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SYNOPSIS
Arvada is at a key decision point with respect to its infrastructure needs.  Approximately half of the City’s infrastructure is more than 30 years old and is showing signs of distress.  In addition to the negative aesthetics that reflect poorly on the community, safety issues must be addressed.  However, with the pressures of inflation, the necessary funds to address these needs continue to shrink.  Arvada citizens have rejected several ballot issues that would have provided additional funding for infrastructure projects.  Meanwhile, exponential increases in the cost of raw materials used to build and maintain such projects are continuing at an historical pace.

In August of 2007, the Arvada City Council solicited residents to join a committee tasked with prioritizing a list of unfunded but important capital improvement projects, including constructing new streets and improving street maintenance, park development, new facilities, and replacing water and sewer lines.  The cost of these identified projects currently exceeds $150 million dollars.  Further, given that existing revenues are barely keeping pace with the expenses of providing ongoing services, the Committee was also asked to recommend appropriate funding mechanisms to implement recommended capital improvements.  Over 70 residents applied to be on the Committee.  After interviewing all applicants, the Council appointed 33 citizens to the Citizens’ Capital Improvement Planning Committee (CCIPC).   

Convened on September 22, 2007, the CCIPC met a minimum of twice a month over the course of more than a year, working independently and without bias.   They logged thousands of hours of meeting time that involved in-depth presentations, subcommittees, field trips, and more.

In forming the Committee, a primary goal of the City Council was to ensure public involvement in decision-making regarding the core services provided by the City of Arvada, and instilling a sense of ownership and partnership between citizens and government.  The Committee’s objectives included:  
· Understanding the scope, nature, importance, and cost of identified projects.

· Establishing a quantitative framework for prioritization.

· Discussing funding options and selection of those that are viable possibilities.

· Producing a final report and presenting findings to the Arvada City Council.

The Committee established an evaluation process that incorporated quantitative as well as qualitative measures.  First, members reached consensus on top project categories.  Their highest priority was “taking care of what we have,” which matches the results of past citizen surveys.  

Next, the Committee implemented a project evaluation and selection process.  Projects were evaluated on the measures of importance, using the following criteria: 

· Quantity of citizens benefited or public support.
· Economic impact on City.
· Health or safety aspects.
· Environmental, quality of life, social, aesthetic impacts.
· Completion, missing link, or accumulated funding project.
· Project included in City plan or policy.
Projects were also evaluated in terms of urgency.  Scores were combined to identify those projects that are considered both important and urgent.  Ultimately, 36 projects were evaluated on importance and urgency and were plotted on a matrix with four quadrants:  high importance, high urgency; high importance, low urgency; low importance, high urgency; and low importance, low urgency.  Twenty projects were plotted in that quadrant that identified projects of both high urgency and high importance, and were selected by the Committee for funding.  While not all 20 projects can be funded with available dollars, the CCIPC presented a report to the City Council with options for implementation over the next five years.
The Committee also conducted an in-depth study of potential funding mechanisms for the selected projects.  A finance subcommittee was formed which heard testimony from expert resources, was advised on legal issues, and considered various characteristics such as economic efficiency and equality when choosing alternative funding options.  More than 50 alternative funding options were reviewed.  Alternatives that held the most appeal for the committee included a transportation maintenance fee, bond issue, special districts, and public/private partnerships.
The formal, intended outcome of the CCIPC process was a comprehensive report with solid recommendations to the Arvada City Council.  The Committee made a two hour presentation to the City Council on September 29.  However, the informal and unanticipated outcomes are far more interesting.  First, the Arvada community now claims over 15 residents who heretofore have never been involved in the public process or in shaping the future of their City.  These citizens are now greatly interested in becoming more involved, serving on boards and commissions and perhaps running for elected office in the future.  Over 20 of the Committee participants are now willing to serve as spokesmen for the City’s capital project needs at community organizations, the Chamber of Commerce, etc.  Finally, the City of Arvada now has 33 residents who have a comprehensive, in-depth knowledge of how their City is funded, how services are prioritized, and who have a deeper commitment towards the future of their own community.
The process begun by the CCIPC will continue over the next months and years.  The next step is for City staff to react to the Committee’s priorities and prepare detailed projected expenditures for identified projects.   These analyses must then be presented and discussed with the Arvada City Council followed by a one-, two-, and five-year plan to address the Committee’s findings and recommendations.  
In presenting the Arvada CCIPC process to the TLG Conference next year, it is our intention to provide the following:

· Members of City staff who organized and participated in this project, and at least one member of the Committee to discuss the process, what they learned, and their unique perspectives.  

· A comprehensive Powerpoint presentation.

· Copies of the 44 page Final Report as presented to the City Council and other presentation materials.

· A completed Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) for the City of Arvada.

· Survey data from the entire committee describing their experience and what the City of Arvada can do to improve this process in the future.

COMPONENTS OF THE PRESENTATION
Innovation/Creativity:  How did you encourage creativity in order to generate solutions? How did your program/concept stretch or improve the boundaries of ordinary governmental operations? Were new technologies necessary and what methods and/or applications did you incorporate? Was an outside consultant used? If yes, indicate the level of involvement and identify the firm.

