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OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
Council Chambers  

1735 Montgomery Street  
Oroville, CA. 95965 

JULY 19, 2016 
REGULAR MEETING 

CLOSED SESSION 5:00 P.M. 
OPEN SESSION 6:00 P.M.  

AGENDA 

CLOSED SESSION (5:00 P.M.) 

ROLL CALL 

Council Members Berry, Del Rosario, Hatley, Pittman, Simpson, Vice Mayor Chan Wilcox, Mayor 
Dahlmeier 

CONVENE TO CLOSED SESSION (ITEMS LISTED ON PAGE NO. 5) 

RECONVENE TO OPEN SESSION 

OPEN SESSION (6:00 P.M.) 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

PROCLAMATION / PRESENTATION 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

1. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE JULY 5, 2016 REGULAR MEETING AND JULY 12, 2016
SPECIAL MEETING OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL – minutes attached

Public Safety Department 

2. MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE OROVILLE POLICE DEPARTMENT AND
RIDEOUT HEALTH GROUP – staff report

The Council may consider a Memorandum of Understanding with Rideout Health Group (RHG) to provide
sexual assault examinations. (Bill LaGrone, Director of Public Safety)

'INTERACTIVE AGENDA"  Click on the agenda item in the index to the left for agenda item details.
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Council Action Requested: Adopt Resolution No. 8521 - A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY 
COUNCIL AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE OROVILLE POLICE DEPARTMENT AND RIDEOUT HEALTH 
GROUP FOR SEXUAL ASSAULT EXAMINATIONS AND THE ASSOCIATED COST FOR THE 
EXAMINATION, FOR ONE YEAR (JULY 2016 – AUGUST 2017) - (Agreement No. 3029-2). 

Finance Department 

3. PLACEMENT OF DELINQUENT GARBAGE BILLS ON THE 2016/2017 PROPERTY TAX ROLL – staff
report

The Council may consider the placement of delinquent garbage bills to Recology on the 2016/2017
property tax roll. (Ruth Wright, Director of Finance)

Council Action Requested: Adopt Resolution No. 8522 – A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY
COUNCIL ADOPTING DIRECT ASSESSMENT FOR DELINQUENT GARBAGE BILLS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2015/2016 ON THE 2016/2017 PROPERTY TAX ROLL AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO
EXECUTE THE PROPOSITION 218 CERTIFICATION OF TAX BILL LEVY.

Community Development Department 

4. MUNICIPAL AUDITORIUM IMPROVEMENTS – PROJECT UPDATE – staff report

The Council will receive an update on the Municipal Auditorium Improvement Project. (Amy Bergstrand,
Management Analyst III and Donald Rust, Director of Community Development)

Council Action Requested: None.

Administration Department 

5. ATTENDANCE TO 2016 ANNUAL CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYERS LABOR RELATIONS
ASSOCIATION’S CONFERENCE – staff report

The Council may consider approving attendance at the 2016 Annual California Public Employers Labor
Relations Association’s Conference by the Human Resource Manager, on November 1-4, 2016, in
Monterey, California. (Donald Rust, Director of Community Development)

Council Action Requested: Authorize the Human Resource Manager to attend the 2016 Annual
California Public Employers Labor Relations Association’s Conference on November 1-4, 2016, in
Monterey, California.

PUBLIC HEARINGS – None 

REGULAR BUSINESS 

Community Development Department 

6. REDEVELOPMENT PLANS FOR THE “MIKE ISCH PARKING LOT” AKA “PARKING LOT A”– staff
report

The Council will receive information regarding the City’s current redevelopment plans for the “Mike Isch 
Parking Lot”, also known as Parking Lot A. (Donald Rust, Director of Community Development) 

Council Action Requested: None. 
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7. ANNUAL ASSESSMENTS FOR THE CITY’S CONSOLIDATED LANDSCAPE AND LIGHTING
MAINTENANCE ASSESSMENT DISTRICT – ZONES 1-17 – staff report

The Council may consider initiating proceeds, preliminarily approving the Annual Assessment Report and
declaring its intention to levy and collect assessments for the Oroville Consolidated Landscape and
Lighting Maintenance Assessment District, Zones 1-17, for Fiscal Year 2016/2017. (Alex Brown,
Associate Civil Engineer, Rick Walls, Interim City Engineer and Donald Rust, Director of
Community Development)

Council Action Requested:

1. Adopt Resolution No. 8523 - A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL INITIATING
PROCEEDINGS, PRELIMINARILY APPROVING THE ANNUAL ASSESSMENT REPORT AND
DECLARING ITS INTENTION TO LEVY AND COLLECT ASSESSMENTS FOR THE
OROVILLE CONSOLIDATED LANDSCAPE AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE ASSESSMENT
DISTRICT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016/2017; and

2. Authorize any necessary budget adjustments to the Annual Assessment Report.

8. ANNUAL ASSESSMENTS FOR THE CITY’S CONSOLIDATED BENEFIT ASSESSMENT DISTRICT,
ZONES 1-8 – staff report

The Council may consider approving the Annual Assessment Report for the Oroville Consolidated Benefit
Assessment District for Fiscal Year 2016/2017. (Alex Brown, Associate Civil Engineer, Rick Walls,
Interim City Engineer and Donald Rust, Director of Community Development)

Council Action Requested:

1. Adopt Resolution No. 8524 - A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVING THE
ANNUAL ASSESSMENT REPORT AND FOR THE OROVILLE CONSOLIDATED BENEFIT
ASSESSMENT DISTRICT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016/2017; and

2. Authorize any necessary budget adjustments to the Annual Assessment Report.

9. PROJECT CONTRACT WITH ST. FRANCIS ELECTRIC – staff report

The Council may consider a Project Contract with the lowest responsive bidder, St. Francis Electric, in
the amount of $38,420, for Highway 162 Street Light Pole Footings Project. (Alex Brown, Associate
Civil Engineer, Rick Walls, Interim City Engineer and Donald Rust, Director of Community
Development)

Council Action Requested: Adopt Resolution No. 8525 – A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY
COUNCIL AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A PROJECT CONTRACT
WITH THE LOWEST RESPONSIVE BIDDER, ST. FRANCIS ELECTRIC, IN THE AMOUNT OF $38,420,
FOR THE HIGHWAY 162 STREET LIGHT POLE FOOTINGS PROJECT – (Agreement No. 3185).

10. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH OMNI-MEANS, LTD – staff report

The Council may consider a Professional Services Agreement with the lowest responsive bidder, Omni-
Means Ltd., in the amount of $143,875, for the State Highway 162 and Feather River Boulevard Turn
Lanes Project. (Rick Walls, Interim City Engineer and Donald Rust, Director of Community
Development)

Council Action Requested: Adopt Resolution No. 8526 – A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY
COUNCIL AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A PROFESSIONAL
SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH THE LOWEST RESPONSIVE BIDDER, OMNI-MEANS, LTD., IN THE
AMOUNT OF $143,875, FOR THE PREPARATION OF PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR STATE
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HIGHWAY 162 AND FEATHER RIVER BOULEVARD ADDITIONAL TURN LANES PROJECT – 
(Agreement No. 3186). 

 
11. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH CAROLLO ENGINEERS – staff report 
 
 The Council may consider a Professional Services Agreement with Carollo Engineers, in the amount of 

$516,104, for the Engineering Design of Sanitary Sewer Projects. (Alex Brown, Associate Civil 
Engineer, Rick Walls, Interim City Engineer and Donald Rust, Director of Community 
Development) 

 
Council Action Requested: Adopt Resolution No. 8527– A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY 
COUNCIL AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A PROFESSIONAL 
SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH CAROLLO ENGINEERS, IN THE AMOUNT OF $516,014, FOR THE 
PREPARATION OF PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE ENGINEERING DESIGN OF 
SANITARY SEWER PROJECTS – (Agreement No. 3187). 

 
12. OROVILLE ALLEY REVITALIZATION PROGRAM; PROPOSED PLAN AND PROPOSED 

PARTNERSHIP – staff report 
 

The Council will be presented with an implementation plan regarding the Oroville Alley Revitalization 
Program and the proposed partnerships with business owners adjacent to Miner’s Alley. (Dawn Nevers, 
Assistant Planner, Donald Rust, Director of Community Development) 
 
Council Action Requested: Provide direction, as necessary. 
 

13. REQUEST FROM THE SUPPLEMENTAL BENEFITS FUND CHAIRPERSON FOR PLANNING AND 
GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE- staff report 

 
 The Council may consider a request from the Supplemental Benefits Fund Chairperson for Planning 

and Geographic Information System technical assistance. (Donald Rust, Director of Community 
Development) 

 
 Council Action Requested: Provide direction, as necessary. 

 
Administration Department 
 
14. APPOINTMENT TO THE OROVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE – 

staff report 
 
 The Council may consider appointing a qualified City resident to serve on the Oroville Economic 

Development Loan Advisory Committee. (Donald Rust, Director of Community Development) 
 
 Council Action Requested: Appoint City resident, Mark Grover, to serve on the Oroville Economic 

Development Loan Advisory Committee. 
 
Finance Department 
 
15.  MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT AND REPORT OF INVESTMENTS FOR JUNE 2016 – report attached 
 
 The Council will receive a copy of the Monthly Financial Report and Report of Investments for June 2016. 

(Ruth Wright, Director of Finance) 
 
Council Action Requested: Acknowledge receipt of the June 2016 Monthly Financial Report and 
Report of Investments. 
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COUNCIL ANNOUNCEMENTS/COMMITTEE REPORTS (A verbal report may be given regarding any 
committee meetings attended) 

CITY ADMINISTRATOR/ ADMINISTRATION REPORTS  

CORRESPONDENCE 

 Becky Smith, Lead Museum Docent, Feather River Nature Center & Native Plant Park

HEARING OF INDIVIDUALS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

CLOSED SESSION  

The Council will hold a Closed Session on the following: 

1. Pursuant to Government Code section 54957.6, the Council will meet with Labor Negotiators and City
Attorney to discuss labor negotiations for the following represented groups:   Oroville City Employees
Association, Oroville Police Officers’ Association – Sworn and Non-Sworn, Oroville Firefighters’
Association, and Oroville Management and Confidential Association.

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting will be adjourned. A regular meeting of the Oroville City Council will be held on Tuesday, July 26, 
2016, at 4:00 p.m. 

Accommodating Those Individuals with Special Needs – In compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Oroville encourages those with disabilities to participate fully in the 
public meeting process. If you have a special need in order to allow you to attend or participate 
in our public meetings, please contact the City Clerk at (530) 538-2535, well in advance of the 
regular meeting you wish to attend, so that we may make every reasonable effort to 
accommodate you. Documents distributed for public session items, less than 72 hours prior to 
meeting, are available for public inspection at City Hall, 1735 Montgomery Street, Oroville, 
California. 



July 5, 2016 – 5:00 p.m. Oroville City Council Meeting Minutes  Page 1 of 6 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 
JULY 5, 2016 – 5:00 P.M. 

The agenda for the July 5, 2016, regular meeting of the Oroville City Council was posted on the 
bulletin board at the front of City Hall and on the City of Oroville’s website located at 
www.cityoforoville.org on Wednesday, June 29, 2016, at 1:40 p.m. 

The July 5, 2016 regular meeting of the Oroville City Council was called to order by Mayor 
Dahlmeier at 5:02 p.m. 

ROLL CALL 

Present:  Council Members Berry, Del Rosario, Hatley, Pittman, Simpson, Vice Mayor Chan 
Wilcox, Mayor Dahlmeier 

Absent:   None 

Staff Present: 

Donald Rust, Director of Community Development       Allen Byers, Assistant Police Chief    
Bill LaGrone, Director of Public Safety     Jamie Hayes, Assistant City Clerk    
Ruth Wright, Director of Finance Rob Buckhout, Battalion Chief          
Scott Huber, City Attorney             Gary Layman, Building Official 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Mayor Dahlmeier. 

PROCLAMATION / PRESENTATION 

The Oroville Prayer Fellowship Group presented plaques to bestow blessing to the City Council, City 
Department Heads and City Attorney.  

RECOGNITION OF INDIVIDUALS WHO WISH TO SPEAK ON AGENDA ITEMS 

Alan Jones – Item No. 2 Carl Durling – Item No. 9 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

A motion was made by Council Member Pittman, seconded by Vice Mayor Chan Wilcox, to approve 
the following Consent Calendar, with exception to Item No. 2: 

1. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF JUNE 14, 2016 SPECIAL MEETING AND THE JUNE
21, 2016 REGULAR MEETING OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL – minutes attached

http://www.cityoforoville.org/
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Community Development Department 

2. THIS ITEM WAS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR (SEE BELOW)

The motion to approve the Consent Calendar was passed by the following vote: 

Ayes: Council Members Berry, Del Rosario, Hatley, Pittman, Simpson, Vice Mayor Chan 
Wilcox, Mayor Dahlmeier 

Noes: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: None 

ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR - None 

2. FEE WAIVER, REDUCTION, OR PAYMENT PLAN REQUEST FOR PROCESSING OF A
USE PERMIT FOR THE AXIOM YOUTH CENTER – staff report

The Council considered a fee waiver, fee reduction, or payment plan for the processing of a
use permit for the relocation of the Axiom youth center. (Donald Rust, Director of
Community Development)

Alan Jones, Oroville Downtown Business Association President, made comments relating to
the proposed relocation of the Axiom.

Following discussion, a motion was made by Council Member Pittman, seconded by Vice
Mayor Chan Wilcox, to:

Adopt Resolution No. 8519 – A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL
APPROVING A SIX MONTH PAYMENT PLAN FOR THE AXIOM TO PROCESS A
REQUIRED USE PERMIT TO RELOCATE THEIR OPERATIONS TO 1420 MYERS
STREET, OROVILLE.

The motion was passed by the following vote:

Ayes: Council Members Berry, Del Rosario, Hatley, Pittman, Simpson, Vice Mayor 
Chan Wilcox, Mayor Dahlmeier 

Noes: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: None 

PUBLIC HEARINGS - None 

REGULAR BUSINESS 

Finance Department 

3. 2016-2017 ADOPTED ANNUAL BUDGET – staff report
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The Council considered the adoption of the fiscal year 2016-2017 Annual Budget. (Ruth 
Wright, Director of Finance) 
 
Following discussion, a motion was made by Council Member Simpson, seconded by 
Council Member Pittman, to: 
 
Adopt Resolution No. 8520 - A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
ADOPTING THE ANNUAL BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016 - 2017.  
 
The motion was passed by the following vote: 
 
Ayes:  Council Members Del Rosario, Hatley, Pittman, Simpson, Vice Mayor Chan 

Wilcox, Mayor Dahlmeier 
Noes:  Council Member Berry 
Abstain: None 
Absent: None 
 

Community Development Department 
 
4. METAL BUILDINGS IN THE DOWNTOWN HISTORIC OVERLAY – staff report 
 
 The Council considered providing the Development Review Committee with direction 

regarding the permitting of metal structures in the City’s Downtown Historic Overlay. (Donald 
Rust, Director of Community Development Department) 

 
 Following discussion, the Council directed the Development Review Committee to continue 

with the guideline of ensuring that structures are aesthetically complimentary to their 
surrounding neighborhoods when considering structures in the City’s Downtown Historic 
Overlay. On a case-by-case basis. 

 
5.         REQUEST TO APPROVE PAINT SELECTION BY SACRAMENTO VALLEY LIMITED 

PARTNERSHIP, D/B/A VERIZON WIRELESS FOR THE TOWER, MOUNTS, ATENNAS 
AND SOCKS OF THE TOWER AND COMMUNICATION EQUIPMENT – staff report 

 
 The Council may consider a request by Sacramento Valley Limited Partnership d/b/a 

Verizon Wireless for the color selection to paint the tower, communication equipment, and 
the building at the base of the tower, located at the corner of Arlin Rhine Memorial Drive and 
Lincoln Street, in Oroville.  (Donald Rust, Director of Community Development and Scott 
E. Huber, City Attorney) 

 
 Following discussion, the Council selected Fog Grey paint for the tower and roof and Graffiti 

Grey for the mechanical building relating to the tower structure located at the corner of Arlin 
Rhine Memorial Drive and Lincoln Street. 

 
Administration Department 
 
6. APPOINTMENT TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION – staff report 
 
 The Council considered appointing a qualified City resident to serve on the Oroville Planning 

Commission.  (Donald Rust, Director of Community Development Department) 
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A motion was made by Council Member Pittman, seconded by Council Member Simpson, to: 

Appoint Steven C. Vandervort to serve on the Oroville Planning Commission for the 
remainder of former Commissioner Vang’s term, which will expire on June 30, 2018. 

The motion was passed by the following vote: 

Ayes: Council Members Berry, Del Rosario, Hatley, Pittman, Simpson, Vice Mayor 
Chan Wilcox, Mayor Dahlmeier 

Noes: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: None 

7. RESPONSE TO 2015-2016 BUTTE COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT – staff report

The Council considered approving the response to the 2015-2016 Butte County Grand Jury 
Report on behalf of the City of Oroville. (Scott E. Huber, City Attorney)

Following discussion, the Council appointed Council Member Pittman to work with staff to
prepare a response to the Grand Jury for approval by the Council.

8. PURCHASE OF VIDEO RECORDING HARDWARE FOR THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS –
staff report

The Council considered the purchase of a video recording system for the Council
Chambers, from Hankin’s Electrical, in the amount of $19,384.93. (Tyson Pardee, IT
Manager and Donald Rust, Director of Community Development Department)

Following discussion, a motion was made by Council Member Del Rosario, seconded by
Council Member Berry, to:

Authorize the purchase of the new video recording system for the Council Chambers,
from Hankin’s Electrical, in the amount of $19,384.93.

The motion was passed by the following vote:

Ayes: Council Members Berry, Del Rosario, Hatley, Pittman, Simpson, Vice Mayor 
Chan Wilcox, Mayor Dahlmeier 

Noes: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: None 

9. MODIFICATIONS TO THE STANDING BUDGET SUB-COMMITTEE ESTABLISHED ON
JUNE 14, 2016 – staff report

The Council considered a modification to the Standing Budget Sub-Committee that was
established on June 14, 2016. (Donald Rust, Director of Community Development
Department)

Carl Durling posed questions to the Council relating to the Standing Budget Sub-Committee,
which were answered by staff.
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Following discussion, the Council eliminate the Standing Budget Sub-Committee to allow all 
of the Council Members to participate in the on-going budget crisis that the City of Oroville is 
facing. Meetings have been scheduled for July 12, 2016, July 26, 2016, August 9, 2016 and 
August 23, 2016 at 4:00 p.m. in the City Hall Council Chambers, 1735 Montgomery Street, 
Oroville. 

MAYOR/ COUNCIL REPORTS 

Council Member Pittman gave a brief report on the Annual 4th of July Fireworks event which was 
held at the Oroville Dam. 

CITY ADMINISTRATOR/ ADMINISTRATION REPORTS 

Bill LaGrone, Director of Public Safety, reported that an advisory had been issued by the State 
Department of Water Resources relating to the increased water release in the Feather River. 

Ruth Wright, Director of Finance, reported that the City’s Sungard software went live on July 1, 
2016.  

Donald Rust, Director of Community Development, reported on the following: 

• Private citizen request to purchase the Western Pacific 163 locomotive, located in Hewitt
Park

 The Council denied the request to purchase the Western Pacific 163 locomotive
• Request by Purple Line Winery for an Alcohol Beverage Control liquor license

 The request was denied due to the application location on residential property.
• Review of development plans relating to the Mike Isch Parking Lot aka Parking Lot A, to be

reviewed at the July 19, 2016 regular meeting of the Oroville City Council
• Parking permits and plaques are being issued to residents on the north side of the Pacific

Coast Producers facility

CORRESPONDENCE 

• Pacific Gas & Electric Company

RECOGNITION OF INDIVIDUALS WHO WISH TO SPEAK ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS - None 

CLOSED SESSION 

The Council will hold a Closed Session on the following: 

1. Pursuant to Government Code section 54957.6, the Council met with Labor Negotiators and
City Attorney to discuss labor negotiations for the following represented groups:   Oroville
City Employees Association, Oroville Police Officers’ Association – Sworn and Non-Sworn,
Oroville Firefighters’ Association, and Oroville Management and Confidential Association.
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2. Pursuant to Government Code section 54956.9(a), the Council met with Acting City
Administrator and the City Attorney relating to existing litigation: Diane MacMillan v. City of
Oroville et al., Butte County Superior Court, Case No. 163806.

3. Pursuant to Government Code section 54956.9(d), the Council met with the Acting City
Administrator and the City Attorney regarding potential litigation – one case.

4. Pursuant to Government Code section 54956.95, the Council met with the Acting City
Administrator, Personnel Officer and City Attorney relating to Worker’s Compensation Claim
No. ADJ 7598333.

Following Closed Session, Mayor Dahlmeier announced that there were no reportable actions taken 
in Closed Session and direction had been given to staff. 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:54 p.m.  A special meeting of the Oroville City Council will be held 
on Tuesday, July 12, 2016, at 4:00 p.m. 

