categories into which each project is classified.  

The formal scoring system is not included in CCWDõs CIP.  Most of the other agencies apply 

some form of prioritization as they compile their CIPs, although the details are not included in 

their CIPs.  Prioritization is discussed in greater detail at the conclusion of this section. 

 

The expected impact on operations is noted in some CIPs in either qualitative or quantitative 

terms.   

 

The sources and uses of funding are reported annually for periods ranging from five to ten 

years.  Costs may be reported in groups of years and by construction phase.  The costs 

incurred to date are usually shown.  Many projects are ongoing projects that were underway 

prior to the first year of the cost projections that is shown and that will continue beyond the 

last year shown, perhaps indefinitely.  Other projects have discrete start and end dates.  Two of 

the agencies indicate the estimated in-service date for these discrete projects. 

 

Annual cost projections correlate with the funding that was and will be needed.  Funding 

sources are sometimes identified by type in total.  Although full construction cost accounting is 

beyond the scope of most CIPs, some detail is provided in the CIPs reviewed.  In several cases, 

the expenditures to date are indicated.  In some cases, the available balance is shown. 

 

CIP Roll-Up Summaries 

 

Although not all the CIPs contain detailed descriptions of individual projects, all the CIPs 

contain summary lists of the individual projects subtotaled by program.  Table 4.5 summarizes 

the information contained in these project summaries; specific examples are provided in the 

appendices.  These summaries are useful in directing attention from individual projects to 

groups of projects in programs, which is beneficial to strategic planning.   

 

Expenditures and funding are projected for individual projects for periods ranging from one to 

ten years. In some cases, the prior yearõs amount is compared with the current year to indicate 

the year-over-year variance.  
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For those agencies with explicit prioritization systems, the priorities are shown.  In two cases, 

the unfunded projects are indicated.  In effect, certain low priority projects are identified for 

future consideration. 

 

The status of project funding is complex and separately tracked because it exceeds the scope of 

CIPs.  However, the CIPs contain some information about changes in funding from prior years 

and the remaining available funding.   
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Table 4.5:  CIP Roll -Up Summaries  
 

Financial Category  CCWD  EBMUD  LADWP  LVVWD  MWDSC  SFPUC SCVWD  SPU W MWD  

Expenditures           

 By program 
         

Discrete / ongoing          

Timeframe          

 

For prior year(s)   10 years  5 years     

For individual years 

10 years (prior 

and current 

periods) 

5 years 1 year 1 year 3 & 10 years 10 years 5 years 7 years 5 years 

For grouped years 10 year total 5 year total 10 year total 10 year total  
10 years (prior and 

current periods) 

Next 10 years 

(15 years total)  5 year total 

Change from prior year 
For 10 year 

periods     
For 10 year 

periods    

Prioritization 3 categories      
Individually 

numbered  Ranked 

Unfunded projects          

Funding Sources           

 By type of funding 
      

By fund   

Timeframe          

 

For/from prior year(s)     1 year  1 year   

For individual years 10 years 5 years 10 years  3 years 10 years 10 years  5 years 

For grouped years 10 years 5 years 10 years   
10 years (prior and 

current periods)    

Changes from prior year      
For 10 year 

periods    

Available balance      By program    
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Some CIPs contain more than project information particularly when they are integral with the 

operating budget.  They may contain financial or strategic plans that build on the capital 

budgets, integrating them with the operating budgets to derive revenue and rate projections.  

They may also contain detailed information on debt service, reserves, and financial policies, all 

of which is relevant to rating agencies.   

 

At the summary level, there is often a general discussion of the planning process, planning 

assumptions, the prioritization process, customers, and the service area.  In some cases, 

performance indicators are discussed, which may be general in nature or related to specific 

financial or engineering parameters. 

 

Additional Information  

 

CIPs are prepared so that the approving bodies understand the basis for the capital 

expenditures that will be paid by the users through rates, capacity charges, and other revenue 

sources.  At a minimum, the CIPs need to identify the projects, the cost of the projects, and the 

implementation schedule.  With this information, the agency can plan accordingly, and rates can 

be set to generate the required revenue.   

 

CIPs can provide additional information that could be valuable in supporting the rationale for 

the proposed work efforts. The following discussion identifies areas where additional 

information can add defensibility to a CIP.  Specific examples are provided in the appendices. 

 

Prioritization 

 

Prioritization processes are indicative of the application of a rigorous set of consistent 

evaluation criteria to each project.  Priorities are valuable in ordering projects from highest to 

lowest priority, which is useful in objectively evaluating project effectiveness.  The additional 

level of formality that prioritization requires may improve the likelihood that the project will be 

completed as planned and may decrease the likelihood that significant modifications will occur 

later.   

