
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR DIVISION 

STATEMENT OF SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES 
 

Audit Subject: Review of the San Francisco Public Library’s Branch Library 

Improvement Bond Program 
 

Background: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

Preliminary 

Survey: 

The Branch Library Improvement Program (BLIP) is the result of voter 

approval of a bond issue in November 2000. Two city departments are 

responsible for the success of the program, the San Francisco Public 

Library (Library) and the Department of Public Works (DPW.) The 

program is funded primarily by $105.9 million of general obligation bonds 

plus interest proceeds. State bond funds of $9.7 million, seismic safety 

bonds of $2.4 million, $5.2 million from the general fund portion of the 

Library Preservation Fund, and a pledge of $16 million from the 

independent nonprofit organization, Friends of the San Francisco Library 

will provide the remaining funds. 
 

There were 25 projects in the original program scope consisting of 5 new 

libraries, 19 renovations, and one support services center. Acquisition 

and/or construction of all 25 was anticipated to be completed by the end of 

2009. There have been schedule delays and cost overruns are anticipated. 

In March 2007 the Library Commission approved, at the request of DPW 

and the Library, the development of other funding to complete 5 

renovations out of the original 25 projects in order to fully fund the 

remaining 20. The new proposed final completion date of the 20 remaining 

projects is the end of 2010. 
 

The program was budgeted at its inception for a higher amount of bond 

financing than was recommended by the City’s Capital Improvements 

Advisory Committee. Initially, the Library anticipated alternative funding 

for the Support Services Center and Mission Bay branch, neither of which 

developed. This produced a net shortfall of $13.2 million that Library and 

DPW staff were aware of early in the program. 
 

There is significant ongoing public interest in the progress of the branch 

projects, and the program has included community input from the inception 

of each project. The program plan also calls for a public formal peer review 

of project design plans before the Library Commission. 
 

Our survey work included preliminary interviews with many stakeholders 

in the project, including Library and DPW staff, the chair of the Library 

Commission, and the chair and co-chair of the Library Citizens’ Advisory 

Committee. We also analyzed reports prepared by the bond program 

manager for both the Library Commission and the Citizens’ Government 

Obligation Bond Oversight Committee.  

 

The survey showed that there were significant project delays over the 

program period. At the approximately 75% mark of the original project 

timeframe (counting 2002 as year one and 2009 as the final year, and 

including as complete any projects already completed or scheduled to be 

finished as of 12/07), only 8 of the projects (32%) will be acquired or 

completed. One of the 8 completed projects was purchased outright and 

two were developed by outside developers. Possible reasons for project 



delays that have been identified during the preliminary survey are changes 

in project scope, as well as extended overlapping vacancies in executive 

and financial management at the Library.  
 

Project delays often lead to cost increases from several causes: the need to 

staff the program over a longer period, additional design and construction 

costs due to scope changes, and increasing costs in services and materials. 

Two areas identified by the Library and DPW as contributing factors in 

budget increases are the increase in costs for construction materials and too 

few bidders on construction contracts for a truly competitive process. 
 

Construction materials have increased in cost at a rate faster than other 

goods due to increases in international demand. Concerning “bid climate,” 

it is a common belief that because the City’s requirements to contract are 

so onerous, few qualified firms bid, and those that actually bid do so at 

inflated prices to compensate themselves for anticipated extra costs and 

aggravation. 
 

Our primary objective for the review is to determine if the Library and 

DPW appear to have the information and staffing resources necessary to 

complete the remaining projects in the BLIP program within the new 

schedule established by DPW. 
 

Objective(s) 
  Evaluate on a sample basis whether escalation factors used to 

determine revised construction cost estimates appear reasonable.  

  Identify best practices for maximizing the number of bidders for BLIP 

project construction contracts. 

  Identify key lessons learned from the current bond program and best 

practices with regard to managing project costs and schedules. 

  Determine if currently planned changes to processes and staff 

assignments at the Library and DPW appear adequate to complete the 

program as revised by the Library Commission in March 2007. 
 

Scope 

    Time Period: We will review the BLIP program from 2001 to 3/31/2007. 

    Universe: We will review financial and program information pertaining to the 

bond program. We will not be commenting on other operations of 

DPW or the Library. 
 

Anticipated draft report delivery date: 07/31/07 
 

Issued By: Deborah Gordon Issue Date: 06/21/07 

 Audit Manager   

 City Services Auditor Division   
 

PLEASE NOTE:  The statement of scope and objectives may be adjusted during the course 

of the review based on the results of the fieldwork. 
 