 Donald Rust, Acting City Clerk Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor 
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OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL BUDGET MEETING MINUTES 
JULY 12, 2016 – 4:00 P.M. 

The agenda for the July 12, 2016 special budget meeting of the Oroville City Council was posted on 
the bulletin board at the front of City Hall, and on the City of Oroville’s website located at 
www.cityoforoville.org on Friday, July 8, 2016 at 12:50 p.m. 

The July 12, 2016 special budget meeting of the Oroville City Council was called to order by Mayor 
Dahlmeier at 4:11 p.m.  

ROLL CALL 

Present: Council Members Berry, Del Rosario, Hatley, Pittman, Simpson, Vice Mayor Chan 
Wilcox, Mayor Dahlmeier 

Absent:  None 

Per Government Code section 54954.2, Scott E. Huber, City Attorney, requested that the 
Council add items to the Agenda for discussion purposes. 

A motion was made by Council Member Pittman, seconded by Council Member Berry, to: 

1. Add Item No. 1 – California Form 470 – Officeholder and Candidate Campaign
Statement; and

2. Add Item No. 2 – Discussion of Oil by Rail Through Butte County, to the Agenda for
discussion.

The motion was passed by the following vote: 

Ayes: Council Members Berry, Del Rosario, Hatley, Pittman, Simpson, Vice Mayor Chan 
Wilcox, Mayor Dahlmeier 

Noes: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: None 

SPECIAL BUSINESS 

1. CALIFORNIA FORM 470 – OFFICEHOLDER AND CANDIDATE CAMPAIGN STATEMENT

The Council received information relating to the California Form 470 – Officeholder and
Candidate Campaign Statement. (Scott E. Huber, City Attorney)

Scott E. Huber, City Attorney, addressed issues relating to the California Form 470 –
Officeholder and Candidate Campaign Statement.

http://www.cityoforoville.org/
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2. DISCUSSION OF OIL BY RAIL THROUGH BUTTE COUNTY

The Council received information regarding Oil by Rail in Butte County. (Scott E. Huber,
City Attorney)

Donald Rust, Director of Community Development Department, advised the Council that a
letter would be submitted to the League of California Cities in opposition to the Crude Oil By 
Rail in Butte County.

3. REVIEW OF THE ADOPTED ANNUAL BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016/2017 AND
DISCUSSION OF CITY COUNCIL GOALS

The Council began the review of the revenues and expenditures of the Adopted Annual
Budget for fiscal year 2016/17 and discuss City Council goals to find ways to resolve the
current budget deficit. (Donald Rust, Acting City Administrator)

Following discussion, the Council directed staff to:

1. Submit a letter to the Butte Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) in
regards to the estimated property tax and sales tax in the Southside Oroville
Annexation Study.

2. Review potential increase to the Utility Users Tax.

3. Provide overview of paid parking program in the Historic Downtown parking lots.

4. Provide update on the status of the Museum and Cultural Facilities Foundation.

5. Provide the Council with additional information relating to “Outside Services” in
the 2016/2017 Adopted Annual Budget; and

6. Provide the Council with additional information relating to a 9-hour/4-day work
schedule for general employees of the City.

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:47 p.m. to a regular meeting of the Oroville City Council to be 
held on Tuesday, July 19, 2016, at 5:00 p.m.   

Donald Rust, Acting City Clerk Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor 
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CITY OF OROVILLE 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

FROM: BILL LA GRONE, DIRECTOR (530) 
PUBLIC SAFETY DEPARTMENT  

RE: MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE 
OROVILLE POLICE DEPARTMENT AND RIDEOUT HEALTH 
GROUP  

DATE: JULY19, 2016 

SUMMARY 

The Council may consider a Memorandum of Understanding with Rideout Health 
Group (RHG) to provide sexual assault examinations.  

DISCUSSION 

The Oroville Police Department responds to approximately 30 reported rapes 
each year. This type of crime requires specialized collection of evidence which is 
achieved by specially trained nurses and other medical professionals. This exam 
and collection of evidence is traumatic but necessary for the successful 
prosecution of the perpetrators of this type of crime. It is also necessary for the 
victims of these types of crimes to be medically evaluated and treated for any 
injuries that resulted from such assaults. The Oroville Police Department typically 
relies upon the Oroville Hospital to provide these services; unfortunately, it is 
necessary to have a secondary location where these examinations can be 
performed. The Oroville Police Department has utilized the services of RHG in 
the past. This memorandum will ensure the availability of a specially trained 
medical professional to care for the victim and assist law enforcement in the 
collection of evidence.  

A secondary issue is the cost of these examinations. The penal code requires 
that the local law enforcement agency where the crime occurred must pay the 
cost of these examinations. This Memorandum of Understanding will ensure 
consistent billing for the duration of this Agreement.  

FISCAL IMPACT 

It is not possible to estimate the overall expense of these examinations for 
each fiscal year, due to the fact we are unable to predict the number of 
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assaults that will occur. The following costs are associated with each 
examination: 

Adult/adolescent victim examination    $1500 
Suspect Examination          $  675 
Follow up Examination $  500 
Cancelled Exam   $  300 

RECOMMENDATION 

Adopt Resolution No. 8521 - A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY 
COUNCIL AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A 
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE OROVILLE 
POLICE DEPARTMENT AND RIDEOUT HEALTH GROUP FOR SEXUAL 
ASSAULT EXAMINATIONS AND THE ASSOCIATED COST FOR THE 
EXAMINATION, FOR ONE YEAR (JULY 2016 – AUGUST 2017) - 
(Agreement No. 3029-2). 

ATTACHMENTS 

Resolution No. 8521 
Agreement No. 3029-2 



CITY OF OROVILLE 
RESOLUTION NO. 8521 

A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL AUTHORIZING AND 
DIRECTING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN THE OROVILLE POLICE DEPARTMENT AND RIDEOUT HEALTH 
GROUP FOR SEXUAL ASSAULT EXAMINATIONS AND THE ASSOCIATED COST 
FOR THE EXAMINATION, FOR ONE YEAR (JULY 2016 – AUGUST 2017) 

(Agreement No. 3029-2) 

NOW THEREFORE, be it hereby resolved by the Oroville City Council as follows: 

1. The Mayor is hereby authorized and directed to execute a Memorandum
of Understanding between the Oroville Police Department and Rideout
Health Group for sexual assault examinations and the associated cost for
the examination, for one year (July 2016 – August 2017).  A copy of the
Agreement is attached hereto.

2. The City Clerk shall attest to the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Oroville City Council at a regular meeting on July 19, 
2016, by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

________________________________ 
Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor 

APPROVED TO AS FORM: ATTEST: 

__________________________ __________  ____ 
Scott E. Huber, City Attorney Donald Rust, Acting City Clerk 
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OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

FROM: RUTH WRIGHT, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2410 
FINANCE DEPARTMENT 

RE: PLACEMENT OF DELINQUENT GARBAGE BILLS ON THE 
2016/2017 PROPERTY TAX ROLL  

DATE: JULY 19, 2016 

SUMMARY 

The Council may consider the placement of delinquent garbage bills to Recology on the 
2016/2017 property tax roll. 

DISCUSSION 

The City’s Franchise Agreement with Recology and City Ordinance No. 1562 provide that 
the City must place delinquent garbage bills on the tax roll of property owners.  

Recology is required to send two notices prior to turning their delinquent garbage bills over 
to the City to be placed on the tax roll. The first notice is to the service recipient who may or 
may not be the property owner as well as the property owner of record.  The second notice 
states that if the payment is not received in fifteen days, a delinquency fee will be added to 
the bill when the City places the lien on the property. 

Occasionally, the former property owner is notified in error because the list which Recology 
receives from the County has not been updated. In those cases, the charge is immediately 
deleted and the correct property owner is notified. These procedures are all in accordance 
with Ordinance No. 1562 and Resolution No. 4486 and 4929. In turning these delinquent 
tax bills over to the City to be placed on the tax roll of the property owner, Recology has 
certified that it has complied with all required procedures.      

In order to ensure the proper funding for the refuse removal and disposal service, the City, 
like many other cities, has a provision for delinquent bills to be placed on the owner’s 
property tax bill.   

The City receives a small fee for each delinquent bill on which is lien is placed. 

FISCAL IMPACT 
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None. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Adopt Resolution No. 8522 – A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
ADOPTING DIRECT ASSESSMENT FOR DELINQUENT GARBAGE BILLS FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2015/2016 ON THE 2016/2017 PROPERTY TAX ROLL AND AUTHORIZING THE 
MAYOR TO EXECUTE THE PROPOSITION 218 CERTIFICATION OF TAX BILL LEVY. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Resolution No. 8522 
List of Assessments 
Proposition 218 Certification 
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CITY OF OROVILLE 
RESOLUTION NO. 8522 

A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL CERTIFYING TO THE COUNTY 
OF BUTTE THE VALIDITY OF THE LEGAL PROCESS USED TO PLACE DIRECT 
CHARGES (SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS) ON THE SECURED TAX ROLL AND 
AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE THE PROPOSITION 218 CERTIFICATION 
OF TAX BILL LEVY 

WHEREAS, the notices and election for special assessment fees for the purpose of 
the collection of delinquent garbage bills to Recology to be included on the regular County 
property tax bill for property owners of the City of Oroville was completed on _________; 
and 

WHEREAS, the City of Oroville (City) is placing the special assessments on the 
Butte County secured property tax roll for collection; and 

WHEREAS, the City has complied with all laws pertaining to the levy of the special 
assessments, including Proposition 218, to be collected per Health and Safety Code 
section 5470, et seq; and 

WHEREAS, the assessment is being levied without regard to property valuation of 
the properties involved; and 

WHEREAS, the City agrees that it shall be solely liable and responsible, and will 
defend and hold the County of Butte harmless from any liability as a result of claims or 
claims for refunds and related interest due filed by taxpayers against any assessments, 
fees, charges or taxes placed on the roll for the City by the County; and 

NOW THERFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Oroville City Council that the list submitted 
with parcel numbers and amounts are certified as being correct, the Mayor is hereby 
authorized to sign any documents required and directed to give the list to the Butte County 
Auditor on behalf of the City for placement on the secured tax roll for collection: 

1. Prop 218 or Compliance Certification and Hold Harmless Statement
2. Property Tax Data Bill Form
3. Authority to Approve Direct Assessment Charges
4. Parcel Listing

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Oroville City Council at a regular meeting held on July 19, 
2016, by the following vote: 
/
/
/
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AYES:  

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

 Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST: 

______________________ 
 Scott E. Huber, City Attorney   Donald Rust, Acting City Clerk 
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Service Address Parcel Lien $ Lien + Fees From Date To Date
2368 LINCOLN ST #B 013160046000 133.3 173.3 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
23 NELSON AVE 031140124000 3878.8 3918.8 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
25 NELSON AVE 031140124000 518.92 558.91 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1720 DARYL PORTER WAY 012160045000 951.8 991.8 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1622 HIGH ST 180.48 220.48 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
28 CANYON HIGHLANDS DR 673.14 713.14 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2680 5TH AVE #C 035380038000 77.78 117.78 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2519 ORO QUINCY HWY #B 033332018000 497 537 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
4329 LWR WYANDOTTE 079030032000 336.52 376.52 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1875 WASHINGTON AVE 013070002000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1865 FT WAYNE 035145011000 390.82 430.82 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2274 ORO QUINCY HWY #B 013280053000 194.02 234.02 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1635 ELGIN ST 013280053000 497.52 537.52 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
4321 LWR WYANDOTTE 079030041000 65.86 105.86 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
48 RUSSELL PROCTOR WAY 030490107000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
22 GRAVEL GERTY RD 275.38 315.38 6/4/2015 3/31/2016
1743 BOYNTON AVE 033470035000 196.62 236.62 8/31/2015 3/31/2016
23 LA CRESENTA DR 141.64 181.64 11/12/2015 3/31/2016
3357 ROSEBEN AVE 035112017000 53.26 93.26 2/12/2016 3/31/2016
1500 SAFFORD ST 012023008000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1254 LEAH CT 012025008000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1925 MONTGOMERY ST 012034003000 208.44 248.44 4/1/2015 2/15/2016
2251 MONTGOMERY ST. 012042005000 1208.28 1248.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2433 MONTGOMERY ST. 012042014000 263.9 303.9 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
878 MONTGOMERY ST. 012061004000 335.48 375.48 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
988 MONTGOMERY ST. 012062003000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1233 5TH AVE. 012062009000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
985 SAFFORD ST. 012062013000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
744 BIRD ST #B 012064005000 169.26 209.26 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
720 BIRD ST 012064009000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
940 BIRD ST 012066010000 481.48 521.48 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1035 SAFFORD ST 012071002000 264.08 344.08 5/7/2015 3/31/2016
1211 3RD AVE 012072001000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1255 3RD AVE 012072012000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1245 SAFFORD ST 012073015000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1170 BIRD ST 012075007000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1284 BIRD ST 012076013000 231.26 271.26 4/1/2015 10/1/2015
1060 ROBINSON ST 012077008000 226.22 266.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1354-56-58 OAK ST 012082005000 92.04 132.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1512 ROBINSON ST. 012084010000 289.58 329.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1639 BIRD ST 012085002000 338.22 378.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1567 HUNTOON ST 012096004000 394.42 434.42 4/1/2015 8/19/2015
2191 HIGH ST #A 012100046000 625.32 665.32 4/1/2015 9/30/2015
645-49-55-59 BIRD ST 012111004000 248.18 288.18 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
680 HIGH ST 012113014000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
735 BIRD ST 012121002000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
780 ROBINSON ST 012121008000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
730 ROBINSON ST. 012121012000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
929 BIRD ST 012123001000 317 357 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
970 ROBINSON ST 012123008000 344.12 384.12 4/1/2015 3/30/2016
720 HIGH ST. 012124007000 153.94 193.94 4/1/2015 3/10/2016
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1536 5TH AVE 012125004000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
920 POMONA AVE. 012129007000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
939 HIGH ST. 012129010000 151.04 191.04 4/1/2015 9/9/2015
1245 ROBINSON ST. 012133003000 120.48 160.48 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1320 HIGH ST. 012133020000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1241 HIGH ST. 012135006000 338.22 378.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1660 VEATCH ST. 012135016000 241.56 281.56 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1340 POMONA AVE 012135018000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1681 PINE ST 012145006000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2150 PARK AVE 012160042000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2186 PARK AVE. 012160063000 310.22 350.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
520 POMONA AVE. 012172009000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
750 GARDELLA AVE. 012181006000 313.32 353.32 4/23/2015 3/31/2016
734 GARDELLA AVE. #A 012181007000 692.04 732.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
860 GARDELLA AVE 012182011000 156.14 196.14 10/15/2015 3/31/2016
855 POMONA AVE 012182012000 114.3 154.3 12/10/2015 3/31/2016
815-825 GARDELLA AVE 012184001000 335.04 375.04 4/1/2015 12/30/2015
2050 VEATCH ST 012190018000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1752 GRAY ST 012201020000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1976 GRANT AVE 012203006000 251.04 291.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1999 PINE ST 012203009000 701.48 741.48 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1725 PINE ST 012203017000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1663-1665 POMONA 012203018000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1724 OAK ST 012203018000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2079 LINCOLN BLVD. 012210730000 302.06 342.06 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1925 KITRICK AVE 012212056000 176.16 216.16 4/1/2015 10/15/2015
1845 HUNTOON ST #B 012212056000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2055 VEATCH ST. 012221011000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2155 VEATCH ST 012221015000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2155 PARK AVE 012251005000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2136 HEWITT AVE #B 012251012000 185.7 225.7 5/11/2015 3/31/2016
2126 SPENCER AVE 012252005000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2156 SPENCER AVE 012252008000 279.58 319.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2274 HEWITT AVE 012253017000 57.12 97.12 6/15/2015 3/31/2016
2280 SPENCER AVE 012254006000 85.5 125.5 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1170 LINDEN AVE 013010024000 338.22 378.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1115 BRERETON WAY 013023009000 64.2 104.2 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1448 NORTON ST 013031006000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2765 MONTGOMERY ST 013032003000 650.76 690.76 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1356 LINDEN AVE 013032020000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1377 NORTON ST 013033001000 172.62 212.62 4/1/2015 10/4/2015
2715 CENTER ST 013033001000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1377 NORTON ST 013033001000 91.28 131.28 10/5/2015 3/31/2016
1465 NORTON ST 013033015000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1644 BRIDGE ST. 013042008000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2762 YARD ST. 013042011000 250.22 290.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1555 WASHINGTON AVE. 013042029000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1477 LINDEN AVE 013051008000 289.58 329.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2956 CLEMO AVE 013051012000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2955 CLEMO AVE 013052004000 75.88 155.88 2/4/2016 3/31/2016
1640 HAMMON AVE 013053005000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1639 LINDEN AVE 013053012000 251.04 291.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
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3085 GRANDVIEW AVE. 013065005000 224.9 264.9 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3227 GRANDVIEW AVE. 013066005000 438.84 478.84 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2531 YARD ST. 013071006000 239.04 279.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2391 MC CLELLAN AVE. 013072004000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2827 YARD ST. 013081002000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2943 GAWTHORNE AVE. 013084010000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2957 GAWTHORNE AVE 013084011000 124.66 164.66 4/1/2015 8/17/2015
2820 STORMES AVE 013091007000 250.22 290.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2980 STORMES AVE. 013091011000 177.6 217.6 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2323 ORO AVE. 013121001000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2595 ORO AVE. 013122005000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2235 PLACER AVE.-ORO 013123002000 28.16 68.16 4/1/2015 2/1/2016
2255 PLACER AVE.-ORO 013123004000 14.36 54.36 4/1/2015 4/19/2015
2264 WASHINGTON AVE 013124007000 95.68 135.68 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2782 MITCHELL AVE 013130012000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2780 MITCHELL AVE. 013130014000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2762 MITCHELL AVE. 013130039000 272.46 312.46 4/1/2015 1/31/2016
2034 BRIDGE ST. 013130042000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1950 BRIDGE ST 013130048000 490.2 530.2 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2313 LINCOLN BLVD. 013160013000 302.06 342.06 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2470 MYERS ST 013160038000 295.88 335.88 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1900 ORO DAM BLVD #4 013160055000 1284.38 1444.38 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2790 FAY WAY 013190025000 239.04 279.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2750 FAY WAY 013190037000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2792 FAY WAY 013190053000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2730 MYERS ST 013200010000 88.28 128.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2574 BROWN AVE 013201005000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2610 BROWN AVE 013201007000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2630 BROWN AVE. 013201008000 201.94 241.94 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2662 BROWN AVE 013201009000 334.82 374.82 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2665 BROWN AVE 013202014000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2573 BROWN AVE. 013202019000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2568 SPENCER AVE 013202023000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2719 MYERS ST. 013211006000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2718 BROWN AVE 013211007000 165.36 205.36 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2772 BROWN AVE 013211011000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2745 MYERS ST. 013211015000 201.38 241.38 4/1/2015 10/30/2015
2732 SPENCER AVE. 013212020000 407.76 447.76 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2310 MESA AVE 013213004000 350.22 430.22 8/28/2015 3/31/2016
2687 SPENCER AVE. 013213011000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2788 FLORENCE AVE 013214006000 232.98 272.98 4/1/2015 8/19/2015
2789 SPENCER AVE 013214015000 97.54 137.54 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2823 SPENCER AVE 013214019000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2735 SPENCER AVE 013214020000 269.42 349.42 6/19/2015 3/3/2016
2751 SPENCER AVE. 013214021000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2866 FLORENCE AVE 013214023000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2766 EL NOBLE AVE. 013215005000 263.9 303.9 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2814 EL NOBLE AVE 013215010000 57.08 97.08 4/1/2015 6/22/2015
2883 FLORENCE AVE 013215013000 105.32 145.32 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2863 FLORENCE AVE 013215015000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2789 EL NOBLE AVE. 013216005000 238.22 278.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2901 EL NOBLE AVE. 013216010000 338.22 378.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
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2995 MYERS ST 013222005000 239.04 279.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3060 SPENCER AVE 013223016000 350.2 430.2 1/1/2016 3/31/2016
3068 FLORENCE AVE. 013224020000 136.98 176.98 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2995 SPENCER AVE. 013224026000 60.14 100.14 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2964 EL NOBLE AVE. 013225004000 253.9 293.9 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3069 FLORENCE AVE 013225012000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2925 FLORENCE AVE. 013225017000 250.22 290.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2917 FLORENCE AVE. 013225022000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3085 FLORENCE AVE 013225023000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2979 EL NOBLE AVE. 013226004000 243.9 283.9 4/1/2015 11/6/2015
2446 WYANDOTTE AVE. 013226013000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2294 ORO QUINCY HWY 013270008000 50.22 90.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2360 ORO QUINCY HWY 013290024000 96.34 136.34 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3004 OLIVE HWY 013300075000 1154.04 1194.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3053 LWR. WYANDOTTE 013310004000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1921 FEATHER AVE 030490001000 332.32 372.32 4/1/2015 3/28/2016
12 VAQUERO DR 030490044000 256.72 296.72 7/14/2015 3/31/2016
31 VAQUERO DR 030490094000 249.58 289.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
53 RUSSELL PROCTOR WAY 030490115000 15.2 55.2 8/4/2015 1/12/2016
1914 FEATHER AVE 030550004000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
75 MAGNESIO CT 030580045000 412.08 452.08 4/1/2015 11/9/2015
1 COURT ST. 031040020000 76.22 116.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
110 MONO AVE 031051013000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
32 MONO AVE 031051032000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
56 MONO AVE 031051051000 34.9 74.9 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
133 MONO AVE 031053036000 216.3 256.3 4/1/2015 1/6/2016
108 NELSON AVE 031053044000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
110 NELSON AVE 031053088000 91.28 131.28 8/6/2015 3/31/2016
105 CASEY CT 031053097000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
134 NELSON AVE. 031053099000 129.58 169.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
98 TABLE MTN BLVD 031070081000 224.42 264.42 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
16 CHEROKEE RD. 031081002000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
32 CHEROKEE RD. 031081007000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
40 CHEROKEE RD. 031081010000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
46 CHEROKEE RD 031081012000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
27 LA CRESENTA DR 031081024000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
48 LA COLINA DR. 031082004000 139.04 179.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
36 LA CRESENTA DR 031084007000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
163 MORNINGSTAR AVE. 031084010000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
8 LA CRESENTA DR. 031085001000 333.62 373.62 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
157 MORNINGSTAR AVE 031085007000 247 287 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
59 LA CRESENTA DR 031086017000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
75 RIVERVIEW TERRACE #A 031090003000 601.26 681.26 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
17 RIVERVIEW TERRACE 031090014000 317.58 357.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2000 FOGG AVE 031140053000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
64 GRAND AVE. 031140079000 542.04 582.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
63 GAYLOR AVE 031140104000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
65 GAYLOR AVE 031140105000 77.6 117.6 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
67 GAYLOR AVE 031140106000 163.9 203.9 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2110 FOGG AVE #B 031140131000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
32 DAWN CT 031150100000 177.6 217.6 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
114 GRAND AVE 031150113000 317.58 357.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016