  

SCVWDõs CIP provides great detail on how it prioritizes projects (see Appendix G).  For each 

water supply project, there are twenty-six criteria in four weighted categories.  Other agencies 

discussed their prioritization process but do not choose to show the details in their CIPs.  

SCVWD does not include the prioritization forms for each project but presumably can provide 

the detail if needed. However, the prioritization score is shown for each project in the CIP. 

 

MWDSC approaches prioritization by providing the criteria by which it justifies the need for 

projects (see Appendix E).  Projects are also evaluated based on four criteria to which a risk 

multiplier is applied (see Table E-3).  MWDSC does not include evaluation forms for each 

project in its CIP but the detailed discussion clearly describes a rigorous process for selecting 

projects. 
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CCWD indicates one of three priority levels into which a project can be classified.  Each level is 

described in the CIP (see Appendix A).  CCWD shows the priority level for each project in the 

individual project descriptions and subtotals the projects by priority level in the plan roll-up 

summaries. The SFPUC also uses this type of priority system. 

 

Prioritization processes provide reference points for why a project was included in the CIP.  If 

those factors change, it is easier to understand the impact of the change on the CIP. 

 

Prioritization is not without its pitfalls.  The SFPUC reports that it used a detailed prioritization 

system but found that it could produce anomalous results.  It was possible to score projects on 

various criteria but the sum of the scores could give a higher priority to certain projects than 

was reasonable.  Rather than be controlled by the system, the SFPUC discontinued using it in 

favor of a more straightforward priority classification system. SFPUC states that it will continue 
to move forward with the improved ranking system with the understanding that it is simply a 

tool that can be used by management to inform good decision-making. 

 

Performance Accountability 

 
CIPs are used to establish budget and schedules for work efforts that ultimately feed the rate-

setting process.  Those who prepare CIPs must anticipate future conditions in identifying 

projects and in estimating their costs and construction schedules.  Despite the best possible 

planning, change is inevitable.  As a result, CIPs can overestimate capital costs. 

 

Some agencies, aware that their CIPs may overestimate the effort to deliver projects in the 

later years of the CIP, look at recent project efforts.  This analysis is based on comparing actual 

recent capital expenditures with the CIP projections.  The recent òrunning rateó is used to 

establish the budget available to the capital planners who must adjust their projects to fit within 

the budget.  This practice is followed by several of the agencies interviewed in this report.   

 

Most of the CIPs do not address their approach to monitoring projected versus actual capital 

expenditures, which involves close interaction between the engineering and financial planners.  

We note, however, that the EBMUD CIP includes its strategic plan with its budget.  Among 

other topics, the strategic plan contains several performance metrics, one of which indicates 

that 97% of the budgeted water capital expenditures was spent (see Appendix B).  This is an 

important measure of accountability that supports the rate-setting process. 

 

Some information on construction accounting supports the use of CIPs for accurate rate 

setting.2  Some of the CIPs provide information on construction expenditures to date and 

available balances.  Information on capital reserve balances is also a valuable measure of 

accountability, particularly if it compares the current balance with the target balance (including 

the basis for the target balance).    

                                            
2 For purposes of setting capacity charges, Govt Code Sections 66601 and 66006 stipulates accounting 

procedures for determining whether refunds are due for over -charging capacity charges. 
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5. Key Findings and Recommendations 
 

 

Common key practices in CIP development and documentation were identified over the course 

of this Study. 

 

1. Water utilities develop their CIPs in close coordination with the short-term budgeting 

and long-term fiscal planning processes. 

 

2. A variety of methods are used to identify needs and assess priority of projects. The final 

selection of adopted plan elements results from input from management review teams, 

governing body guidance, and stakeholder involvement. 

 

The SFPUC uses these practices in developing the Water Enterprise CIP and Hetch Hetchy 

Water CIP. 

 

Recommendations  

 

BAWSCA recommends the SFPUC consider the following enhancements to the Water 

Enterprise CIP and Hetch Hetchy Water CIP development, documentation and decision-making 

processes: 

 

1. Document the adopted biennial CIP information in a format that can serve 

as a stand-alone, publicly available report.  The document could discuss the capital 

planning process, identify high priority elements of the plan and present project-level 

details (including Priority 3 projects not in the adopted spending plan).  Features of this 

documentation could follow the Draft Biennial CIP report contents on regional water 

system projects required under the new Wholesale Customer Water Supply Agreement 

(WSA) amendment.  Specifically, it would provide project descriptions and justifications, 

details on asset classification plans, project implementation schedules by phases, and 

budget information at a project level, as well as program roll-up including projected 

inflation factor(s) assumed.   