Innovation/Creativity
· The Arvada City Council called for volunteers to participate in the CCIPC.  An advertisement was run in the local paper as well as in the City’s citizen newsletter, The Arvada Report.  We were thrilled and frankly stunned to have 70 people apply.

· The City Council invited 33 residents to participate in what had been, heretofore, a largely internal process.

· The Committee was presented with extremely transparent information.  Indeed, the more information that was provided, the better the decision making process became and the more appreciative and interested the volunteers became.
· A consultant was brought into the decision making process.  While the CCIPC initially attempted to do their work without the assistance of a professional facilitator/consultant, ultimately it was determined that this would help the process.  A strategic decision-making process was designed by the consultant, corelearningmatters©.  They proposed, and the group utilized with few changes, a “benefits, concerns, questions” process in a small, large, and small group iterative process.
· The Committee developed a methodology to discuss capital improvement project funding to be used not only with citizens but with the Arvada City Council.

· The Committee operated independently and without bias.  The CCIPC was not a staff driven effort.  In fact, the post evaluation survey currently being conducted with Committee members has to date yielded the following comments:  “a true transparent process,” “staff did not demonstrate any biases,” and “we were given all the information the staff could find.”  
· The Committee independently developed the “importance” and “urgency” criterion on which their final recommendations were based.  While staff could have somewhat modulated the process as decisions were being made, staff’s priorities would have been quite different.  For example, the Committee did not assign as many points for “safety” as they did for “number of citizens” served.  Safety would have been the highest priority for staff.   
· The Citizens formed a “Google Group” that everyone was invited to join.  It worked really well for members that were “tech savvy.”  (See: Real World Advice.)
· This effort has created a new dialogue within the City organization.  In the past, departments had not met to discuss CIP priorities as a group.  Now, departments are holding priority discussions as we do with the budget process.  It is a team approach.  

Citizen Outcomes: What customer needs and expectations were identified and fulfilled? How did your initiative improve access to your government? How has the health of your community improved as a result? 

Citizen Outcomes

· The Committee was comprised of approximately ten people known to the City Council from other forums (members of boards or commissions, etc.)  The remaining 23 members were citizens who had never been involved in any public process.  
· One very exciting and encouraging outcome of this process has been the reaction of formerly uninvolved citizens who have stated (and again, we are conducting a post survey of which the results will be identified) that they were astounded by the work City staff accomplish and all the services the City provides.  Many of the participants stated they now “take more ownership” in the City and spoke with their neighbors about the services provided.  
· Fifteen of the Committee members have expressed their willingness to serve on a pro-tax increase subcommittee.  
· A number of previously uninvolved citizens are now very interested in serving on City boards or commissions.  In fact, one has already been appointed to serve on an additional advisory committee regarding development issues in a particular area of the City.  The challenge will be to find ways we can maintain this involvement with these citizens.  

Applicable Results and Real World Advice: What are the applications you could share that would be of value to another local government? What are the results/outcomes? If performance measures were used, please describe those results. 

Applicable Results and Real World Advice
Operating citizen committees requires a significant amount of two way communication and connection.  In retrospect, this could have been accomplished more effectively.  Examples include, but are not limited to: 

· Having a better dual information process – some of our committee members ONLY wanted email; others ONLY hard copies.  We did not build into the process enough time to always produce the paper.

· Influencing the process a bit more would have been an improvement – when the Committee developed their criteria, safety was less important than other criterion.  We could have discussed the criteria from a staff perspective.  Many of the Committee members wanted that, and we took too much of a “citizen driven” attitude.
· Preparing more information on individual projects – we certainly did not want to bias the citizens, but we did a mediocre job of selling our priorities.  We did not have enough hard numbers on numbers of people who used facilities; we did not have adequate breakdowns of project costs when Committee members wanted to accomplish discrete elements of a project that could be accomplished in stages.  While we did not want to tell our citizens our priorities, we had opportunities to “sell” projects – we lost that.
· Providing graphic forms of information.  We had maps; pictures of projects would have been a good adjunct.  
Practices that we would strongly encourage other communities to adopt include, but are not limited to:

· Create a Google Group.  This is an awesome tool.  Great conversations took place in that forum.  It must be noted that while all members were invited to participate, not every member chose to do so.  It made some feel “left out” of the process.  It was not a chronological divide – but there was a divide.  
· Organize, organize, organize.  Think about the decision making process and the outcome at the beginning.  We brought in a consultant to help with decision making far too late into the process due to financial constraints.  Frankly, we probably had to spend some of the dollars anyway.

· Ensure that you have adequate administrative assistance.

· Use your citizens.  It was made clear from the very beginning that this was THEIR Committee.  We had many owners.  We should have helped them through their “leadership issues” more (see below), but in the end they worked it out and owned the process.
· Communicate, communicate, communicate.  It takes a great deal of time to talk to citizens.  In retrospect, we should have scheduled more phone calls, met for coffee, etc. with our citizens.  
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