09 - ORO FINAL LIEN LETTER REPORT 07132016

Page 5

264 GRAND AVE. 031161046000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
491 GRAND AVE 031226017000 63.9 103.9 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
103 FLYING CLOUD DR. 031310018000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
51 FLYING CLOUD DR 031310031000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
148 FLYING CLOUD DR. 031310046000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
226 WINDWARD WAY 031310052000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
44 FLYING CLOUD DR. 031310061000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
11 ORANGEWOOD WAY 031320017000 266.52 306.52 4/1/2015 1/13/2016
377 TABLE MTN BLVD 031320021000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
121 CASEY CT 031330003000 659.16 699.16 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
126 WORTHY AVE. 031340007000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
138 WORTHY AVE 031340010000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
142 WORTHY AVE 031340011000 251.04 291.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
131 WORTHY AVE. 031340022000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
115 WORTHY AVE 031340026000 271.44 311.44 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
134 MORNINGSTAR AVE 031340038000 134.14 174.14 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
131 MORNINGSTAR AVE. 031340044000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
107 MORNINGSTAR AVE. 031340050000 330.4 370.4 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
103 MORNINGSTAR AVE. 031340051000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
116 TABLE MTN BLVD 031340062000 1960.26 2000.26 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
8 LA PALMA 031340064000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
4 LA PALMA 031340065000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
16 COARSE GOLD RD 031370003000 338.22 378.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
15 MOURNING DOVE LANE 031370011000 338.02 418.02 7/14/2015 3/31/2016
12 MOURNING DOVE LANE 031370022000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3 SUTTERS MILL RD 031370050000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
109 EAST GRAND AVE 031390005000 230.16 270.16 4/1/2015 12/2/2015
117 GRAND AVE 031390009000 227.6 267.6 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
112 ANTLER DR 031390035000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2 BERRY CT 031400025000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3370 ORANGE AVE 033110061000 126.48 166.48 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3346-3350 ORANGE AVE 033110063000 66.84 106.84 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
137 ACACIA AVE 033120001000 85.68 125.68 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
286 CANYON HIGHLANDS 033150027000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
260 CANYON HIGHLANDS 033160004000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
136 VALLEY VIEW DR 033170007000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
94 HIGHLANDS BLVD 033210016000 239.04 279.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
54 HIGHLANDS BLVD. 033210028000 85.68 125.68 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
51 VALLEY VIEW DR. 033222015000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2 SERVICE CIRCLE 033222035000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3 MIDWAY DR 033232011000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
29 VALLEY VIEW DR. 033233016000 190.22 230.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
28 MIDWAY DR. 033233032000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
38 ACACIA AVE 033234001000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
24 VALLEY VIEW DR. 033243013000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3706 ASHLEY AVE 033260030000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
123 CANYON HIGHLANDS 033272044000 129.58 169.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
6 DONNA ST 033272063000 112.78 152.78 12/7/2015 3/31/2016
2379 ORO QUINCY HWY 033293001000 380.22 420.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2357 ORO QUINCY HWY 033293009000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2437 ORO QUINCY HWY 033310004000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2470 ORO QUINCY HWY 033320011000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
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2480 ORO QUINCY HWY 033320027000 302.06 342.06 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2444 ORO QUINCY HWY 033320029000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2477 ORO QUINCY HWY #. 033331004000 250.22 290.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
54 MYRTLE DR. 033332007000 74.94 114.94 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2507 ORO QUINCY HWY 033332019000 434.12 474.12 8/10/2015 3/31/2016
6 PARKWOOD DR. 033340015000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
5 COVENTRY CT 033350015000 330.22 370.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
4 COVENTRY DR 033350032000 85.68 125.68 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
349 CANYON HIGHLANDS 033360018000 135.26 175.26 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
15 PARKWOOD DR 033360056000 85.68 125.68 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
283 CANYON HIGHLANDS DR 033370007000 54.76 94.76 2/8/2016 3/31/2016
36 ZEPHER WAY 033380002000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
90 CANYON HIGHLANDS DR 033400002000 301.52 341.52 4/1/2015 2/14/2016
3475 CHARLENE AVE 033440008000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3467 CHARLENE AVE. 033440009000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3443 CHARLENE AVE. 033440012000 350.2 430.2 11/2/2015 3/31/2016
1688 STANFORD AVE. 033440019000 113.82 153.82 4/1/2015 8/3/2015
33 PAMELA JANE CT 033440031000 692.04 732.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3477 ASHLEY AVE 033451004000 251.04 291.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3485 ASHLEY AVE 033451005000 366.14 406.14 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3611 ASHLEY AVE 033452008000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3617 ASHLEY AVE 033452009000 64.26 104.26 1/25/2016 3/31/2016
3647 ASHLEY AVE 033452014000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3705 ASHLEY AVE 033452015000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3711 ASHLEY AVE 033452016000 86.48 126.48 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3618 STAUSS AVE. 033452027000 250.22 290.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3546 STAUSS AVE. 033452030000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3533 STAUSS AVE. 033453003000 251.04 291.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3485 STAUSS AVE 033461006000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3555 ARGONAUT AVE 033462032000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3625 ARGONAUT AVE 033462035000 97.42 137.42 11/16/2015 3/31/2016
69 CANYON HIGHLANDS 033462055000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3443 ARGONAUT AVE 033462060000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1741 BOYNTON AVE 033470035000 429.78 509.78 1/18/2016 3/31/2016
2989 ORO DAM BLVD. 033480016000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3460 ORANGE AVE #C 033490033000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
491 ORO DAM BLVD #A 035030059000 545.46 585.46 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
450 ORO DAM BLVD 035030087000 2115.88 2155.88 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3106 LINCON BLVD. 035050044000 1243.38 1283.38 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1615 PARKER AVE 035050068000 75.28 115.28 4/1/2015 8/14/2015
2951 BARNES WAY 035062005000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2941 BARNES WAY 035062007000 230.34 270.34 4/1/2015 11/19/2015
2980 MYERS ST. 035065006000 883.62 923.62 4/1/2015 8/5/2015
1950 A ST 035071020000 189.54 229.54 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3140 ROSEBEN AVE 035081008000 230.3 270.3 5/8/2015 3/11/2016
2380 B ST 035083010000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2320 B ST 035083013000 191.36 231.36 6/26/2015 3/31/2016
2525 A ST 035084005000 39.96 79.96 1/8/2016 3/31/2016
3145 COLUMBIA AVE 035092008000 245.8 285.8 4/24/2015 3/31/2016
3235 COLUMBIA AVE #A&B 035095008000 123.78 163.78 5/8/2015 3/31/2016
3290 BURLINGTON AVE 035095010000 245.54 285.54 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1938 C ST. 035101016000 54.64 94.65 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
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2167 B ST 035102015000 276.38 316.38 8/7/2015 3/31/2016
2085 C ST 035104018000 297.58 337.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2345 B ST 035111005000 107.12 147.12 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3305 SPENCER AVE 035111014000 35.04 75.04 11/6/2015 3/31/2016
2351 C ST 035113007000 153.54 193.54 4/1/2015 3/16/2016
2344 D ST 035113012000 137.56 177.56 11/20/2015 3/31/2016
3475 ROSEBEN 035114022000 85.54 125.54 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2273 D ST 035115003000 60.44 100.44 9/18/2015 3/31/2016
2309 D ST 035115007000 125.06 165.06 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2511 D ST 035116004000 140.18 180.18 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3490 COLUMBIA AVE 035121009000 122.7 162.7 11/20/2015 3/31/2016
3480 BURLINGTON AVE 035122006000 135.04 175.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3472 POMOLA AVE 035123014000 152.98 192.98 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2685 D ST 035125006000 235.08 275.08 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1830 ELGIN ST 035141004000 187.72 227.72 6/19/2015 3/31/2016
1760 ELGIN 035141009000 592.04 632.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1620 ELGIN ST #.. 035141014000 409.46 449.46 4/1/2015 12/3/2015
1825 ELGIN ST. 035143009000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1835 ELGIN ST 035143010000 91.28 131.28 8/28/2015 3/31/2016
1820 FT WAYNE 035143020000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1863 ELGIN ST 035143034000 471.54 511.54 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1745 ELGIN ST 305143037000 76.14 116.14 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2390 ELGIN ST 035152008000 263.58 303.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2123 ELGIN ST 035153003000 135.04 175.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3755 MYERS ST 035155011000 434.74 474.74 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2105 GREENVILLE ST. 035157001000 26.18 66.18 2/26/2016 3/31/2016
3880 SPENCER AVE 035157015000 29.98 69.98 3/4/2016 3/31/2016
2964 ELGIN ST 035163015000 222.48 262.48 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2493 ELGIN ST 035164004000 128.86 168.86 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3645 BURLINGTON AVE 035166001000 366.36 406.36 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2945 ELGIN ST 035166004000 122.14 162.14 9/4/2015 3/31/2016
3775 ROSEBEN AVE 035167024000 386.18 426.18 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2930 GREENVILLE ST 035169002000 158.3 198.3 5/22/2015 3/31/2016
1925 GREENVILLE ST 035172012000 191.54 231.54 6/26/2015 3/31/2016
3945 MYERS ST 035181019000 172.5 212.5 4/1/2015 1/21/2016
3862 FALLBROOK AVE 035191009000 86.72 126.72 8/21/2015 3/31/2016
2955 GREENVILLE ST. 035193008000 74.9 114.9 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
1930 FEATHER RIVER 035240090000 1500.08 1540.08 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2280 VEATCH ST 035250069000 302.06 342.06 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2915 FEATHER RIVER BLVD #. 035350006000 302.06 342.06 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
4826 ORO DAM BLVD 068040057000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
210 VALLEY VIEW DR 068050023000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
10 ZEPHER WAY 068060005000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
50 OAK AVE. 068080008000 91.28 131.28 7/27/2015 3/31/2016
2 OAK AVE 068100031000 237.34 277.34 4/1/2015 12/13/2015
310 GLEN DR 068110009000 378.98 418.98 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
180 GLEN CIR 068110010000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
360 GLEN DR 068110015000 183.24 223.24 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
160 GLEN CIR 068110027000 235.14 275.14 4/8/2015 3/31/2016
32 WESTWOOD PLACE 068170013000 315.2 355.2 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
11 MEADOWVIEW DR. 068170030000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
22 WESTWOOD WAY 068170033000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
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3 MEADOWVIEW DR. 068170040000 177.6 217.6 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
4 SOUTHVIEW DR 068170041000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
10 NORTHVIEW DR. 068190013000 67.56 107.56 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
8 WESTWOOD WAY 068190021000 251.28 291.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
6 MEADOWVIEW DR 068190024000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
14 WESTWOOD WAY 068190026000 85.68 125.68 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
13 MEADOWVIEW DR. 068190063000 233.86 273.86 4/1/2015 1/13/2016
32 MEADOWVIEW DR 068190079000 338.22 378.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
17 NORTHVIEW DR 068190086000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
23 NORTHVIEW DR 068190089000 199.26 239.26 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2518 ORO QUINCY HWY 068221008000 135.5 175.5 4/1/2015 9/1/2015
1 LINDA LOMA DR 068222015000 83.68 123.68 1/11/2016 3/31/2016
7 LINDA LOMA DR. 068223012000 85.68 125.68 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2420 ORO QUINCY HWY 068240018000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
2587 FOOTHILL BLVD 068300079000 91.28 131.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3491 MORNINGSIDE CT 068300087000 338.22 378.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
3447 HILLDALE AVE 068320028000 265.32 305.32 4/1/2015 1/27/2016
3007 GREENVILLE ST 078290008000 218.4 258.4 8/14/2015 3/31/2016
148 BROOKDALE CT 079020030000 329.58 369.58 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
114 BROOKDALE CT. 079020032000 338.22 378.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
78 BROOKDALE CT 079020035000 251.04 291.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
104 BROOKDALE DR 079030046000 239.04 279.04 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
11 PLEASANT OAK LN 079040028000 350.22 390.22 4/1/2015 3/31/2016
5389 BAGGETT RD 910000184000 88.28 128.28 4/1/2015 3/31/2016



PLEASE ONLY CHECK ONE: 

Is This a Compliance Certification________________________ 
OR 

A Proposition 218 Certification__________________________ 

PROPOSITION 218 OR COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION AND HOLD HARMLESS 
STATEMENT 

The Oroville City Council certifies the following: 

I have read and am familiar with the requirements of Article XIIIC and XIIID of the State 
Constitution as revised by Proposition 218, including the articles cited below, and believe that 
all of the taxes, assessments, levies and fees accompanying the 2016-2017 submission to the 
County-Auditor for inclusion on the Secured Property Tax roll are in compliance with the law. 

Article XIII C. Sec. 2 (c)  “Any general tax imposed, extended, or increased, without voter 
approval, by any local government on or after January 1, 1995, and prior to the effective date 
of this article, shall continue to be imposed only if approved by a majority vote of the voters 
voting in an election on the issue of the imposition, which election shall be held within two 
years of the effective date of this article and in compliance with subdivision (b).” 

Article XIII D. Sec. 5  “…this article shall become effective the day after the election unless 
otherwise provided.  Beginning July 1, 1997, all existing, new, or increased assessments shall 
comply with this article.” 

Article XIII E. Sec. 6 (d)  “Beginning July 1, 1997, all fees or charges shall comply with this 
section.”    

The City of Oroville (“City”) agrees that it shall be solely liable and responsible, and will defend 
and hold harmless the County of Butte, the Board of Supervisors, the Auditor-Controller, the 
Tax Collector, its officers and employees, from litigation over whether the requirements of 
Proposition 218 were met with respect to such levy (levies). 

If any judgment is entered against any indemnified party as a result of not meeting the 
requirements of Proposition 218 for such special tax(es), fee(s) or assessment(s), the City 
agrees that County may offset the amount of any judgment paid by an indemnified party from 
any moneys collected by County on the City’s behalf, including property taxes, special taxes, 
fees, or assessments. In addition, the City shall be solely liable and responsible and will 
defend and hold the County and the County Auditor harmless from any and all legal fees or 
other costs incurred related to such a claim. 

By:  ___________________________ 
Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor 
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OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

FROM: AMY BERGSTRAND, MANAGEMENT ANALYST IIII 
DONALD RUST, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2433 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

RE: MUNICIPAL AUDITORIUM IMPROVEMENTS – PROJECT UPDATE 

DATE: JULY 19, 2016 

SUMMARY 

The Council will receive an update on the Municipal Auditorium Improvements Project. 

DISCUSSION 

On November 14, 2014, Council established a budget and accepted the 2014 Housing 
Related Parks Program Grant in the amount of $316,700 for improvements to the 
Oroville Municipal Auditorium.  On December 15, 2015, the Council adopted Resolution 
No. 8451, authorizing and directing the Mayor to execute the Project Contract 
(Agreement No. 3161) with Modern Building, Inc., in the amount of $262,460, plus 
$26,246 contingency for improvements to the Municipal Auditorium, including the 
heating and air cooling units and kitchen upgrades. All work under the Contract was 
completed within a period of 90 calendar days from the date of the Contractor's receipt 
of Notice-to-Proceed from the City.  

Additionally, approved was the purchase of kitchen appliances (refrigerator, convection 
oven with griddle, work table). 

Near the end of construction, staff learned that there would be remaining funds from the 
grant that the City would be required to return to the State if not expended.  Therefore, 
staff authorized additional kitchen work in order to expend all the grant funds in the 
amount of $3,833.56.  This overage came out of the grant and did not impact the 
General Fund.  The breakdown of the expenditures are listed below: 
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Capital Asset Total Cost 
Remove and Replace (6) Swamp Coolers 
with (6) indirect evaporative coolers, 
remove and replace heating unit, upgrade 
electrical repairs within the kitchen, 
framing and roof repairs associated with 
the replacement of coolers and heating 
units, testing and cleaning, insulation and 
ductwork and registers, plumbing and 
elastomeric roof coating. 

$268,539.00 

Kitchen Upgrade and purchase of Kitchen 
Appliances 

$42,356.83 

Labor Standards Monitoring $5,000.00 
Soft Costs: Kitchen Fire Test, Service on 
Hood Exhaust system, Environmental 
Health permit and misc. expenses due to 
kitchen remodel 

$804.17 

      Total      $316,700 

FISCAL IMPACT 

No impact to the General Fund. Funds were used from the 2014 Housing Related Parks 
Program Grant. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

For informational purposes only. 

ATTACHMENTS  

Photographs 
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OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

FROM: DONALD RUST, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2433 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

RE: ATTENDANCE TO 2016 ANNUAL CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYERS 
LABOR RELATIONS ASSOCIATION’S CONFERENCE 

DATE:          JULY 19, 2016 

SUMMARY 

The Council may consider approving attendance at the 2016 Annual California Public 
Employers Labor Relations Association’s (CalPELRA) Conference by the Human 
Resource Manager, on November 1-4, 2016, in Monterey, California. 

DISCUSSION 

As the State of California is in a continual state of change, new legislation is frequently 
passed that affects cities and requires appropriate measures be enacted at the local 
level to ensure compliance. Although each jurisdiction is unique, the problems and 
achievements of one jurisdiction may often be experienced and/or applicable to other 
jurisdictions facing similar challenges. Statewide conferences allow an opportunity for 
city staff to learn what others are doing around the state, network, share experiences, 
and stay current not only on the latest but future legislation and trends that may have an 
impact on City operations. To ensure the City’s Management staff remains informed on 
the latest information and is connected with their counterparts statewide, staff believes 
conferences of these types are investments that will help move the City forward with 
strong and connected leadership. Staff is recommending the Council allow the Human 
Resource Manager attend the 2016 Annual CalPELRA Conference on November 1-4, 
2016.  See attached informational guide. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

Conference expenses for one employee will be paid by Northern California Cities Self 
Insurance Fund. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Authorize the Human Resource Manager to attend the 2016 Annual CalPELRA 
conference on November 1-4, 2016, in Monterey, California. 
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ATTACHMENTS    

A – CalPELRA Conference Guide 
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From school yard play to Olympic games, both in the  
workplace and in labor relations, playful competition -  
creativity, knowledge, endurance, and cooperation -  
leads to success.  When we work together, follow the rules,  
preserve our values, and maintain our relationships, we all win.  

Join us this November at CALPELRA’s 2016 Annual Training Conference 
and learn how playing hard, playing fair, and playing together will lead  
to your success in labor relations, human resources, and life.

2016 Annual Training Conference

Mike Robbins is the author of three books, Focus On The Good Stuff, Be Yourself Everyone Else Is Already Taken, and, 
Nothing Changes Until You Do.  He’s a former pro baseball player whose playing career ended due to an injury.  

For the past 15 years, he’s been a sought-after motivational speaker who delivers keynotes and seminars  
to groups of all kinds.  Some of his clients include Google, Wells Fargo, eBay, Schwab, Gap, and the  

San Francisco Giants.  He and his work have been featured in Forbes and the Wall Street Journal, as  
well as on ABC News and the Oprah radio network.  Since 2008 he has been a regular contributor  

to the Huffington Post and his books have been translated into 14 different languages.