 

2. San Francisco prepares a new 10-year CIP once every two years.  At the end of the first 

year of a 10-year CIP, a mid-cycle update is performed.  A stand-alone, publicly 

available document should be produced for each mid -cycle CIP.  The document 

could be more focused than the biennial report SFPUC prepares for a new 10-year CIP,  

limiting the discussion to any substantial changes in the proposed projects. Specific 

features of this documentation could follow the draft mid-cycle CIP report contents on 

regional water system projects required under the updated and restated WSA.  The 

WSA CIP amendment calls for the discussion of any material changes proposed to 

projects found in the 10-Year CIP.  Further, it requires the SFPUC to detail any 
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increases to the cost of any CIP project by more than 10%, any increases in the 

schedule of CIP projects by 12 calendar months or greater, and possible impacts of 

changes to CIP projects on the SFPUCõs ability to meet its RWS Level of Service Goals 

and Objectives. 

 

3. Actively engage BAWSCA õs involvement early in the CIP development 

process prior to the official draft review required by the updated and 

restated  W SA. This may include sharing early drafts of CIP spreadsheets/budgets 

coupled with meetings to discuss projects and prioritization. 

 

4. Reformat project data sheets to include a narrative on current project status  

(e.g., phase, construction percent complete, major milestone achievements, key 

refinements to scope). 

 

5. Add details to project data sheets on significant subprojects  (e.g. basic 

description of work, planned duration of work, and estimated budget). 

 

6. Look in to a qualitative -style prioritization system to augment the Priority 1, 

2, and 3 project priority classifications  and the failure risk matrix  currently 

used. This will give a better sense of the factors considered in the project prioritization 

process. It may be based on the criticality ranking process used in developing the 

FY2019-FY2028 CIP. 

 

7. Perform an analysis comparing recently completed CIP projects with similar 

projects in the proposed CIP to assess if the level of effort and scheduling for 

the proposed projects are consistent with actual capabilities.  Selected large 

projects and aggregated small projects would be used in this metric. Also, cost-

estimating accuracy ranges would be identified to acknowledge the potential variability 

of costs when projects are in the pre-planning through the design stages of development 

versus later stages of project implementation. 
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Appendix A: 

Contra Costa Water District Information 
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Contra Costa Water District  (CCWD)  

 

References: 

Ten Year Capital Improvement Program for Fiscal Years 2019-2028 
(https://www.ccwater.com/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/302 ) 

 

Website:  https://www.ccwater.com/ 

 

The Contra Costa Water District delivers safe, clean water to approximately 500,000 people in 

central and eastern Contra Costa County in Northern California (see Figure A-1).  Formed in 

1936 to provide water for irrigation and industry, CCWD is today one of the largest urban 

water districts in California and seen as a leader in drinking-water treatment technology and 

source water protection. 

CCWDõs service area encompasses most of central and northeastern Contra Costa County, a 

total area of more than 140,000 acres (including the Los Vaqueros watershed area of 

approximately 19,100 acres). Water is provided to municipal, residential, commercial, industrial, 

landscape irrigation, and agricultural customers.  Treated water is distributed to customers 

living in the following communities: Clayton, Clyde, Concord, Pacheco, Port Costa, and parts of 

Martinez, Pleasant Hill, and Walnut Creek. 

CCWDõs major untreated water municipal customers are the Cities of Antioch, Pittsburg, and 

Martinez. In addition, the District treats and delivers water to the City of Brentwood, Golden 

State Water Company (serving Bay Point), Diablo Water District (DWD), and the City of 

Antioch. In 2008, the District entered into an agreement with the Golden State Water 

Company to meet 100% of the demands in the Community of Bay Point through a treated 

water interconnection on the Multi-Purpose Pipeline. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.ccwater.com/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/302
https://www.ccwater.com/
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Figure A-1: Contra Costa Water District Service Area 

 
 

Overview of CCWDõs CIP 

Contra Costa Water Districtõs (CCWD) has established a Ten-Year Capital Improvement 

Program (CIP) and Financial Plan that identifies and prioritizes the capital assets and financial 

tools required over a ten year cycle seen by CCWD as necessary to successfully carry out their 

mission to "Strategically provide a reliable supply of high quality water at the lowest cost 

possible, in an environmentally responsible manner." CCWDõs CIP includes a Ten-Year 

Financial Plan that projects revenue requirements to fund the proposed projects and anticipated 

operating costs. CCWDõs CIP and Financial Plan are updated annually as part of an ongoing 

financial planning cycle that includes bi-annual budgets and annual rate reviews. 

CCWDõs total 2019 CIP is approximately $1,030.3 million. This latest CIP indicated that funded 

projects (level 1 and 2 projects) went from $306.9 million in the 2018 CIP to $314.5 million in 

the 2019 CIP, an increase in funded projects of $7.6 million. 