Keynote Speaker 
Mike Robbins

Legal Trends 2016 
M. Carol Stevens

Special Panel Presentation

A popular CALPELRA tradition, M. Carol Stevens’ Legal Trends session is a substantive analysis of the past year’s 
arbitration and court decisions impacting California’s public agencies and a road map to legal and negotiation 

trends for the coming year. Carol will include practical solutions for implementing the new legal  
standards, and will identify risks to help you avoid the mistakes others have made.

CALPELRA is developing a special panel presentation from management, union, and neutral perspectives.  
Conference attendees will have the opportunity to submit questions for the panel members’ response.   

Details regarding program content and panel members will be available soon.  
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ACA Implementation:  What Comes Next? 
Isabel Safie, Best Best & Krieger LLP 

Katrina Veldkamp, Best Best & Krieger LLP 
Although it seems that the ACA is finally in full effect, the IRS continues to publish new guidance and aspects of the ACA 

are in flux or have not yet been implemented. For example, the Cadillac tax – although it has been delayed until plan years 
beginning on or after January 1, 2020, it is moving forward – in this session you’ll learn about its application and how it will 

impact your health benefit programs. This session will also focus on recent IRS guidance regarding ACA implementation, 
including new limitations on health reimbursement arrangement coverage and the effect of cash-in-lieu/opt-out programs 

on affordability calculations. You’ll also learn what the presenters have learned from the first year of employer  
reporting and what employers should change in 2017.   

(Expertise:  General)

The CalPERS Audit:  How To Successfully Navigate The CalPERS Audit Process 
Daphne Anneet, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP  

Jaime L. Bodiford, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP

To ensure that public agencies correctly enroll members in CalPERS and accurately report compensation, CalPERS’ Office 
of Audit Services regularly conducts audits of public agencies. In this session you’ll get the tools you need to prepare for, 

respond to, and redress audit findings, if appropriate. With specific examples from recent audits, you’ll learn about the 
key compliance issues that result in the most common findings and how to address them, including: (1) salary schedules; 

(2) special compensation; (3) retired annuitants; (4) part-time/temporary employees; (5) unused sick leave; and, (6) 
independent contractors and affiliate agencies. You’ll also learn about the key phases of the audit process and  

how to successfully navigate each phase to best position your agency to either avoid an audit finding,  
minimize the impact of an audit finding, or challenge a finding, if appropriate.  

(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Employment Issues:  Benefits, Pensions
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Employment Issues:  Disability

When An Employee Says, “I’ve Got My Medical Marijuana Card,” What Can An Employer Do? 
Alison D. Alpert, Best Best & Krieger LLP 

Medical marijuana is in the news. As many states, including California, pass laws for the legal use of medical marijuana, 
employers are left questioning their drug use policies. Explore this important issue in light of federal and state law and 
existing employer policies. You’ll learn whether an employer can discipline an employee for off-hours and off-site use or 
influence, when it is pursuant to a valid prescription, or for off-hours and off-site recreational use, whether employers can 
still lawfully implement zero-tolerance drug use policies, and whether medical marijuana use must be accommodated.   
You’ll also learn how employers might accommodate medical marijuana use, if they choose. Learn what should be  
included in your policies to ensure that any discipline will be upheld on appeal, and leave this session feeling  
relaxed, knowing you’ve learned how to comply with the law. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Mental Health, Safety, And Workplace Accommodations: Effective Management 
Of Mental Disabilities In The Workplace 
Daphne Anneet, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP 

According to the National Alliance on Mental Illness, approximately one in four adults experience a mental health 
impairment in a given year. Mental health issues affect employee performance, absenteeism, rates of illness, accidents, and, 
at times, workplace safety. Employers continue to struggle to find ways to address mental health and its relationship to 
workplace violence. This session explores the challenges that employers face managing an employee with a mental disability, 
including: (1) identifying a mental disability and duty to accommodate; (2) determining whether and how to accommodate 
misconduct caused by a mental disability; (3) addressing workplace performance issues; (4) managing the threatening 
employee; and, (5) balancing the duty to accommodate and duty to ensure workplace safety.   
(Expertise:  General)

Choose Your Own Disability Adventure 
Traci I. Park, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP  
Katy A. Suttorp, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP 
Kelly A. Trainer, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP

Join us in choosing your own disability adventure. This interactive, multiple-choice, multiple-ending session will take you 
through a realistic disability hypothetical in the workplace, with the audience assuming the role of the decision-maker and 
making choices that determine the employer’s actions in response to the plot and its outcome. You’ll be faced with making 
simulated real-life decisions that will include challenging topics such as whether to order a fitness for duty evaluation,  
the revelation of a potential harassment complaint against a supervisor, whether to discipline a disabled employee  
for abuse of leave, or whether to grant a requested accommodation. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)
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You Can’t Say That! Free Speech Issues In Public Employment 
Alison Alpert, Best Best & Krieger LLP 

Joseph Sanchez, Best Best & Krieger LLP

Public employees’ right to free speech is more limited than that of the general public. Whether or not a public employer 
may take disciplinary action against an employee for speech-related conduct, however, is based on a developing body of 

case law that provides certain balancing tests and guidelines to determine if the speech is protected under the  
First Amendment. In this session you’ll learn how you can legally address employee speech that impairs your  

agency’s mission. The session will also highlight issues involving free speech in cyberspace,  
union speech, and special rules involving high level policymakers. 

(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Gender Expression And Sexual Orientation: Emerging Concepts And New Risks For Employers 
Meredith Packer Garey, Kronick Moskovitz Tiedemann & Girard  

David W. Tyra, Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann & Girard 
Gender expression and sexual orientation, along with the implications these topics raise for employers, have been much 
in the news lately. Even the vocabulary surrounding this subject is new; terms like “cisgender,” “transgender,” “gender non-
binary discrimination,” and “gender dysphoria” are becoming an increasing part of the discourse regarding gender-related 

issues. From obvious issues – such as restroom and changing room facilities – to less obvious ones such as health care 
coverage, the applicability of statutory leaves, and disability-related legal protections, as well as already existing  

prohibitions against discrimination and harassment, employers face a host of new legal challenges posed by issues  
related to gender expression and sexual orientation. In this session you’ll learn about emerging topics in the  

areas of gender expression and sexual orientation and the legal implications of these emerging topics,  
and you’ll learn how to develop strategies for avoiding potential liabilities. 

(Expertise:  Advanced)

Workplace Violence: Preventing And Responding To Threats In The Workplace 
Elizabeth T. Arce, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
Frances Rogers, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore

This session’s presenters address violence and threats of violence in the workplace as well as delicate considerations in 
responding to safety and privacy concerns. You’ll learn how to implement a plan for the prevention of workplace violence, 

how to utilize a threat assessment to minimize liability, practical warning signs designed to alert managers to potentially 
violent employees or outsiders, and appropriate legal responses to incidents of workplace violence, including disciplinary 

action, temporary restraining orders and fitness for duty examinations. This session will also provide important information 
about the laws and court decisions dealing with employee privacy, including access to criminal records and information, 

regulation of off-duty conduct and relationships, and searches of employee property and work stations. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Employment Issues:  Discrimination, Harassment, 
Hostile Work Environment
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How To Stay Out Of The HR Hot Seat: 10 Ways To Get Sued 
Jennifer Brown Shaw, Shaw Valenza LLP

In this session you’ll learn how to identify key opportunity areas for California employment law compliance and apply the 
principles in a practical and effective manner. California is always on the cutting edge of employment law developments.  
This session addresses trends in wage-hour, EEO, performance management, leaves of absence, reasonable 
accommodations, documentation and other key California workplace rules. You’ll learn practical steps for  
ensuring compliance and receive an HR audit checklist. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Severance And Last Chance Agreements: How To Negotiate And Draft Agreements That Comply With The Law  
And Protect Your Agency 
Arlene Prater, Best Best & Krieger LLP

Drafting an agreement that best protects your agency, is acceptable to employees’ representatives, and complies with 
current legal standards, can be a challenge. This session starts with an introduction to the benefits of using these agreements 
and then covers specific provisions and standards, such as complying with recent EEOC and NLRB enforcement actions, 
restrictions on employment and employee behavior, Public Records Act and Brown Act requirements, waiving  
due process rights, and use for creative resolutions of discipline and layoff disputes.  
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

HR In Crisis: Learning From The Headlines 
Jennifer Curtis, City of Pasadena 
Traci I. Park, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP 
Kelly A. Trainer, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP

Human resources happens in the news – not just at work. Increasingly, employment issues are being scrutinized by  
the media. Managers and employees alike follow these stories, and human resources professionals need to be  
prepared to respond. In this session you’ll learn about the current human resources issues making headlines,  
including the San Bernardino shootings and the impact such an event has on a workplace; the lawsuit recently  
filed against Yahoo! and the potential impact on how performance evaluations are conducted; and  
the disability lawsuit filed by USC’s former head coach. 
(Expertise:  General)

Handling Personnel Matters Under The Brown Act 
Marguerite Malloy, Alameda County Employees’ Retirement Association

All human resources and labor relations professionals need to know and understand the requirements of the Brown Act 
when handling personnel and labor relations. Violations of the Brown Act can result in nullification of an agency’s actions  
on labor negotiations, discipline, licensing, and hiring decisions for represented and unrepresented employees. In this 
engaging and interactive session, you’ll learn how to identify personnel and labor relations matters that may be  
presented in closed session and matters that may be presented in open session. You’ll learn how to properly  
agendize matters for closed and open sessions. And you’ll learn what the penalties for and risks are of  
Brown Act violations and how Brown Act violations are cured. 
(Expertise:  Advanced)

Employment Issues:  General
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Essentials Of Workplace Investigations 
Traci I. Park, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP 

Kelly A. Trainer, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP

Workplace investigations can involve the most trivial of workplace disputes to allegations that could lead to significant 
legal liability. How an employer conducts and documents a workplace investigation raises numerous legal issues that often 

play out during subsequent litigation, such as claims of privacy, privilege, and admissibility of evidence, including witness 
statements and investigation reports. In this session you’ll learn: The obligations of employers and managers to investigate, 

analyze, and make fair decisions about workplace complaints; basic principles for conducting adequate and lawful workplace 
investigations; the risks and benefits of using neutral third party investigators versus conducting investigations in house; 

how to document workplace investigations and employee discipline and what makes documentation effective; the scope 
of the attorney-client privilege, attorney work product doctrine, and discovery during litigation; recent trends regarding the 

disclosure of investigation and discipline documents under the Public Records Act; and how social media  
evidence can and cannot be used in workplace investigations and employee discipline matters. 

(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Investigative Reports And The California Public Records Act: Protecting Privileges In Internal Investigations 
Camille Hamilton Pating, Meyers Nave 

Public entities are frequently subject to requests for investigative reports under the California Public Records Act. These 
requests are commonly made for investigations regarding allegations of serious employee misconduct or agency-initiated 

assessments of its compliance with laws, regulations, policies, and goals. In this session you’ll get answers and guidance 
regarding the attorney client privilege, deliberative process privilege, work product rule, privacy, preliminary drafts and 
pending litigation exemptions for disclosure of investigative reports under the CPRA and will include discussions and 

examples of when such protections can be invoked and the circumstances under which they may be waived. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Managing Workplace Investigations To Avoid Legal Challenges 
Robert Bezemek, Law Offices of J. Bezemek 

Nikki Hall, Renne Sloan Holtzman Sakai 
Jeff Sloan, Renne Sloan Holtzman Sakai

Case law is imposing increasing hurdles that public agencies need to clear in order to avoid challenges in PERB, litigation, 
and disciplinary forums. Through it all, public sector managers are facing increasing scrutiny to manage investigations 

economically and effectively, while not intruding on the independence of outside investigators. In this session you’ll learn 
how to manage workplace investigations in light of these new legal hurdles, ensure confidentiality without violating the 

rights of employees to engage in concerted activity, manage union demands for pre-interview disclosure  
and avoid PERB unfair practice charges, and assess disclosability of investigative reports. 

(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Cracking The Case With Credibility 
Elizabeth Paris, Van Dermyden Maddux Law Corporation 

Alexander M. Sperry, Van Dermyden Maddux Law Corporation

Workplace investigations frequently involve the “he said, she said” scenario, where only the parties know what transpired 
and they provide completely different factual accounts. When this happens you may be tempted to say there is simply not 

enough information to reach a finding. But when done correctly, credibility assessments can take your investigation from 
“inconclusive” to clear, defensible findings and conclusions. In this session you’ll learn to master the art of credibility analysis, 

including how to properly evaluate corroborating evidence, and consider plausibility and witness motive. This session’s 
presenters will discuss how relying too heavily on demeanor and reputational evidence can be a hurdle to reaching reliable 

findings, and will review when credibility assessments should be utilized, the assessment criteria set forth under  
the EEOC guidelines, and how credibility assessments should factor into your ultimate investigative findings. 

(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Employment Issues:  Investigations
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Lessons Learned From Recent Litigation Experiences 
Jorge Luna, Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud & Romo 
Irma Rodriguez Moisa, Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud & Romo

Civil litigation can often turn dramatically based on unexpected facts, unintended comments, or poorly worded documents. 
A misstep during a deposition can completely change the dynamics in a lawsuit. This session is a fun opportunity to  
hear seasoned litigators’ war stories, illustrating the impact minor facts can have on an overall litigation strategy.  
Our team of experienced litigators will share their experiences over the last few years and will detail for you the  
good, the bad, and the ugly that took place in several major cases and trials. These lessons learned in the trenches of  
civil litigation will allow you to see how just a few changed facts or circumstances can make the difference  
between settlement and trial, between a win and a loss. 
(Expertise:  Advanced)

Top Ten Labor And Employment Mistakes  
Corrie J. Klekowski, Paul, Plevin, Sullivan & Connaughton LLP 
Fred M. Pleven, Paul, Plevin, Sullivan & Connaughton LLP

This session provides a broad overview for individuals new to the labor and employment field. The session’s presenters 
will raise your awareness about what others have done that led to litigation, and how you can avoid following in their 
footsteps. You’ll learn about disability accommodation and engaging in the interactive process, coordination between 
workers’ compensation and leave administration personnel, cleaning up investigation practices, seeking consistency in 
disciplinary actions, carefully navigating free speech rights, and complying with Acts applicable to public entities. Learn  
how you can issue spot problem legal areas and work effectively with supervisors and risk managers to avoid litigation. 
(Expertise:  General)

Mediation As An Art Form: How Mediation Gets To Agreement 
Micki Callahan, City & County of San Francisco 
Jonathan Holtzman, Renne Sloan Holtzman Sakai 
Joel Schaffer, Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service 
David A. Weinberg, Formerly Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service

In this session you’ll hear from three well-respected mediators, including a current Federal Mediation and Conciliation 
Service commissioner and the former director of the State Mediation and Conciliation Service, about the skill and art 
of mediation. When is mediation appropriate? To achieve the best results in mediation, how should you prepare?  
How and when can you best use mediation to achieve a principled result consistent with your parameters?  
Mediation may appear simple, but persuasion through mediation is an art form.  
(Expertise:  General)

Employment Issues:  Litigation, Arbitration
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Game Show: Your Category Is “The Continued Complex Web Of Leave Laws” 
Michael J. Christian, Jackson Lewis 
Cepideh Roufougar, Jackson Lewis

Come have fun while you learn about the web of updated leave laws and test your knowledge of the core principles and 
applications of the many legal requirements. The complications and overlap with the many leave laws are not going away. 

Likewise, the issues in this area continue to grow and create more potential liability for employers. Developments with 
the interplay of the many leave laws have been routine. This session’s presenters will make sure you understand the basic 
principles, but will also make sure you’re up to speed on recent developments. Do you know when you can discipline an 

employee for absences considering California’s new sick leave law and Kin Care law? When should you characterize  
an employee with a workers’ compensation injury as being on FMLA or CFRA leave or leave as a reasonable 
accommodation under the FEHA? Are employees entitled to leave to attend school events of their children?  

Learn about these topics and more in this entertaining session. 
(Expertise:  Advanced)

Interplay Of Key Leave Laws: Navigating ADA, FMLA, FEHA And Workers’ Compensation Law 
Eddie Kreisberg, Meyers Nave 

Martin Purdy, Turlock Irrigation District

In this popular and interactive Conference session, you’ll learn a step-by-step method for navigating the key leave and 
disability laws and you’ll learn how to bring closure in the case of employees on extended leaves. 

(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Sex, Lies, And Social Media: What Every HR Professional Needs To Know 
Traci I. Park, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP 

Kelly A. Trainer, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP

The impact of social media in the public workplace continues to raise questions more rapidly than courts can provide 
answers. As one question is answered, new legal issues and forms of social media emerge to raise new questions.  
In this cutting-edge session you’ll learn about the most current developments related to social media in the public 

workplace, including cyber-vetting of employees, recent litigation and legislation related to social media at work,  
social media and workplace investigations and discipline, and recent free speech and privacy cases. 

(Expertise:  General)

Employment Issues:  Technology, Social Media

Employment Issues:  Statutory Leave Issues
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CalPERS Pensions: Where Will Rates Likely Go? 
John E. Bartel, Bartel Associates 
CalPERS Representative TBD

In this joint presentation by a CalPERS actuary and Bartel Associates, you’ll learn about CalPERS pension contribution  
rates, including changes CalPERS has already and may yet adopt and how those changes will impact future rates,  
as well as what rate volatility is and how you can anticipate it. You’ll also learn what some agencies have done  
to share CalPERS cost increases and decreases. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Negotiating Health Benefits In the Face Of The Affordable Care Act  
Heather DeBlanc, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
Jack Hughes, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore

The Affordable Care Act and its effects on public employers are ever-changing. In this session you’ll learn about the most 
important and challenging aspects of the ACA that can impact negotiations. Employers have exposure to various types of 
penalties under the ACA including those relating to the employer mandate, the group health plan mandates, and reporting. 
You’ll learn about the circumstances under which the various provisions of the ACA could be negotiable, how the new laws 
impact your bargaining tables, and issues you should consider before negotiating changes to health benefit provisions. And 
you’ll learn about the latest guidance that could impact your flexible benefit contributions and cash-in-lieu arrangements. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Collective Bargaining Cost Restructuring 
Peter Brown, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
Kristi Recchia, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore

As agencies move out of the recession years, elected officials still worry about agency expenses growing too quickly, 
including pension, health care, and retiree medical costs. Cost restructuring can be an effective tool in collaboratively 
working with bargaining groups to address these concerns. Cost restructuring involves a review of the way you allocate 
compensation and benefit items and seeks alternatives to provide enhancements to employees without exacerbating  
long-term financial issues; it’s a modification to the framework or “the new normal” that negotiators face at the table.   
In this session you’ll learn about cost restructuring methods and benefits, and how to create solutions that 
improve compensation while mitigating costs. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Guide To Rights And Restrictions On Communicating With Represented Employees 
Shelline Bennett, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
Richard Bolanos, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore

The rules on direct communications between a public employer and represented public employees continue to evolve. 
With PERB always prepared to act on claimed violations, its critically important that you know when, how and what to 
communicate to bargaining unit employees, especially during labor negotiations and union representation proceedings. In 
this session you’ll learn about PERB’s general rules on direct communications, including before, during, and after a strike; 
guidelines for developing and implementing public postings on the status of ongoing labor negotiations, and what can 
and cannot be included in those postings; and general strategies for keeping public employees informed of relevant labor 
relations issues without interfering with those employees’ associational rights. You’ll also learn how to best gauge your 
agency’s likelihood of a strike, best strategies for staying operational during a strike, and minimizing the damages of a strike. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Labor Relations:  Communication, Relationship

Labor Relations:  Bargaining Benefits, Pensions
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Advanced Negotiations Strategies: What To Do When You’re Expecting Trouble 
Micki Callahan, City & County of San Francisco 

Carol Isen, Bay Area Rapid Transit District

Negotiations are never easy, but some rounds are worse than others. A history of labor disputes, pent-up demand for wage 
increases, unrealistic expectations by either side, a lack of trust, unskilled negotiators, and political realities can all contribute  
to a poisonous atmosphere heading into negotiations. What can a local agency’s HR staff do to prepare? Join experienced  

negotiators who have been on both sides of the table and learn how best to prepare when trouble at the table is brewing,  
and how to disarm some of the worst missiles that may be heading your way. We’ll discuss problem scenarios, solicit your  
ideas to address them, and unveil some of our own solutions – interspersed with some interesting war stories, of course. 

(Expertise:  Advanced)

Labor Relations Game Show 
Laura Kalty, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 

J. Scott Tiedemann, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore

CALPELRA’s Annual Conference wouldn’t be complete without the Labor Relations Game Show!  
Come learn about a variety of labor relations and employment law topics and test your  

knowledge against your colleagues during this highly interactive and fun session. 
(Expertise:  General)

Compromise, Creativity, And Collaboration In Labor Negotiations 
Gage Dungy, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 

Che I. Johnson, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore

Reaching agreement with bargaining groups requires the ability to resolve issues. This session’s presenters will use  
case studies and real examples to help you learn how compromise, creativity, and collaboration have yielded  

powerful and positive results at the table. You’ll learn how trade-offs and non-traditional thinking  
have yielded success stories and built better labor relationships. 

(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Bargaining Perspectives From A Union And Management Expert: What You Need To Know 
Jason H. Jasmine, Messing Adam & Jasmine 

Eddie Kreisberg, Meyers Nave

A Conference favorite, this session features a union-side attorney and negotiator and agency attorney and negotiator sharing 
their unique perspectives on negotiating during these challenging financial times. Both presenters have negotiated, advised, 

arbitrated, and/or litigated pension and retiree health benefit issues, health changes, and implementation of layoffs and  
furloughs, and they’ll explain the realities of working out deals on these and other hot labor issues. This session will help you 

develop a more sophisticated understanding of how to balance the parties’ legal rights, the often differing perspectives  
of labor and management, and how to get to “yes” (or at least maintain good labor relations) when money is tight. 

(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Getting To Yes… Or No Internally: Tips For Creating A Process To Identify Your Decision-Makers In Negotiations 
Allyson Hauck, Renne Sloan Holtzman Sakai 

Natalie Korthamar, San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District 
Melissa Tronquet, City of Sunnyvale 

Walter Rossmann, City of Sunnyvale

Dozens of decisions are made during negotiations, as you go from preparing for negotiations to reaching a deal. Knowing  
who decides which proposal to accept or reject is crucial. This session’s presenters will provide guidance on when to  

work with operating departments, human resources, attorneys, finance, and your agency’s governing body to get the deal  
done right. You’ll learn a process for getting feedback from departments on an MOU during negotiations; when and  

who should provide authority to economic and non-economic changes to an MOU; why grievances can trigger  
needed language changes to an MOU during negotiations; and how to create understandable  

financial documents from finance to use at the negotiations table. 
(Expertise:  General)

Labor Relations:  General
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Top 10 Tips For Success At PERB 
Kevin Dale, Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud & Romo 
Nate Kowalski, Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud & Romo

Many public agencies have recently weathered a chilly reception at PERB hearings and in appeals to the PERB Board. 
What can you do to put your agency in the best position to succeed at PERB? How should you interact with the  
opposing party before and during the hearing? How can you best prepare your witnesses to testify persuasively  
before a PERB ALJ? How can you craft case themes that will resonate in the current political climate at PERB?  
Attend this session and learn how to beat the odds at your next PERB hearing. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Annual Update Of Key Labor Relations Decisions From PERB, The Courts, And The Legislature 
William F. Kay, CALPELRA Academy Creator and Co-Director 
Janet Cory Sommer, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP

A long-time Conference highlight, this session addresses the year’s most important PERB cases, court decisions, and 
key new laws affecting public sector labor relations, providing a comprehensive update of this year’s labor relations 
developments. You’ll learn about the latest changes in California labor law, with special emphasis on the Martinez PERB 
decisions on the duty to bargain, scope of bargaining, effects bargaining requirements, impasse declaration, factfinding,  
strikes, and other concerted activities, pension negotiations, decertification, unit modification, and other key labor  
relations issues. This session’s presenters put the year’s cases and legislation in context and provide practical  
advice to help you negotiate successfully and avoid unfair labor practices.  
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

On Strike! The Nuts And Bolts Of Responding To A Public Employee Strike 
Erich Shiners, Renne Sloan Holtzman Sakai 
Timothy G. Yeung, Renne Sloan Holtzman Sakai

A union may resort to a strike or other kind of concerted work action to pressure an employer when negotiations have 
not progressed as the union would like. Is the strike lawful? What if it’s a sick out? Will other employees honor the picket 
line? What can an employer say to employees about the strike? Should an employer attempt enjoin the employees and 
keep them from striking, or would it be better to allow them to strike? When do you proceed to PERB or to court? In 
this lively and interactive session, expert PERB practioners will explain and discuss the legal realities and the real world 
practicalities of strikes, describe the detailed process for seeking injunctive relief with PERB, and provide practical advice  
on handling the media and what to do about sympathy strikers or employees who want to cross the picket line.  
You’ll learn which issues you need to be aware of when rumors of a strike first bubble up. 
(Expertise:  General)

Politics, Pensions, And Placating Under The Capitol Dome 
Amy Brown, DiMare, Brown, Hicks & Kessler

In this lively session you’ll learn about the current issues in Sacramento and California’s political landscape.  
Learn about the policies and political wrangling surrounding employment, pension, and OPEB laws the legislature 
and Governor tackled in 2016, and how your agency can prepare for 2017. You’ll also hear Amy’s take  
on the final election results and what those results may mean for local agency employers. 
(Expertise:  General)

Labor Relations:  Representation Rights, Union Politics

Labor Relations:  PERB, Unfair Practice Charges

Legislation
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FLSA Today! 
Peter Brown, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 

Laura Kalty, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore

Are you up to date on the Fair Labor Standards Act? Do you think your managers and supervisors are following the FLSA 
provisions correctly? This session’s presenters will provide an update on recent FLSA decisions as well as changes in  

the law that you and your agency need to know. Topics include work periods, meal breaks, off-the-clock work,  
regular rate of pay, travel time, work schedules and more. You are guaranteed to leave this session with valuable  

information that will help you avoid expensive FLSA problems and minimize future liability for your agency. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

How To Conduct A Classification And Compensation Study 
Katie Kaneko, Koff & Associates 

Georg Krammer, Koff & Associates

All sectors of the economy experienced difficult times for years due to the economic downturn, and agencies  
implemented severe cost cutting measures to continue functioning and providing (most) services. Downsizing and 

organizational reconfiguration measures have led to a redistribution of work. This reassignment of job duties has caused  
a significant departure from many agencies’ established classification systems. Classification specifications, in many instances, 

no longer match the actual work being performed by incumbents, and classification reviews have become part of the 
every-day HR function, from reclassification requests for only one or a few positions to agency-wide classification studies. 

Similarly, with the slow improvement of the economy and the housing market, some agencies have slowly implemented 
cost of living adjustments again, while others are undertaking full-blown total compensation studies in an effort  

to readjust their compensation plans and remain competitive with the market.

In this session you’ll learn step-by-step methodologies to conduct agency-wide classification and compensation studies. 
You’ll leave this session secure in the knowledge that you can perform this critical task in a way that can be implemented 

and defended. And you’ll learn how to secure organization buy-in to your class-and-comp studies. 
(Expertise:  Advanced)

Workplace Bullying In The Public Sector 
Judith Geneva Balcerzak, Consultant, Author, Psychotherapist, and Trainer

This session examines the incidence, prevalence, scope, and severity of workplace bullying in America, identifying at 
 risk organizational practices and professions, as well as the effects of bullying on targeted workers and the trauma 

 experienced by victims. Highlighting the role of human resource professionals, this session offers intervention guidelines 
 and identifies healthy workplace practices, while also highlighting macro policy needs. In this session you’ll learn about: 

 Historical perspectives; who gets bullied and who does the bullying, what kinds of workplaces foster bullying, and  
scope of the problem; studies in the USA and the international community; clinical data regarding targets from EAP  

studies; high risk workplace practices; subjective experiences of targets and clinical symptoms; legal dilemmas for  
targets and for organizations; systemic explanations of workplace bullying; what organizations can do to  
prevent and remediate bullying via policy, training, and strategic planning; what’s needed in public policy  

at the macro level; and the status of the Health Workplace Bill. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Personnel:  Compensation, Wages

Personnel:  Health, Wellness
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Building A Culture Of Health And Wellness Through Labor/Management Partnership:  
Experiences From CA State Employees And Kaiser Permanente 
Ralph Cobb, California Dept of Human Resources  
Marie Monrad, Kaiser Permanente, Office of Labor Management Partnership  
Janeth Rodriguez, SEIU, Local 1000  
Tamar Schnepp, Office of Labor Management Partnership, Kaiser Found. Health Plan 
Kenny Sims, SEIU, Local 1000

Healthier U, the CA state wellness pilot, is built on a unique labor-management partnership model, with a mission 
to establish a model where labor and management work together to build a workplace culture that supports and 
encourages the health and well-being of all. Each partner provides distinct expertise, insight, and resources to support 
the initiative goals. The pilot is a partnership between SEIU Local 1000, CalHR, the State Treasurer’s Office, CalPERS, and 
Kaiser Permanente. Kaiser Permanente has also developed a comprehensive approach to wellness through their labor 
management partnership, and utilized this experience and expertise to support Healthier U and other municipalities. 
Attend this session and learn from representatives from Healthier U and Kaiser Permanente how to determine which 
partners in your organization will be important for success; what key structures, tools, and resources you’ll need for an 
effective wellness partnership; and how you can engage unions in a successful employee wellness initiative. 
(Expertise:  General)

Addressing the Under-Performing Employee’s Pre-Emptive Strike 
Erik Rapoport, City & County of San Francisco 
Gina M. Roccanova, Meyers Nave

You’ve been conscientiously managing that under-performing employee, devoting time and resources in the hope that his 
or her performance will improve, but it doesn’t improve. It gets worse. And then, just as the ax is about to fall, you are 
blindsided by the dreaded pre-emptive strike – the employee lawyers up, makes a complaint about harassment, and files 
a disability accommodation request and a workers’ comp claim. Now what do you do? This session’s presenters will use 
hypotheticals drawn from real cases and real experiences to help you learn tools and strategies for managing  
these tricky situations, avoiding retaliation claims, and holding employees accountable. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

The Death Of The Performance Evaluation In The Public Sector 
Mary Egan, Municipal Resource Group 
Deborah Maddux, Van Dermyden Maddux Law Corporation 
Frances Robustelli, City of Walnut Creek

Traditional performance evaluations are an archaic way to manage your workforce. Agencies must recognize this fact to 
remain competitive and shift to a more fluid “coaching for success” program in order to attract and retain talent and keep 
their workforce engaged. Annual check-the-box performance meetings cost you unnecessary time with limited returns on 
the investment in your workforce. There are better ways to motivate, manage, and hold employees accountable.  
In this session you’ll learn how to stop rating and start coaching for greater success and better outcomes. You’ll learn  
about a successful coaching model that can replace the traditional performance evaluation and other tools you can  
use to manage probationary and at-risk employees that compliment a coaching model. You’ll learn how to make this 
organizational change initiative successful and how to legally implement the change in a union environment. 
(Expertise:  Advanced)

Personnel:  Assessment, Performance

Personnel:  Health, Wellness (cont’d.)



15

The Five Biggest Pitfalls Under POBRA / FBOR 
Alfonso Estrada, Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud & Romo 

Jay Trinnaman, Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud & Romo

With traditionally the most aggressive union and legal representation, it is critical that public agencies understand the  
variety of statutory protections afforded to public safety employees under the POBRA/FBOR. What triggers these rights?  

How does an agency properly conduct an investigation? What are the repercussions for a violating the POBRA/FBOR?  
An agency’s failure to properly identify these potential pitfalls can derail an otherwise airtight disciplinary action  

and expose an agency to monetary damages. Join this session for a lively discussion of  
the most common traps under the POBRA/FBOR and how to avoid them. 

(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Really Bad, In A Good Way: Creating Effective Documentation In The Workplace 
Traci I. Park, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP 

Kelly A. Trainer, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP

Two of the most challenging things managers and human resource professionals are tasked with are conducting  
performance evaluations and disciplining errant employees. All too often supervisors don’t want to deliver a difficult message 
about an employee’s performance, so performance evaluations are either ignored or inaccurate. But failing to take employee 

performance evaluations and discipline seriously can lead to catastrophic consequences in subsequent litigation on these 
issues. In this session you’ll learn about: The importance of timely, meaningful and well-written performance evaluations; record 

keeping and feedback to assist in the performance evaluation process; managing difficult employees; proper investigation and 
documentation of employee misconduct and discipline; delivering the message in a constructive, positive, but firm if necessary, 
manner; the differences between good documentation (good evidence) and bad documentation (bad evidence) and tips for 

making yours good; and use of performance evaluations and discipline records as evidence in litigation. 
(Expertise:  General)

Just Cause: The Arbitrator’s Perspective 
Monica Colondres, Arbitrator/Mediator

Most advocates learn how to prepare and present a “just cause” case in law school or from select courses on the topic.  
What does the arbitrator want to hear for us to prevail? Most union leaders, labor relations specialists, and lawyers are  

familiar with Arbitrator Daugherty’s “Seven Tests For Just Cause.” But what about mitigating factors, progressive discipline, 
whether there was a request for a union rep, etc.? Arbitrators today have their own variation of the required elements.  

In this session you’ll learn about the updated and expanded elements of just cause, from the arbitrator’s perspective. 
(Expertise:  General)

Developing Your Theory Of The Case: How To Convince An Arbitrator/Hearing Officer In Disciplinary Matters 
Gina M. Roccanova, Meyers Nave 

David Weinberg, Formerly Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service

Even the most considered, carefully documented discipline can look very different through the lens of arbitration.  
Presenting an effective disciplinary case requires not just presenting your evidence, but doing so in a narrative and  

thematic framework that hangs together and makes sense. This session’s presenters demonstrate how an advocate  
takes a set of facts and develops a theory, and how an arbitrator might view that theory. You’ll learn which  

types of case theories are persuasive, and which are not. And you’ll have the opportunity to practice  
developing and testing your own case theories before the presenters. 

(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Personnel:  Discipline, Dismissal, Due Process
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You Can’t Make Me: Is it Insubordination Or A Protected Activity? 
Richard C. Rybicki, Rybicki & Associates PC  
Patrick Sutton, Judicial Council of Calfornia

This session examines issues that arise when an employee refuses a supervisor’s directive, preparing you to advise 
managers in the heat of the moment. You’ll learn the elements of a charge of insubordination, including establishing 
that an employee has been insubordinate, determining the appropriate disciplinary action, and preparing to win at 
arbitration. This session’s presenters will also cover recent developments in retaliation law and will show you  
how to assess whether an employee’s refusal to follow a directive is a protected activity. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate)

Trending Policies For Public Employers 
Kevin Dale, Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud & Romo 
Alfonso Estrada, Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud & Romo

There have been many recent changes in law, society, and technology that dramatically reshape employee relations. 
Workplace bullying, social media, GPS tracking, and paid sick leave are a few of the most noteworthy examples.  
Does your agency have policies in place that cover these areas? Do you understand your employees’ rights and  
your agency’s obligations in these areas? Learn how to guide your agency as you adopt, update, and disseminate 
your agency’s policies in these and other cutting-edge areas of the law. 
(Expertise:  General)

Succession Planning 
Katie Kaneko, Koff & Associates 
Georg Krammer, Koff & Associates

Succession planning is more critical now than ever. For years, the retirement of the baby boom generation has been a 
looming economic threat. Now, it’s no longer looming — it’s here. Every month, more than a quarter-million Americans 
turn 65. How many agencies are experiencing the retirement and/or resignation of employees from key or leadership 
positions? What is the impact to these agencies? What strategies are in place to address these changes in the  
workforce? This session will guide you in the development of a succession planning strategy to deal with  
these issues and to ensure the sustainability of your agency. 
(Expertise:  Advanced)

Getting Ready For The Big One (And All The Little Ones): Disaster Preparedness For Human Resources 
Jonathan Holtzman, Renne Sloan Holtzman Sakai 
Nancy Weiss, City of Napa

The media is quick to note the impact disasters and other significant events can have on our communities. Too often 
ignored, however, is the impact on local public agencies and their employees. From the activation to the EOC, to closing 
city hall, to suspending work rules and managing overtime costs, the unique requirement that public agencies continue to 
provide services in the wake of catastrophic events can test city and county operations in unexpected ways. This session’s 
panel of experts provides an in-depth look at the challenges of managing municipal operations in the wake of calamities 
large and small. You’ll learn how and when to activate an Emergency Operations Center ; what special considerations  
arise with maintaining operations during and immediately following a disaster ; what triggers the suspension of  
work rules, including MOUs; and what it takes to ease the return to normalcy. 
(Expertise:  Intermediate) 

Personnel:  Discipline, Dismissal, Due Process (cont’d.)

Personnel:  HR Planning
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What City Managers Want From Their Human Resources Directors / What City Managers Need  
From Their Human Resources Directors

Tabin Cosio, City of Oxnard 
Bob Deis, Renne Sloan Holtzman Sakai

This session draws from the experience of Bob Deis who, in the words of Stockton’s City Council, was the architect  
of that city’s financial and cultural recovery. Distressed organizations have many issues in common and follow a long,  

slow path to their troubles. This session’s presenters will discuss these issues and explain how your agency can  
avoid them. You’ll learn what city managers want as a base level of service and support from their HR directors,  

what city managers really need, how to ensure your agency has the capacity to meet those needs, and  
how to address those areas where your agency is not meeting expectations. 

(Expertise:  Advanced)

Carving Out A Better Solution: The Alternative To Workers’ Compensation That’s Working 
Jeff Cardell, City of Fresno 

Kim Greer, City of Richmond 
Jim Libien, Renne Sloan Holtzman Sakai

The Workers’ Compensation system hardly seems to work for either employers or employees. The labyrinthine process, 
inconsistent medical evaluations, and an expensive and adversarial process further bog down an overly taxed system that 
delays getting employees back to work. What if there is another way? The City of Fresno has carved out an alternative to 

Workers’ Compensation and it’s working for them. The City of Richmond is implementing it now. In this session you’ll  
hear from panelists about this alternative that works – works to save money, ensure quicker and more  

consistent medical care, and helps both employers and employees achieve faster, positive results. 
(Expertise:  General)

Personnel:  Policy Makers, Officials

Personnel:  Workers’ Compensation
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The Critical Hiring Process: The Latest Obstacles And Innovations 
Michael J. Christian, Jackson Lewis 
Cepideh Roufougar, Jackson Lewis

No one can dispute that the hiring process is the most critical step in managing a workforce. And with growing technology 
and changing laws, all employers need to know what they can and cannot do in the hiring practice. Employers need to 
examine their existing practices to determine whether or not they are using the most innovative approaches while still 
staying within the bounds of the law. This session explores the latest obstacles and innovations in the hiring process.  
You’ll walk away with a greater understanding of the current requirements and different approaches to the hiring  
process, including the latest law and approaches to using information from social media and the internet  
for hiring, and what background checks and testing can be performed and how. 
(Expertise:  Advanced)

Proactive Management Techniques To Avoid Claims Of Workplace Bullying 
Meredith Packer Garey, Kronick Moskovitz Tiedemann & Girard 
David W. Tyra, Kronick Moskovitz Tiedemann & Girard

Following the passage of AB 2053, employers are now required to provide supervisory employees with biannual training 
regarding “abusive conduct” in the workplace. But is this biannual training enough to arm supervisors with the tools for 
proactively addressing, managing, and resolving potential workplace bullying issues? How do managers recognize bullies  
and the different types of bullying behaviors? From the Saboteur, to the Dramatist, to the Hyper-Competitor, bullies  
come in many different forms and require different strategies to manage and resolve their behavior. This session  
looks at the emerging topic of workplace bullying. You’ll learn to identify prototypical bullying types and behaviors,  
and you’ll learn strategies for addressing and resolving these personality types and their behaviors. 
(Expertise:  Advanced)

Building A WOW! Recognition Culture 
Mike Byam, Terryberry

This fast-paced, fun, and informative session will help you understand how to engage employees through effective 
recognition. Developing a culture of recognition, in which employees are genuinely acknowledged for their  
contributions, is more important now than ever - not only to bolster flagging spirits, but as a means to maintain  
productivity, profitability, and retention of key employees. Through real-world examples, you’ll learn how  
recognition strategies impact business goals. You’ll learn which awards are the most and least effective,  
and you’ll learn practical solutions for implementing or enhancing a recognition initiative. 
(Expertise:  Advanced)

Personnel:  Supervision, Management Skills

Personnel:  Recruitment, Hiring, Classification
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Over its 41 year history, CALPELRA’s Annual Training Conference has brought  
together management labor relations and human resources professionals  

to listen, interact, and learn from experts and each other. 

At this year’s Conference, you’ll learn how playful competition -  
creativity, knowledge, endurance, and cooperation - leads to success.   

When we work together, follow the rules, preserve our values,  
and maintain our relationships, we all win.   

With expert presenters and professional networking, CALPELRA’s  
Annual Conference will inspire you to play hard, play fair, and play together. 

Registration fees include all Conference general and concurrent sessions, and all networking 
events and meals:  Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday night receptions;  Wednesday and Thursday 

lunches;  Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday breakfasts, coffee, and breaks.  Thursday night’s grand  
reception will be held at the amazing Monterey Bay Aquarium, and will include dinner, dancing, a 
casino, and other activities, as well as exclusive, CALPELRA-only access to the Aquarium exhibits.

The Annual Conference begins with CALPELRA’s core Labor Relations Academy 
Negotiations Simulation And Strategy program (separate registration required) on Tuesday.   

On-site registration and check-in opens Tuesday at 3:30 p.m., followed by a welcome reception 
Tuesday night.  The Conference ends Friday afternoon.  Conference information and all  

registration details are available at www.calpelra.org.