CCWD has in place three project priority levels used to rank and fund projects.  In this most 

recent CIP, those projects that are ranked in priority levels 1 and 2 are funded.  Priority level 3 

projects are desirable, but due to funding limitations are not proposed for implementation 

during the CIPõs 10-year horizon.  Projects that were in place in previous CIP cycles are 

reviewed and their costs, schedule and progress are adjusted if needed. 
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CCWDõs CIP is organized into ten separate program areas, each representing a different 

function of the organization. Grouping projects by function allows CCWDõs CIP to be viewed 

as a series of programs for improvements in specific areas of responsibility. 

CCWDõs ten programs are as follows: 

¶ Administrative, Support, and Maintenance Facility Improvement 

¶ Delta Projects 

¶ Equipment and Other Capital Purchases 

¶ Expansion of Services 

¶ Future Water Supplies 

¶ Los Vaqueros Watershed and Conservation Lands 

¶ Treated Water Distribution and Storage Facilities 

¶ Untreated Water Supply and Transport 

¶ Water/Energy Demand Reduction 

¶ Water Treatment Facility Improvements 

 

CCWDõs CIP includes a detailed description of each of the 10 programs listed above as well as 

any sub-programs.  In addition, individual project summaries are included in the CIP. Within 

each program area, projects are prioritized according to a standard set of criteria that measure 

the relative importance of a project based upon factors such as protection of health and safety, 

legal requirements, relationship to CCWDõs goals, and rate of return on their investment. The 

projects are assigned a priority level which provides a basis for deciding which projects should 

be done in any given year and scheduling projects over the ten-year span of the CIP.  

Three levels are used to reflect a range of priorities from high to low: 

¶ Priority Level 1 -- These are the highest priority capital projects. They include projects 

already under construction and those required by legislation, regulation, contract, or for 

protecting health and safety. Priority level 1 also includes applicant and grant-funded 

projects. 

¶ Priority Level 2 -- These are projects that provide measurable progress toward 

achieving the CCWDõs goals; however, CCWD has a moderate level of control as to 

when they should be performed. Where return on investment is a determining factor, 

projects in this priority level will have a payback of less than five years. 

¶ Priority Level 3 -- These are projects that are projected to be needed, but CCWD has a 

significant level of control as to when they should be performed, CCWD is awaiting 

response to a grant application, or the project is dependent upon the decision of an 

outside entity to proceed. Where return on investment is a determining factor, projects 
in this priority level will generally have a payback of greater than five years.  

 

CCWD considers operation and maintenance cost in their CIP.  More specifically, the CIPõs 

Financial Plan considers total District operating costs in its analysis, including current operating 

costs inflated over time, as well as future costs related to implementing the CIP projects 
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Significant operating costs include fixed labor and variable costs such as power, purchased 

water, and chemicals. CCWD notes in this most recent CIP that lower water sales projected 

have resulted in reduced variable operating expenditures, including water purchases and energy 

costs. Further, CCWD has assumed a 3.5% annual inflation in their most recent CIP. Other 

increases or decreases in variable operating cost are the result of changes in consumption. 

This particular CIP and Financial Plan also reflects the substantial retirement of long-term debt 

issued for CCWDõs original Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project beginning in year 2022. CCWD 

plans to use the regained debt capacity to refinance short-term debt issued for other projects 

as well as to invest in future infrastructure projects. 

Finally, CCWD considered projected untreated and treated water revenue increases as 

required to fund priority level 1 and level 2 projects, while covering operating costs and debt 

service and maintaining required reserve balances, in their CIP effort.  Note that they are 

projections only.  CCWDõs Board of Directors determines actual revenue increase at the time 

of each annual rate review. 

 

CCWD õs CIP Development Process  

CCWD has a project team that is assembled to develop / update their CIP.  That team meets in 

earnest several months prior to their annual update.  One of their first tasks is to review 

documentation that has been developed by the agency that identifies capital needs and 

priorities.  More specifically, most of the projects in the CIP are identified in various CCWD 

planning documents. Further, most of their key planning documents are periodically updated to 

ensure that project planning is based on current and reliable information.  

Some CIP projects are based on maintenance reports and field inspection records, while other 

projects are required to meet legislation, regulation, agreement, or Board policy requirements.  

The CIP update team meets with staff responsible for specific District functions, such as water 

treatment, to facilitate identification of capital project needs or adjust timing of a previously 

identified project based on changing conditions. 

For this most recent CIP update, CCWDõs project team consisted of five (5) senior staff 

members (their lead engineer, their primary rate and financial analyst, their project controls 

manager, their director of planning, and their director of finance. 
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Selected Excerpts from CIP Documentation  

 

1. Project Description  
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2. Project Line -Item Summarie s 
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3. Project Roll -Up Summaries  
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4. CIP Priority/Performance Parameters  

 

 

 

  