CALPELRA is an HRCI approved provider, a SHRM recertification provider, and a Multiple Activity MCLE provider.  
CALPELRA Conference sessions may also be used toward IPMA-HR recertification.  

November 1 - 4, 2016    Monterey California

Registration And Program Notes

2016 Annual Training Conference
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California Public Employers Labor Relations Association 
4900 Hopyard Road, Suite 375 
Pleasanton, California 94588

Scan this QR code for 
Conference details.
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OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS  

FROM: DONALD L. RUST, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2433 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

RE: REDEVELOPMENT PLANS FOR THE “MIKE ISCH PARKING LOT” AKA 
“PARKING LOT A” 

DATE:     JULY 19, 2016  

SUMMARY 

The Council will receive information regarding the City’s current redevelopment plans 
for the “Mike Isch Parking Lot,” also known as Parking Lot A. 

DISCUSSION 

Site History 

The former Oroville manufactured gas plant (MGP) was originally constructed along the 
north side of the Site in 1878. This MGP was operated until 1881, when a flood washed 
away the entire plant with the exception of a gas holder (1878 Holder). In 1881, a new 
MGP was constructed immediately south of the 1878 Holder within the boundaries of 
the Site, using coal as feedstock. In 1891, the coal gas works was removed, and an oil-
gas facility was constructed in its place. This change and the expansion of plant 
operations over time resulted in a number of alterations to the plant. Exhibit A presents 
a composite of key historical MGP features within the Site boundary. 

The primary MGP facilities included the Gas Works Building in the southern portion of 
the Site, the Southern Gas Holder and Purifier Building in the central portion of the Site, 
and the Northern Gas Holder and Storage Building in the northern portion of the Site 
(Exhibit A). The Gas House/ Gas Works building housed a generator, scrubbers, an oil 
underground storage tank (UST), repair shop, six long steel compression tanks, 
materials storage and testing area, lampblack separator, and lampblack bin. Alterations 
to the plant occurred periodically during its operation. In 1926, a high pressure gas main 
was built from the Marysville gas plant to Oroville, and the Oroville MGP was shut down. 

The City of Oroville acquired the property in 1964 and subsequently re-developed the 
Site as a parking lot. The City also operates and maintains a storm water pumping 
station in the building located on the northwest corner of the Site. 
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PG&E Remedial Excavation 

On May 5, 2010, the Council authorized an initial Entry Agreement for PG&E to conduct 
an environmental investigation at the “Mike Isch Parking Lot,” also known as Parking 
Lot A. The Council subsequently amended the agreement on March 15, 2011 to extend 
the term of the Agreement to March 15, 2013. On September 6, 2011 the Council 
authorized a second amendment to the Agreement to extend entry authorization to 
PG&E’s insurers. The Council authorized a third amendment to the Agreement on 
March 19, 2013 which expired on March 15, 2015. Because additional time was 
required to complete a final phase of investigation scheduled to start on May 9, 2016, 
the Council approved a fourth amendment to the Agreement to extend the access 
authorization for an additional three years, until March 15, 2018. 

Subsurface investigations completed to date have included the sampling and chemical 
analysis of soil, soil gas and groundwater.  Data collected to date confirms that MPG 
related hydrocarbons are present in soil beneath the parking lot surface to depths of 19 
and 26 feet. PG&E has prepared a remediation workplan (Exhibit B) to clean up the 
site.  As the Council has been informed in the past, PG&E will be responsible for paying 
all costs related to site cleanup. As a collaboration between PG&E and the City, PG&E 
has agreed to work with the City on replacing the parking lot with a town center as 
currently identified in the Oroville Arts, Culture, and Entertainment (AC&E) District 
planning document. 

AC&E District Community Outreach 

At the June 7, 2016 Council meeting, staff received direction to provide information to 
the Council regarding the City’s redevelopment plans for the Mike Isch Parking Lot. The 
current redevelopment plans for the parking lot are identified in the Oroville Arts, 
Culture, and Entertainment (AC&E) District planning document approved by the City on 
November 19, 2013. The Plan was adopted through an extensive community outreach 
process which included comments and input from residents, downtown business and 
property owners, and representatives of arts organizations who participated in public 
and focus-group meetings that were instrumental in shaping the concepts for the future 
of the District (Exhibit C). 

The following is a chronological listing of the public outreach meetings that influenced 
concept development: 

• Focus Group Meeting #1: Arts and Cultural Organizations (January 31,2013)
• Focus Group Meeting #2: Downtown Business and Property Owners, and

Business Organizations (January 31,2013)
• City Council Facilities Sub-Committee Meeting (April 1, 2013)
• Arts Commission and Parks Commission Joint Meeting (April 8, 2013)
• Community Workshop #1 (April 8, 2013)
• Focus Group Meeting #3: Downtown Business and Property Owners, and
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Business Organizations (April 16, 2013) 
• Community Workshop #2 (June 24, 2013)
• County “Urban Greening” Workshop (June 29, 2013)
• Planning Commission Public Hearings (July 22 and August 16, 2013)
• City Council Public Hearings (September 17, 2013 and November 19, 2013)

For the details of each public outreach meeting, please see Exhibit D. 

During the planning process for the preparation of the AC&E District Concept Plan, 
alternative concepts were prepared for review by the community during workshops and 
Focus Group meetings. During these meetings, all participants were asked to rank the 
alternatives using an evaluation matrix. Based on the input received and evaluation 
ranking results, a preferred AC&E District Concept Plan was identified, consisting of a 
combination of elements from the alternative concepts. The Plan described in the report 
is a hybrid of the alternatives based on input received in the community outreach 
process (Exhibit E). 

Parking 

Nearly 23% (approximately 6.5 acres) of the AC&E District is currently devoted to 
surface parking, on both publicly-owned and privately-owned properties. An additional 
area of approximately 1.75 acres directly abuts the AC&E District boundary, for a total 
of approximately 8.25 acres of land devoted to surface parking in the immediate area 
designated for the AC&E District (Exhibit F). Much of this parking is underutilized. 

Public parking facilities in the AC&E District are abundant and exceed current demand. 
There are at least six (6) existing public parking lots serving the AC&E District and 
vicinity (Exhibit G), providing a total of 470 off-street spaces. The locations of these lots 
include the following: 

• Lot A, located between Huntoon Street and Myers Street, north of Montgomery
Street, near the Municipal Auditorium, is by far the largest, with a total supply of
190 spaces.

• Lot B, located on the southeast quadrant of the Downer Street/Bird Street
intersection, has a supply of 74 spaces.

• Lot C, located on the northwest quadrant of the Robinson Street/Downer Street
intersection, has a supply of 50 spaces.

• Lot D, located south of Robinson Street between Huntoon and Myers Street, has
a supply of 85 spaces.

• Lot E, located on the northwest quadrant of the Montgomery Street/Oak Street
intersection has a supply of 35 spaces.
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• Lot F, located north of the intersection at Downer Street and Montgomery Street,
has a supply of 36 spaces.

In addition to the 470 spaces identified above, there are 40 additional spaces located 
east of the Municipal Auditorium not accounted for above for a total off-street parking 
space supply of 510 in and immediately around the AC&E District. Based on a parking 
analysis (Exhibit H) completed by Wood Rodgers, a transportation planning, traffic 
analysis and civil engineering firm, the current parking supply of both on-street and off-
street parking spaces is more than double of what is needed for the estimated demand. 
Projected parking demand, based on the buildout of the Plan, is projected to retain a 
surplus of 112 parking spaces. 

Conceptual Design 

The adopted conceptual design (Exhibit I) of the Town Square has been presented to 
PG&E representatives who have indicated that they will work with the City to help in the 
potential construction of the Town Square as part of the work that will occur once the 
undergoing environmental investigation and remediation work of the underlying 
contaminated soil is completed. In light of the current concerns to the adopted 
conceptual design by some of the downtown business owners, additional conceptual 
designs have been drafted for the Council’s consideration (Exhibit J). 

FISCAL IMPACT 

None. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Provide direction, as necessary. 

EXHIBITS 

A – Historical Site Features 
B – PG&E Proposed Excavation Plan 
C – Figure 1.1: Oroville AC&E District Area 
D – Chapter 5: Community Outreach 
E – Figure 6.2: Illustrative Concept Plan 
F – Figure 2.1: Existing Land Use 
G – Figure 2.2: Public Parking Lots 
H – Table B.3: Parking Analysis 
I – Figure 7.2: Town Square 
J – Additional Concept Drawings 
K – Public Comment Letters 
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BackgrouNd

Figure 1.1: Oroville AC&E District Area
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COMMUN I T y  OUTREACh

An extensive community outreach process was an important part of the process in 
preparing the AC&E District Concept Plan. The comments and input from residents, 
Downtown business and property owners, and representatives of arts organizations who 
participated in public workshops and focus group meetings have been instrumental in 
shaping the concepts for the future of the District. 

Two community workshops were held at key milestones in the work process to give 
the public an opportunity to provide direct input into the identification of issues and 
opportunities, and to help shape the future plan for the area. In addition, two focus 
group meetings were held with business and property owners, a meeting was held with 
representatives of arts and cultural organizations, and a meeting was held with two City 
Commissions and the City Council Facilities Sub-Committee. 

Based upon the input received during the above community outreach process, an Ad-
ministrative Draft Report was prepared and reviewed in public hearings with the Plan-
ning Commission and City Council. This report incorporates comments received at 
those hearings. 

The following section describes key elements of the community outreach process in 
chronological order and summarizes the key outcomes that influenced concept devel-
opment.
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COmmun i t y  OutreACh

FOCUS gROUp MEETINg #1: ARTS AND CULTURAL ORgANIZATIONS
This meeting was held at the Centennial Cultural Center on January 31, 2013 and 
included representatives of Oroville’s existing arts and cultural organizations. Organiza-
tions represented included:

• Artists of River Town

• Butte County Office of Education

• Body, Mind & Spirit

• Golden Values

• City of Oroville Cultural Facilities

• Oroville Arts Commission

• Oroville Band & Chorus

• Oroville Concert Association

• STAGE

• State Theater Arts Guild, Inc.

• Chico Music Think Tank.

The key issues and recommendations focused on the needs related to arts venues and 
programming included the following: 

• Develop a new art museum and gallery

• Create a large space for rental and working studio space

• Provide a venue for outdoor events

• Promote arts along the levee

• Provide live/work buildings for artists.

FOCUS gROUp MEETINg #2: DOWNTOWN BUSINESS AND 
pROpERTy OWNERS, AND BUSINESS ORgANIZATIONS
This meeting was also held at the Centennial Cultural Center on January 31, 2013. The 
meeting included representatives from various Downtown property and business own-
ers, as well as business organizations, including:

• Montgomery Street Group

• Oroville Community Concert Band and Chorus

• Oroville Arts Commission

• Oroville Downtown Business Association (ODBA)

• STAGE.

The meeting focused on business-related issues, and included the following key com-
ments:

• Capitalize on existing assets of Downtown: the Feather River, historic context,
walkable layout, intact area.

• Draw new businesses to Downtown, including arts, entertainment and culture
uses.

• Expand the open hours of businesses.

• Improve the physical conditions of Downtown, particularly lighting.

• Incorporate the Hmong culture into concepts for the District and the Downtown.

Discussion at Focus Group Meeting #1 held at the Centennial Cultural Center
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CITy COUNCIL FACILITIES SUB-COMMITTEE MEETINg
A briefing meeting was held with the City Council Facilities Sub-Committee on April 
1, 2013. The attendees included Director of Planning and Community Development 
Don Rust, Mayor Dahlmeier, Vice Mayor Wilcox, and City Council Member Bunker. The 
three initial concept alternatives (described in Appendix A of this report) were reviewed 
with the Committee to obtain their input. Committee members ranked the alternatives, 
using an evaluation matrix, which was also used in subsequent community meetings. 
Based on the ranking results, the Committee preferred a hybrid concept that included 
the Amphitheater Park and Park Blocks of Alternative A – Park Blocks, with a Town 
Square similar to that illustrated in Alternative C – Town Square.

ARTS COMMISSION AND pARkS COMMISSION MEETINg
Following the meeting with the City Council Facilities Subcommittee, a joint briefing 
meeting was held with the City’s Arts Commission and Parks Commission on the af-
ternoon of April 8, 2013. Director of Planning and Community Development Don Rust 
presented the three initial concept alternatives to the joint meeting and Commission 
members ranked the alternatives, using the evaluation matrix.

Comments from the meeting included:

• Need for a Downtown grocery store if residential units are built.

• Strong support for a restaurant along the levee.

• Existing Ford buildings have some historical value and unique layout which should
be considered.

• Outdoor seating for restaurants in Downtown is desired.

• Businesses should remain open past five p.m.

• High support for the Town Square concept.

Results from the evaluation matrix indicated that Alternative C - Town Square received 
the highest level of support followed by Alternative A - Park Blocks. Alternative B - Great 
Streets was the least preferred of the three Alternatives.

COMMUNITy WORkShOp #1
Two community-wide workshops were held during the process to give the public an 
opportunity to provide direct input into the identification of issues and opportunities 
and to evaluate the three initial concept alternatives. The first of these meetings was 
held in conjunction with the joint Arts Commission and Parks Commission meeting, 
described above.

FOCUS gROUp MEETINg #3: DOWNTOWN BUSINESS AND 
pROpERTy OWNERS AND ORgANIZATIONS
A follow-up meeting with Downtown business and property owners was held on April 
16, 2013 at the Feather River Senior Center. Like Focus Group Meeting #2 the meeting 
included representatives from various Downtown property owners and businesses as 
well as business organizations, including:

• Oroville Chamber of Commerce

• Oroville Downtown Business Association

• Oroville Development Corporation.

Director of Planning and Community Development Don Rust gave a presentation of the 
three initial concept alternatives. Comments from the meeting included:

• Focus on infilling vacant space before constructing any new commercial or retail
space.

• Carefully consider the type of retail/commercial space in buildings - the market
should dictate.

• Focus heavily on improving and creating new events/festivals as a way to promote
and stimulate more business activity Downtown.

• Carefully design residential development to provide “eyes on the street,” and
minimize vandalism and crime.

Attendees of the meeting were also asked to complete the evaluation matrix. Results 
from the evaluation matrix indicated that Alternative A - Park Blocks received the highest 
level of support, followed by Alternative C - Town Square. Alternative B - Great Streets 
was the least preferred of the three Alternatives.
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Community meeting #2

A second community meeting was held on June 24, 2013 in the City Council Cham-
bers, as a part of a regular Planning Commission Meeting and was attended by ap-
proximately five members of the public as well as City staff and Planning Commission 
members. The focus of this meeting was to introduce and receive feedback on the 
Preferred Concept Alternative and the new Chinese Cultural Heritage Park concept. 
Comments from the meeting included:

• High support for a restaurant on the levee.

• Excitement about seeing more art-related activities Downtown.

• Residential development should be designed to provide “eyes on the street,” and
minimize vandalism and crime.

• Riverfront access should be reserved as park space.

County urban greening workshop
On June 29, 2013, City staff was invited to a community workshop as part of an Urban 
Greening Plan being prepared by the County. The purpose of the workshop was to 
identify greening opportunities for the Oroville area. City staff co-led a walking tour 
of the Downtown area and introduced the Preferred Concept Alternative to those in at-
tendance, which consisted of approximately eight people. Comments from the walking 
tour included:

• Concern that the reduction of parking, particularly in the Chinese Heritage and
Cultural Park and the removal of Parking Lot A, would cause access issues for the
disabled and seniors.

• Direct water access to the Feather River closer to the central Downtown should be
incorporated for recreational, in addition to passive, uses.

• Infrastructure for shading should be incorporated in the design of the Town Square.

summary of the Community outreaCh proCess
Based on the comments received during focus group and community workshop meet-
ings, a general preference for a hybrid between the Park Blocks and Town Square alter-
natives was expressed. This is also indicated by the total combined numerical results 
of the evaluation process, which is summarized on the next page. 

The public input and evaluations of the three alternative plans informed the creation of 
a concept plan that is a hybrid of the Park Blocks and Town Square alternatives. This 
hybrid plan was summarized in an Administrative Draft Report, which was reviewed in 
public hearings with the Planning Commission and City Council.

planning Commission publiC hearing
The Oroville Planning Commission reviewed the Administrative Draft Report on July 
22, 2013 at a regularly-scheduled meeting in the City Council Chambers and contin-
ued it to the August 16, 2013 meeting. Key comments received from the commission 
included:

• Provide as much access to the Feather River from downtown as possible.

• Carefully consider the type and mix of high-density housing in future planning for
the District.

• Provide adequate parking for senior citizens, particularly at the Chinese Heritage
and Cultural Park.

• Park areas specified in the Plan are favorably supported.

City CounCil publiC hearing
The Oroville City Council reviewed the Administrative Draft Report on September 17, 
2013 in a regularly-scheduled meeting in the City Council Chambers. Key comments 
received from the City Council included:

• Support for the riverfront being capitalized upon as a City asset.

• Carefully design the Town Square so that it does not become a gathering place
for the homeless and is perceived to be safe and attractive to all members of the
public.

• Carefully consider the type and mix of high-density housing in future planning for
the District.

• Planned restaurants along the levee should be upscale and high-quality.

• Maximize building square footage for artists studios.
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The Arts, Culture and Entertainment District Concept Plan that is described in the fol-
lowing sections of this report is, generally, a hybrid of the initial Park Blocks and Town 
Square alternatives. It also includes a variety of refinements and concepts based on the 
input of the various stakeholders, members of the public, and City leadership and staff.

NOTE ABOUT ThE EVALUATION MATRIx
The evaluation matrix was created to assist members of the public, City leaders, City 
staff and the Consultant Team to evaluate the three initial concept alternatives as objec-
tively as possible. The criteria used on the matrix were derived from initial goals for the 
project defined by the City Council, as well as public input received in the initial focus 
group meetings. The evaluation uses a simple ranking system of 1-3 (with 3 being the 
highest) for each of the evaluation criteria, yielding a total score for each alternative. 
Each person at the various community meetings and focus groups, as well as City staff, 
Commission members and members of the City Council Facilities Sub-Committee 
were asked to complete the matrix individually. 

The total combined point results of the evaluations were:

• Alternative A - Park Blocks 950

• Alternative B - Great Streets 672

• Alternative C - Town Square 943

This is not a weighted matrix. Because some goals used to create the evaluation criteria 
may be somewhat more important than others, the evaluation matrix is not a scientific 
survey. Nevertheless, it provides a useful tool to consider the comparative advantages 
and disadvantages of the concept alternatives and help define a preferred plan.

Ranking: 1 = acceptable 2 = good 3 = excellent

Table 5.1: Sample Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C

GENERAL LAND USE

Creates a distinct character and identity for the 
district and downtown.

Creates a 24-hour environment with residential 
uses.

Incorporates pedestrian-oriented retail uses.

ARTS DISTRICT

Capitalizes on existing cultural venues.

Creates a concentration of arts-related uses.

Includes a central gathering/performance 
space(s).

Provides an extensive number and variety of 
gathering spaces.

CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Reinforces a pedestrian-oriented district.

Provides adequate, easily accessible parking.

Creates an identifiable linkage between cultural 
venues.

Creates multi-use streets that can be used for 
a variety of purposes (including temporary 
closures).

IMPLEMENTATION

Best meets the market absorption targets.

Allows an optimum phased development 
strategy.

Creates a “critical mass” of phase one 
development.

Has minimal impact on private land.

Will be less expensive to implement.

Has a great opportunity for funding grants.

Has a great opportunity for inter-agency 
cooperation and funding.

TOTAL
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Figure 6.2: Illustrative Concept Plan
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Figure 2.1: Existing Land Use 
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Table B.3: Parking Analysis

7/12/2013 Copy of 8537-Oroville ACE - Parking Evaluation 20 Mar 2013 revBMS.xlsx

Park Blocks Great Streets Town Square Preferred Plan

ID/Name Type
EXISTING 

CONDITIONS
ALTERNATIVE 

"A"
ALTERNATIVE 

"B"
ALTERNATIVE 

"C"
AC&E District 
Concept Plan Notes/Comments

A Lot 190 0 0 0 0 Existing Lot A is lost under all Alternatives
B Lot 74 74 74 74 74
C Lot 50 50 50 50 50
D Lot 85 85 85 85 85
E Lot 35 35 35 35 35
F Lot 36 73 73 73 73 Lot F adds 37 spaces under all Alternatives

Municipal Aud. Lot 40 0 0 0 0 East of Municipal Auditorium
New Lot 0 100 100 100 100 NE of Oliver/Montgomery
New Lot 0 26 26 26 26 SW of Montgomery/Downer
New Lot 0 45 45 45 45 SW of Montgomery/Lincoln
New Lot 0 0 46 0 0 Proposed new lot where Lot A was

New Lot 0 40 40 40 40 Safford Street behind the Chinese Temple & Museum
510 528 574 528 508

Oak On-Street 38 38 38 38 38
Lincoln On-Street 39 39 39 39 39

Huntoon On-Street 40 40 40 40 40
Myers On-Street 37 37 37 37 37

Downer On-Street 24 24 24 24 24
Oliver On-Street 18 18 18 18 18

Broderick On-Street 20 20 20 20 20
Safford On-Street 15 15 15 15 15

Montgomery On-Street 44 44 44 44 44
Bird On-Street 77 77 77 77 77

Robinson On-Street 63 63 63 63 63
Arline-Rhine On-Street 0 0 0 0 0 No On-street parking assumed

0 42 42 42 42 10% supply increase with elimination of driveways 
415 457 457 457 457
925 985 1,031 985 965

417 417 417 417 417 45% of existing supply (per 2010 parking surveys)
0 635 647 645 588 100% of projected additional parking demand

0 -159 -162 -162 -152
25% reduction projected with shared parking & other 
measures

417 903 912 910 853

508 82 119 75 112

Number of Spaces

PARKING SURPLUS

Subtotal (Off-street)

Subtotal (On-street)
TOTAL SUPPLY 

New Additional Peak Demand
Existing Peak Demand/Usage
PARKING DEMAND

TOTAL DEMAND

Number of Spaces

PARKING SUPPLY

Expected On-Street Increase

Demand Reduction with Parking 
Demand Management
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Figure 7.2: Town Square 

The Park Block will form the north edge 
of the Town Square. Huntoon Street 

crosses the Park Block at the same grade 
to form a plaza, lined with bollards and 
special lighting. This enables the Park 

Blocks to become continuous and easily 
and safely traversed by pedestrians, 

bicyclists, and persons with disabilities. 

The Town Square will provide an open space for 
multiple community uses, such as the Farmers’ Market, 

performances and rallies. It is bracketed by buildings 
that can provide arts, retail and restaurant facilities and 

is open to Montgomery Street and the Myers Street Arts 
Plaza. 

The Myers Street Arts Plaza will extend 
across Montgomery Street and creates 
an overflow space for the Town Square. 

The Myers Street Arts Plaza will be 
terminated with a plaza punctuated 
with a large planter holding a 
specimen evergreen tree. This tree 
can be lighted and celebrated as the 
Oroville Christmas Tree each holiday 
season. 

The East Promenade will begin at 
Myers Street Art Plaza and extends 
to the east, to parking, the Pioneer 
Museum and the future Veteran’s Park. 

Existing Eagles Building

Service access drive to the Eagles 
Building

Municipal Auditorium 

Driveway to new riverfront residential 
and side access to Municipal 
Auditorium

New two-story infill mixed-use 
building with ground-floor retail, arts, 
and culture uses, and offices on the 
upper floor.

A new residential building will define the 
north edge of the Park Block adjacent to 

Huntoon Street. The flats and townhomes 
have front entrances that open onto the 

pedestrian and bicycle pathway, and 
porches and balconies that provide views 

of the park space. 

New mixed-use building suitable for 
retail, arts, culture and second-floor 

office uses.

New streetscape improvements along 
all surrounding streets will provide 
ornamental shade trees, as well as 
lighting and a variety of pedestrian 

amenities that are unique to the District.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 1 07.19.2016 

OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

FROM: ALEX BROWN, ASSOCIATE CIVIL ENGINEER  
RICK WALLS, CITY ENGINEER (530) 538-2507 
DONALD RUST, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2433 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  

RE: ANNUAL ASSESSMENTS FOR THE CITY’S CONSOLIDATED 
LANDSCAPE AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE ASSESSMENT 
DISTRICT, ZONES 1-17 

DATE: JULY 19, 2016 

SUMMARY 

The Council may consider initiating proceedings, preliminarily approving the Annual 
Assessment Report and declaring its intention to levy and collect assessments for the 
Oroville Consolidated Landscape and Lighting Maintenance Assessment District, Zones 
1-17, for Fiscal Year 2016/2017. 

DISCUSSION 

As a condition of approval for each subdivision identified below, the developer was 
required to establish or annex into a landscape and lighting maintenance assessment 
district.  Each subdivision represents a Zone within the larger district.  Each Zone is 
financially responsible for the maintenance of the landscaped areas dedicated to the 
City and for the cost of maintaining the City-owned street lights within the subdivision. 
The particular Zones within the City’s Consolidated Landscape and Lighting 
Maintenance Assessment District (“CLLMAD”) are identified below: 

ZONE NUMBER AND NAME 
Zone 1 – Grandview Estates 
Zone 2 – The Buttes 
Zone 3 – Deer Creek Estates, Phase 1 
Zone 4 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 1 
Zone 5 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 1 
Zone 6 – Sherwood Estates, Units 1 & 2 
Zone 7 – Grayhawk 
Zone 8 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 2 
Zone 9 – Linkside Place, Phase 1 
Zone 10 – Foothill Estates 
Zone 11 – Mission Olive Ranch 
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Zone 12 – Vista Del Oro 
Zone 13 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 2 
Zone 14 – Martin Ranch 
Zone 15 – Jake Richter Estates 
Zone 16 – Acacia Estates 
Zone 17 – Feather River Bluffs 

Pursuant to the Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972, which authorizes the formation 
and annual administration of such districts, an Annual Assessment Report was 
prepared and filed with the City Clerk prior to tonight’s meeting.  The purpose of the 
Report is to document the annual costs involved in the operation, maintenance and 
servicing of all improvements, adjust the annual assessments to incorporate any surplus 
or deficit from the previous year and to determine the actual annual assessment for 
each assessable parcel within the CLLMAD. 

The City Council will consider the following items for all seventeen Zones within the 
CLLMAD: 

1. Preliminarily approve the Annual Assessment Report and the proposed levy and
collection of assessments for the CLLMAD for Fiscal Year 2016/2017.

2. Direct staff to make any changes or amendments to the report as necessary.

3. Approve the Resolution of Intent which sets the date for a public hearing for the
August 2, 2016 City Council meeting.  At that time, the City Council will conduct a
public hearing on these matters and may confirm the Annual Levy Report and
Assessments.

FISCAL IMPACT 

Assessments are collected for the City of Oroville by the Butte County Tax Collector to 
reimburse the City for the costs of operating, maintaining and servicing the landscape 
and lighting improvements within the CLLMAD. Total assessments = $15,520.04. 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

1. Adopt Resolution No. 8523 - A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL INITIATING
PROCEEDINGS, PRELIMINARILY APPROVING THE ANNUAL ASSESSMENT
REPORT AND DECLARING ITS INTENTION TO LEVY AND COLLECT
ASSESSMENTS FOR THE OROVILLE CONSOLIDATED LANDSCAPE AND
LIGHTING MAINTENANCE ASSESSMENT DISTRICT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2016/2017; and

2. Authorize any necessary budget adjustments to the Annual Assessment Report.
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ATTACHMENT(S) 

Resolution No. 8523 
2016/2017 Assessment Summary from the CLLMAD Annual Assessment Report. 

NOTE:  In order to reduce copying costs, only the Assessment Summary of the Annual 
Assessment Report is attached to this staff report.  The full Annual Assessment Report 
for the CLLMAD is available for review in the City Clerk’s office. 
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CITY OF OROVILLE 
RESOLUTION NO. 8523 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL INITIATING PROCEEDINGS, 
PRELIMINARILY APPROVING THE ANNUAL ASSESSMENT REPORT AND 
DECLARING ITS INTENTION TO LEVY AND COLLECT ASSESSMENTS FOR THE 
OROVILLE CONSOLIDATED LANDSCAPE AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE 
ASSESSMENT DISTRICT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016/2017 

WHEREAS, the Oroville City Council has, by previous resolutions, formed and 
levied annual assessments for a special maintenance district pursuant to the terms of 
the “Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972” (the 1972 Act”), being Division 15, Part 2 of 
the Streets and Highways Code of the State of California (commencing with Section 
22500).  Said special maintenance district is known and designated as “The Oroville 
Consolidated Landscape and Lighting Maintenance Assessment District” (the “District”). 
The District is comprised of several Zones which are identified below: 

ZONE NUMBER AND NAME 
Zone 1 – Grandview Estates 
Zone 2 – The Buttes 
Zone 3 – Deer Creek Estates, Phase 1 
Zone 4 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 1 
Zone 5 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 1 
Zone 6 – Sherwood Estates, Units 1 & 2 
Zone 7 – Grayhawk 
Zone 8 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 2 
Zone 9 – Linkside Place, Phase 1 
Zone 10 – Foothill Estates 
Zone 11 – Mission Olive Ranch 
Zone 12 – Vista Del Oro 
Zone 13 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 2 
Zone 14 – Martin Ranch 
Zone 15 – Jake Richter Estates 
Zone 16 – Acacia Estates 
Zone 17 – Feather River Bluffs 

WHEREAS, the City Council has retained Special District Services, Inc. for the 
purpose of assisting with the annual levy of the District and to prepare and file with the 
City Clerk, an Annual Assessment Report (the “Report”) for the District in accordance 
with the 1972 Act; and,  

WHEREAS, there has now been presented to this City Council the Report as 
required by the 1972 Act; and,  



PPaaggee  22  ooff  33  

WHEREAS, the City Council has carefully examined and reviewed the Report as 
presented and is preliminarily satisfied with the District, each of the budget items and 
documents therein, and is satisfied that the assessment amounts, on a preliminary 
basis, have been spread to the assessable parcels in accordance with the special 
benefit received from the improvements and services provided.  

NOW, THEREFORE, the Oroville City Council does resolve as follows: 

Section 1 That the above recitals are true and correct. 

Section 2 Annual Assessment Report:  The City hereby orders Special District 
Services, Inc. to prepare and file with the City Clerk, the Report concerning the annual 
levy and collection of assessments for the District.  Said levy and collection shall be for 
the fiscal year commencing July, 1, 2016 and ending June 30, 2017 in accordance with 
Chapter 3, Section 22622 of the 1972 Act.  The Report details the improvements, any 
substantial changes to the improvements, the annual budgets for each Zone and the 
proposed assessment amounts for each parcel. 

Section 3 Proposed Improvements: The improvements within the District may 
include, but are not limited to: turf, shrubs, plants and trees, landscaping, street lighting, 
irrigation and drainage systems, graffiti removal, pedestrian walkways, landscape 
lighting, masonry walls, and associated appurtenances within the public right-of-ways or 
specific easements.  Services provided include all necessary service, operations, 
administration and maintenance required to keep the improvements in a healthy, 
vigorous and/or satisfactory operating condition.  The specific improvements within each 
Zone are detailed in the Report. 

Section 4 Intention:  The City Council hereby declares its intention to seek the 
annual levy and collection of assessments within the District pursuant to the 1972 Act, 
in order to pay for the costs of maintaining and servicing the above referenced 
improvements.  The City Council finds that the public’s best interests will be served by 
such levy and collection. 

Section 5 Public Hearing:  The City Council hereby declares its intention to conduct 
a Public Hearing annually concerning the levy of assessments for the Districts in 
accordance with Chapter 3, Section 22626 of the 1972 Act. 

Section 6 Notice: The City Council shall give notice of the time and place of the 
Public Hearing to all property owners within the District by causing the publishing of this 
Resolution once in the local newspaper not less than ten (10) days before the date of 
the Public Hearing and by posting a copy of this Resolution on the official bulletin board 
customarily used by the City for the posting of notices.  Any interested person may file a 
written protest with the City Clerk prior to the conclusion of the Public Hearing or, having 
previously filed a protest, may file a written withdrawal of that protest.  A written protest 
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shall state all grounds of objection and a protest by a property owner shall contain a 
description sufficient to identify the property owned by such property owner.  All 
interested persons shall be afforded the opportunity to hear and be heard. 

Section 7 Notice of Public Hearing:  Notice is hereby given that a Public Hearing on 
these matters will be held by the City Council on Tuesday August 2, 2016 at 6:00 p.m. 
at the City Council Chambers, located at 1735 Montgomery Street, Oroville. 

Section 8 The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution by the City 
Council and is hereby authorized and directed to give notice of said Public Hearing as 
provided by the 1972 Act.   

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Oroville City Council at a regular meeting held on July 
19, 2016, by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSTENT: 

Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST: 

Scott Huber, City Attorney Donald Rust, Acting City Clerk 



CLLMAD 2016/2017 ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 

Zone Name 

Total 
Assessable 

Units 

Total 
Assessable 

Costs 

Maximum 
Assessment 
Rate per Unit 

Proposed 
Assessment 
Rate per Unit 

Zone 1 – Grandview Estates 21 $2,167.62 $238.10 $103.22 

Zone 2 – The Buttes 58 $1,230.76 $122.96 $21.22 

Zone 3 – Deer Creek Estates, Phase 1 72 $0.00 $30.12 $0.00 

Zone 4 – Calle Vista Estates, Phase 1 70 $2,541.00 $76.11 $36.30 

Zone 5 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 1 12 $948.96 $79.08 $79.08 

Zone 6 – Sherwood Estates, Units 1 & 2 49 $128.38 $42.00 $2.62 

Zone 7 – Grayhawk 30 $2,835.60 $197.63 $94.52 

Zone 8 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 2 20 $0.00 $423.13 $0.00 

Zone 9 – Linkside Place, Phase 1 65 $0.00 $440.28 $0.00 

Zone 10 – Foothill Estates 25 $1,490.00 $652.16 $59.60 

Zone 11 – Mission Olive Ranch 19 $1,106.56 $489.31 $58.24 

Zone 12 – Vista Del Oro 92 $3,416.88 $192.12 $37.14 

Zone 13 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 2 44 $1,590.16 $267.49 $36.14 

Zone 14 – Martin Ranch 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

Zone 15 – Jake Richter 8 $488.80 $285.71 $61.10 

Zone 16 – Feather River Bluffs 0 $0.00 $48.74 $0.00 

Zone 17 – Acacia Estates 0 $0.00 $92.16 $0.00 

TOTALS: 585 $15,520.04 
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ENGINEER'S REPORT  
CITY OF OROVILLE 

LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE ASSESSMENT DISTRICT 

The undersigned respectfully submits the enclosed report as directed by the City 
Council.  The undersigned certifies that he is a Professional Engineer, registered in 
the State of California. 

DATED:  July 19, 2016 

BY: K. Dennis Klingelhofer 
Assessment Engineer 
R.C.E. No. 50255 
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INTRODUCTION 
  
 
 

Pursuant to the provisions of the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972, being Part 2 
of Division 15 of the Streets and Highways Code, commencing with Section 22500 
(the “1972 Act”), and in compliance with the substantive and procedural 
requirements of the California State Constitution Article XIII D (the “California 
Constitution”) the City Council of the City of Oroville (the “City”), adopted a 
Resolution Initiating Proceedings for the Levy and Collection of Annual Assessments 
within the Consolidated Landscape and Lighting Maintenance Assessment District 
(the “District”) for Fiscal Year 2016/2017.  Said Resolution called for the preparation 
and filing of an annual report (the “Report”) pursuant to Chapter 1, Article 4 of the 
1972 Act, beginning with section 22565, presenting plans and specifications 
describing the general nature, location and extent of the improvements to be 
maintained and an estimate of the costs to maintain said improvements within the 
District.   
 
The word “parcel”, for purposes of this Report, refers to an individual property 
assigned its own Assessor’s Parcel Number (“APN”) by the Butte County Assessor’s 
Office.  The Butte County Auditor/Controller uses APN and specific fund numbers to 
identify properties to be assessed on the tax roll for special benefit assessments. 
 
This Report consists of five sections and identifies the following items: 
 

 The specific improvements to be maintained within each Zone of the District. 
 

 The proposed assessments to be levied for each Zone for 2016/2017 
(Please refer table on following page). 

 

 How the Zone costs are allocated and apportioned to the assessable parcels 
based upon the special benefit received. 

 

 Diagram or map showing the boundary of each Zone.   
 

 A listing of properties to be assessed, by Zone and APN, and the 
corresponding assessment amounts.   

 
The District is comprised of the seventeen (17) residential developments designated 
as Zones within the District.  Zone number 14, Martin Ranch, was formed but never 
developed.  It will therefore, remain un-assessed until such time as development is 
renewed or another development takes over the project area.  Please refer to the 
table on the next page which details the number of parcels within each Zone as well 
as the distinct name and number designation.  Also included in the table below are 
the total costs to be assessed, the Proposed Assessment Rate and the Maximum 
Assessment Rate allowed for Fiscal year 2016/2017. 
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CLLMAD 2016/2017 ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 

Zone Name 

Total 
Assessable 

Units 

Total 
Assessable 

Costs 

Maximum 
Assessment 
Rate per Unit 

Proposed 
Assessment 
Rate per Unit 

Zone 1 – Grandview Estates 21 $2,167.62 $238.10 $103.22 

Zone 2 – The Buttes 58 $1,230.76 $122.96 $21.22 

Zone 3 – Deer Creek Estates, Phase 1 72 $0.00 $30.12 $0.00 

Zone 4 – Calle Vista Estates, Phase 1 70 $2,541.00 $76.11 $36.30 

Zone 5 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 1 12 $948.96 $79.08 $79.08 

Zone 6 – Sherwood Estates, Units 1 & 2 49 $128.38 $42.00 $2.62 

Zone 7 – Grayhawk 30 $2,835.60 $197.63 $94.52 

Zone 8 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 2 20 $0.00 $423.13 $0.00 

Zone 9 – Linkside Place, Phase 1 65 $0.00 $440.28 $0.00 

Zone 10 – Foothill Estates 25 $1,490.00 $652.16 $59.60 

Zone 11 – Mission Olive Ranch 19 $1,106.56 $489.31 $58.24 

Zone 12 – Vista Del Oro 92 $3,416.88 $192.12 $37.14 

Zone 13 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 2 44 $1,590.16 $267.49 $36.14 

Zone 14 – Martin Ranch 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

Zone 15 – Jake Richter 8 $488.80 $285.71 $61.10 

Zone 16 – Feather River Bluffs  0 $0.00 $48.74 $0.00 

Zone 17 – Acacia Estates 0 $0.00 $92.16 $0.00 

TOTALS: 585 $15,520.04 

The actual Assessment Rate per Unit for the prior year is shown on the respective 
Budgets for each Zone, pages 11 through 27 of this Report. 
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The February Consumer Price Index (“CPI”) is used to determine the Maximum 
Assessment Rate each year.  The February CPI is added to the previous years’ 
Maximum Assessment Rate to determine the adjusted Maximum Assessment for 
Zones 8 through 17 (see below) for the current year.  Please refer to Section II of 
this Report, “Assessment Range Formula” for a complete description of the CPI 
tables used for this purpose. 
 
Also stated in Section II, “Assessment Range Formula”, Zones 1 through 7 do not 
have an allowable inflationary adjustment and as a result, CPI is not applied to the 
Maximum Assessment for those Zones. 

 
The table below provides the historical increases in the February CPI, (February to 
February each year) beginning in 2006/2007.  CPI is shown here at 7 decimal points 
for purposes of accuracy and for calculating the Adjusted Maximum Assessment 
each year. 
 

Fiscal Year February CPI Adjustment 
2006/2007 2.9324056% 
2007/2008 3.1810719% 
2008/2009 2.7722661% 
2009/2010 1.1629601% 
2010/2011 1.7910031% 
2011/2012 1.6962568% 
2012/2013 2.9998130% 
2013/2014 2.4472307% 
2014/2015 2.4468738% 
2015/2016 2.5320274% 
2016/2017 3.0165710% 

 
 
The calculated Maximum Assessment for each Zone is shown on the individual Zone 
Budget pages in Section III of this Report. 
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SECTION I – PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 

DESCRIPTION OF THE DISTRICT AND BOUNDARIES 

The District was formed for the purpose of ensuring the ongoing maintenance, 
operation and servicing of certain landscape and lighting improvements within the 
boundaries of each Zone.  Said improvements are detailed below under 
“Improvements and Services Provided”. 

Each Zone was formed and annexed into the District as a condition of development. 
The Zones are located throughout the City of Oroville. 

IMPROVEMENTS AND SERVICES PROVIDED 

The improvements and services within each Zone are identified below: 

 Zone 1 – Grandview Estates: Maintenance of trees, shrubs, ground cover,
walls, irrigation system, street trees and 6 street lights.

 Zone 2 – The Buttes: Maintenance of turf, shrubs, ground cover, irrigation
system, an entry way with rock wall, signage and lighting, gated fence,
landscaping along the fence, an irrigation system on Oro Garden Ranch
Road, street trees, and 14 street lights.

 Zone 3 – Deer Creek Estates, Phase 1: Maintenance of a gateway, a ten
foot gravel sewer maintenance road with safety lighting, a twenty foot
emergency access road, 13 street lights, an open space area (natural state)
and street trees.

 Zone 4 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 1: Maintenance of a wooden fence, a
masonry wall, trees, shrubs, ground cover, an irrigation system, street trees
and 14 street lights.

 Zone 5 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 1: Maintenance of a wooden fence, 2
street lights and a landscape buffer along Cherokee Road.

 Zone 6 – Sherwood Estates, Phases 1 & 2: Maintenance of a landscape
buffer along 18th and 20th Streets, wood fencing, a masonry wall, irrigation
system, street trees and 4 street lights.

 Zone 7 – Grayhawk: Maintenance of an island planter on Gaylor Street,
landscape buffers along Grand Avenue, seventy three street trees and 5
street lights.

 Zone 8 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 2: Maintenance of thirty seven street
trees, 1,725 square feet of landscaping, 345 linear feet of wood fencing
along Cherokee Road and 5 street lights.



CLLMAD Engineer’s Report                  July 19, 2016 
City of Oroville 
Fiscal Year 2016-17 
  

  
66  

  
    

 

 Zone 9 – Linkside Place, Phase 1: Landscape and lighting improvements 
within this Zone may include but are not limited to: street trees, landscaping 
(turf shrubs & ground cover), 14 street lights and other appurtenant 
facilities. 

 

 Zone 10 – Foothill Estates: Landscape and lighting improvements within 
this Zone may include but are not limited to: landscaping (turf shrubs & 
ground cover), 6 street lights and other appurtenant facilities.  

 

 Zone 11 – Mission Olive Ranch: Landscape and lighting improvements 
within this Zone may include but are not limited to: landscaping (turf shrubs 
& ground cover), wood fencing, masonry walls, 5 street lights and other 
appurtenant facilities.  

 

 Zone 12 – Vista Del Oro: Landscape and lighting improvements within this 
Zone may include but are not limited to: street trees, landscaping (turf 
shrubs & ground cover), wood fencing, masonry walls, open/natural areas, 
20 street lights and other appurtenant facilities.  

 

 Zone 13 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 2: Landscape and lighting 
improvements within this Zone may include but are not limited to: 
landscaping (turf shrubs & ground cover), 10 street lights and other 
appurtenant facilities.  

 

 Zone 14 – Martin Ranch: There are currently no improvements being 
maintained within this Zone and none are currently planned.  Development 
never occurred.  This is a completely vacant project at this time. 

 

 Zone 15 – Jake Richter: Landscape and lighting improvements within this 
Zone may include but are not limited to: landscaping (turf shrubs & ground 
cover), 2 street lights and other appurtenant facilities. 

 

 Zone 16 – Feather River Bluffs: Landscape and lighting improvements 
within this Zone may include but are not limited to: 12 street lights and other 
appurtenant facilities.  Currently there are no improvements being 
maintained. 

 

 Zone 17 – Acacia Estates: Landscape and lighting improvements within 
this Zone may include but are not limited to: 3 street lights and other 
appurtenant facilities.  Currently there are no improvements being 
maintained. 

 
Reference is made to the plans and specifications for the improvements which are 
on file with the City and are incorporated herein by reference. 
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SECTION II – METHOD OF APPORTIONMENT 

The 1972 Act allows for the establishment of assessment districts by public agencies 
for the purpose of providing certain public improvements as detailed in Section I of 
this Report.  The 1972 Act also requires that the cost of these improvements and 
services be assessed based on benefit received rather than by assessed value of 
the properties being assessed.  In accordance with the 1972 Act, Section 22573:   

“The net amount to be assessed upon lands within an assessment 
district may be apportioned by any formula or method which fairly 
distributes the net amount among assessable lots or parcels in 
proportion to the estimated benefits received by each such lot or 
parcel from the improvements” 

The method of apportionment described in this Report, and confirmed by the City 
Council, utilizes commonly accepted engineering practices which have been 
established pursuant to the 1972 Act and the California Constitution for the 
allocation of special benefit assessments.  The calculation of assessments is based 
upon the parcel type and the services and improvements provided to equitably 
apportion the costs.  The special benefit received by each lot or parcel is over and 
above any general benefit conferred upon said lots or parcels or to the public at 
large.   

DESCRIPTION OF BENEFIT  

Special Benefit 

The improvements and associated costs have been allocated to the assessable 
properties within the District based upon the special benefit received by those 
properties, pursuant to the provisions of the 1972 Act.  The improvements for which 
the properties will be assessed have been identified as necessary, were required as 
a part of the development plans specifically for each individual tract and are also in 
compliance with the development plans and General Plan of the City.  As such, the 
improvements and continuing maintenance and servicing are strictly the obligation of 
the properties within the District. 

Although the improvements may be visible to passersby or to the public at large, the 
improvements were installed as a requirement of the development of the tract and 
are for the sole benefit of properties within the District.  It has been determined 
therefore, any access or use by properties or individuals outside the District is 
completely incidental and the costs of operating, maintaining and servicing said 
improvements therefore provides no measurable benefit to those outside properties 
or individuals. 
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Definition of Special Benefit 

The method of apportionment described in this Report is based on the premise that 
each assessable lot or parcel receives distinct and special benefits from the 
improvements and services provided, including the visual desirability provided by 
well-maintained landscaping.  In accordance with Article XIII D, Section 4 of the 
California Constitution: 

“Special benefit means a particular and distinct benefit over and above 
general benefits conferred on real property located in the District or the 
public at large” 

Some of the special benefits associated with local landscaping and lighting 
improvements are: 

 Enhanced desirability of properties due to proximity of the improvements.

 Improved aesthetic appeal provided by a positive representation of the
development, neighborhood and the community.

 Improved ingress and egress to property resulting in enhanced traffic flow,
reduced traffic accidents and consequent reduction in possible property
damage.

 Improved traffic visibility and circulation.

 Improved accessibility for emergency vehicles.

 Reduced vandalism and other criminal activity.

 Enhanced environmental quality provided by adequate green space and
other landscaping which helps moderate temperatures, reduce noise
pollution and control dust and debris.

ASSESSMENT RANGE FORMULA 

It is generally recognized that most budgetary items will be impacted by inflation in 
future years.  In accordance with the California Constitution, Section 53739 (b)(1), 
assessments “may be adjusted for inflation pursuant to a clearly defined 
formula…”   A formula for an inflationary adjustment is therefore included as part of 
the maximum assessment within the District and was approved by the property 
owner(s) at the time of formation/annexation.  The formula, as described below, 
allows for annual adjustments to the budget and the assessments. 
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Generally, any new or increased assessment requires certain noticing and meeting 
requirements by law.  The Government Code excludes certain conditions of a new or 
increased assessment.  These conditions include, “An assessment that does not 
exceed an assessment formula or range of assessments previously specified in the 
notice given to the public…and that was previously adopted by the agency…” 

The initial maximum assessment for each Zone was established at the time of 
formation or annexation into the District.  Zones 1 through 7 of this District however 
do not have an inflationary adjustment.  These Zones were created prior to the 
adoption of Proposition 218 in 1996 and did not include a provision to increase the 
initial maximum assessment.  The initial maximum assessments for Zones 8 through 
17 have been adjusted each fiscal year subsequent to the year of annexation by the 
following Assessment Range Formula:   

 The Maximum Assessment Rate allowed each fiscal year (the “Adjusted
Maximum Assessment Rate”) shall be based on the initial maximum
assessment, adjusted annually by Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer
Price Index for the month of February, All Urban Consumers, (“CPI”) for the
San Francisco/Oakland/San Jose area. Should the Bureau of Labor
Statistics revise or discontinue the preparation of such index, the City
reserves the right to use such revised index or a comparable system to
determine fluctuations in the annual cost of living.

 Each fiscal year, the February CPI amount has been applied to the
Maximum Assessment Rate established the previous fiscal year to calculate
the appropriate Adjusted Maximum Assessment Rate for the then current
fiscal year.

 If the proposed annual assessment rate for the upcoming fiscal year is less
than or equal to the Adjusted Maximum Assessment Rate established for
that fiscal year then the proposed annual assessment is not considered an
increased assessment.

Beginning in the second fiscal year after the annexation of a Zone, and each fiscal 
year since, the Maximum Assessment Rate has been recalculated and a new 
Maximum Assessment Rate (Adjusted Maximum Assessment Rate) has been 
established for each fiscal year using the Assessment Range Formula described 
above.  The Adjusted Maximum Assessment Rate has been calculated independent 
of the annual budget and proposed assessment rate for the given fiscal year.  As 
stated above, if the proposed annual assessment for any fiscal year does not 
exceed the Adjusted Maximum Assessment Rate for that year, it is not considered 
an increased assessment under the terms of Proposition 218 or the Government 
Code. 

The CPI increase for the one year period ending in February 2016 is 3.01% 
(rounded).  This amount will be applied to the Maximum Assessment for Zones 8 
through 17 only, which will establish the Adjusted Maximum Assessment for each of 
those Zones for Fiscal Year 2016/2017. 
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To impose a new assessment or increased assessment in excess of the Maximum 
Assessment Rate for the current fiscal year, as provided by the preceding 
Assessment Range Formula, the City must comply with the provisions of the 
California Constitution, Article XIII D, Section 4c that requires a public hearing and 
certain protest procedures including mailed notice of the public hearing and property 
owner protest balloting.  Property owners must approve the proposed new or 
increased assessment via a property owner protest balloting process before any 
such new or increased assessment can be imposed.  A protest occurs when, at the 
public hearing, the returned assessment ballots opposed to the new or increased 
assessment outweigh the returned ballots in favor of the new or increased 
assessment, weighting those assessment ballots by the financial obligation of each 
parcel. 

The definition of new or increased assessments includes any assessment which, 1) 
did not previously exist or, 2) exceeds a previously approved assessment amount or 
assessment range formula.  Any assessment range formula must have been 
previously adopted by the agency and approved by the property owners in the area 
where the assessment is imposed. 

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

The benefit formula used to determine the financial obligation for each parcel is 
based on the improvements benefitting the parcels, as well as the use, or type, of 
each parcel as compared to other parcels that benefit from said improvements.  One 
of the more common approaches to fairly distributing District costs to the benefitting 
parcels in maintenance districts such as this utilizes a methodology referred to as 
the Per Parcel method of apportionment.  This method recognizes that each parcel 
within a particular Zone benefits equally from the improvements.  This is typical 
when all parcels within the Zone are of the same type (all single family dwellings).     

Each Zone is comprised of a single parcel type – residential.  The residential parcels 
are single family residential parcels (“SFR”) or condominiums and as such are 
deemed to benefit equally from the improvements.  The “Total Balance to 
Assessment”, as shown on the Budget pages, is divided equally among each 
assessable parcel within the Zone which determines the annual assessment rate per 
parcel for that Zone. 
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SECTION III – ZONE BUDGETS 

The estimated budget for the annual maintenance and servicing of the 
improvements and the proportionate share of administration costs for each Zone 
within the District have been prepared based on the estimated and historical costs.  
The individual Zone budgets are shown on the following pages. 

In addition to the budget tables, Zones 8 through 17 contain an additional table 
which shows the February CPI for each year since the annexation of that zone, the 
calculated adjustment to the previous years’ assessment and the Adjusted Maximum 
Assessment for each of those zones.  As stated previously, Zone 1 through 7 do not 
have an inflationary adjustment. 
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Zone 1 – Grandview Estates Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $486.78
    Utilities – Electricity 422.43
    Streetlights 517.00
    Irrigation Materials 120.00
    Plant Materials 120.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 512.00
    Personnel – Public Works 298.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $2,476.21

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $232.73
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel    6.30
    Rounding Adjustment 0.28
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $239.31

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $2,715.52
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $543.10

TOTAL COSTS $3,258.62
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $1,091.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $2,167.62

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 21

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $103.22

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $85.02
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Zone 2 – The Buttes Budget 
 
DIRECT COSTS  
    Utilities – Water $640.00
    Utilities – Electricity 560.00
    Streetlights 287.00
    Irrigation Materials 50.00
    Plant Materials 100.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 224.00
    Personnel – Public Works 280.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $2,141.00
 
INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $389.95
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 17.40
    Rounding Adjustment 0.62
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $407.97
 
SUB-TOTAL COSTS $2,548.97
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $509.79
 
TOTAL COSTS $3,058.76
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $1,828.00
 
2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $1,230.76
 
Total Number of Assessable Parcels 58
 
2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $21.22
 
2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $14.36
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Zone 3 – Deer Creek Estates Budget 
 
DIRECT COSTS  
    Utilities – Water $0.00
    Utilities – Electricity 561.00
    Streetlights 150.00
    Irrigation Materials 0.00
    Plant Materials 0.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 125.00
    Personnel – Public Works 125.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $961.00
 
INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $680.82
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 21.60
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $ 702.42
 
SUB-TOTAL COSTS $1,663.42
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $332.68
 
TOTAL COSTS $1,996.10
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $2,854.00
 
2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $0.00
 
Total Number of Assessable Parcels 72
 
2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00
 
2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $26.42
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Zone 4 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 1 Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $666.00
    Utilities – Electricity 775.00
    Streetlights 100.00
    Irrigation Materials 50.00
    Plant Materials 0.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 750.00
    Personnel – Public Works 750.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $3,091.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $342.17
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 21.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $363.17

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $3,454.17
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $690.83

TOTAL COSTS $4,145.00
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $1,604.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $2,541.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 70

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $36.30

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $0.00
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Zone 5 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 1 Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $189.00
    Utilities – Electricity 200.00
    Streetlights 150.00
    Irrigation Materials 0.00
    Plant Materials 0.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 100.00
    Personnel – Public Works 100.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $739.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $0.00
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 3.60
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $3.60

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $742.60
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $148.52

TOTAL COSTS $891.12
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance ($360.00)

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $948.96

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 12

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $79.08

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $79.08
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Zone 6 – Sherwood Estates, Units 1 & 2 Budget 
 
DIRECT COSTS  
    Utilities – Water $650.00
    Utilities – Electricity 105.00
    Streetlights 0.00
    Irrigation Materials 0.00
    Plant Materials 0.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 100.00
    Personnel – Public Works 125.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $980.00
 
INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $305.69
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 14.70
    Rounding Adjustment 0.76
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $321.15
 
SUB-TOTAL COSTS $1,301.15
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $260.23
 
TOTAL COSTS $1,561.38
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $1,433.00

 
2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT 1  $128.38
 
Total Number of Assessable Parcels 49
 
2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $2.62
 
2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $9.52

 
1 This Zone is under-funded and there is no provision for an annual inflator to the 
annual assessment.  As a result, the Total Assessment shown in the table above is 
the actual amount needed to cover the annual Zone costs. 
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Zone 7 – Grayhawk Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $550.00
    Utilities – Electricity 452.00
    Streetlights 400.00
    Irrigation Materials 125.00
    Plant Materials 125.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 500.00
    Personnel – Public Works 350.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $2,502.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $50.98
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 9.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.19
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $60.17

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $2,562.17
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $512.43

TOTAL COSTS $3,074.60
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $239.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $2,835.60

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 30

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $94.52

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $4.12
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Zone 8 – Cherokee Estates, Phase 2 Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $89.00
    Utilities – Electricity 80.00
    Streetlights 250.00
    Irrigation Materials 67.00
    Plant Materials 75.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 230.00
    Personnel – Public Works 250.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $1,041.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $574.48
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 6.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $580.48

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $1,621.48
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $324.30

TOTAL COSTS $1,945.78
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $2,693.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $0.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 20

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $33.86

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 

2004/2005 N/A $319.200 
2005/2006 1.56% $324.195 
2006/2007 2.93% $333.702 
2007/2008 3.18% $344.317 
2008/2009 2.77% $353.862 
2009/2010 1.16% $357.978 
2010/2011 1.79% $364.389 
2011/2012 1.70% $370.570 
2012/2013 3.00% $381.687 
2013/2014 2.45% $391.027 
2014/2015 2.45% $400.595 
2015/2016 2.53% $410.738 
2016/2017 3.01% $423.129 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 9 – Linkside Place, Phase 1 Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $385.00
    Utilities – Electricity 690.00
    Streetlights 200.00
    Irrigation Materials 100.00
    Plant Materials 100.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 250.00
    Personnel – Public Works 250.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $1,975.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $852.86
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 19.50
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $872.36

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $2,847.36
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $569.47

TOTAL COSTS $3,416.83
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $3,998.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $0.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 65

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $35.80

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 

2005/2006 N/A $337.340 
2006/2007 2.93% $347.232 
2007/2008 3.18% $358.278 
2008/2009 2.77% $368.210 
2009/2010 1.16% $372.492 
2010/2011 1.79% $379.164 
2011/2012 1.70% $385.595 
2012/2013 3.00% $397.163 
2013/2014 2.45% $406.882 
2014/2015 2.45% $416.838 
2015/2016 2.53% $427.392 
2016/2017 3.01% $440.286 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 10 – Foothill Estates Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $204.00
    Utilities – Electricity 226.00
    Streetlights 300.00
    Irrigation Materials 100.00
    Plant Materials 100.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 450.00
    Personnel – Public Works 500.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $1,880.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $222.28
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 7.50
    Rounding Adjustment 0.22
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $230.00

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $2,110.00
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $422.00

TOTAL COSTS $2,532.00
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $1,042.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $1,490.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 25

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $59.60

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $107.04

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 

2005/2006 N/A $499.680 
2006/2007 2.93% $514.333 
2007/2008 3.18% $530.694 
2008/2009 2.77% $545.406 
2009/2010 1.16% $551.749 
2010/2011 1.79% $561.631 
2011/2012 1.70% $571.158 
2012/2013 3.00% $588.291 
2013/2014 2.45% $602.688 
2014/2015 2.45% $617.435 
2015/2016 2.53% $633.069 
2016/2017 3.01% $652.167 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 11 – Mission Olive Ranch Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $810.00
    Utilities – Electricity 590.00
    Streetlights 500.00
    Irrigation Materials 100.00
    Plant Materials 100.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 250.00
    Personnel – Public Works 200.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $2,550.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $562.10
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 5.70
    Rounding Adjustment 0.17
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $567.97

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $3,117.97
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $623.59

TOTAL COSTS $3,741.56
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $2,635.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $1,106.56

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 19

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $58.24

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $162.78

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 

2006/2007 N/A $385.900 
2007/2008 3.18% $398.176 
2008/2009 2.77% $409.214 
2009/2010 1.16% $413.973 
2010/2011 1.79% $421.388 
2011/2012 1.70% $428.535 
2012/2013 3.00% $441.391 
2013/2014 2.45% $452.192 
2014/2015 2.45% $463.257 
2015/2016 2.53% $474.987 
2016/2017 3.01% $489.316 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each.
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Zone 12 – Vista Del Oro Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $900.00
    Utilities – Electricity 750.00
    Streetlights 300.00
    Irrigation Materials 300.00
    Plant Materials 500.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 559.00
    Personnel – Public Works 485.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $3,794.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $335.34
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 27.60
    Rounding Adjustment 0.46
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $363.40

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $4,157.40
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $831.48

TOTAL COSTS $4,988.88
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $1,572.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $3,416.88

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 92

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $37.14

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $0.00

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 

2006/2007 N/A $151.520 
2007/2008 3.18% $156.340 
2008/2009 2.77% $160.674 
2009/2010 1.16% $162.543 
2010/2011 1.79% $165.454 
2011/2012 1.70% $168.260 
2012/2013 3.00% $173.308 
2013/2014 2.45% $177.549 
2014/2015 2.45% $181.894 
2015/2016 2.53% $186.499 
2016/2017 3.01% $192.125 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 13 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 2 Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $490.00
    Utilities – Electricity 510.00
    Streetlights 300.00
    Irrigation Materials 250.00
    Plant Materials 250.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 350.00
    Personnel – Public Works 250.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $2,400.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $374.38
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 13.20
    Rounding Adjustment 0.05
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $387.63

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $2,787.63
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $557.53

TOTAL COSTS $3,345.16
    7/1/2015 Beginning Fund Balance $1,755.00

2015/2016 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $1,590.16

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 44

2015/2016 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $36.14

2014/2015 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $12.14

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 

2006/2007 N/A $210.960 
2007/2008 3.18% $217.671 
2008/2009 2.77% $223.705 
2009/2010 1.16% $226.307 
2010/2011 1.79% $230.360 
2011/2012 1.70% $234.267 
2012/2013 3.00% $241.295 
2013/2014 2.45% $247.200 
2014/2015 2.45% $253.249 
2015/2016 2.53% $259.661 
2016/2017 3.01% $267.494 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 14 – Martin Ranch Budget 

This Zone was annexed into the District but development never began.  Until such 
time as development begins, there will be no assessment and therefore, no budget 
for this Zone 

The City may also decide to de-annex this Zone from the District in the future.  
Ground was never broken and the development may never be built.  Zone 14 will be 
left “blank” until such time as this area develops or another area is developed to 
replace Zone 14 within the structure of the District. 



CLLMAD Engineer’s Report            July 19, 2016 
City of Oroville 
Fiscal Year 2016-17 

2266  

Zone 15 – Jake Richter Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $0.00
    Utilities – Electricity 0.00
    Streetlights 200.00
    Irrigation Materials 50.00
    Plant Materials 50.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 145.00
    Personnel – Public Works 100.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $545.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $48.21
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per parcel 2.40
    Rounding Adjustment 0.06
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $50.67

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $595.67
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $119.13

TOTAL COSTS $714.80
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $226.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT           $488.80

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 8

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $61.10

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $19.16

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 

2007/2008 N/A $232.500 
2008/2009 2.77% $238.946 
2009/2010 1.16% $241.724 
2010/2011 1.79% $246.054 
2011/2012 1.70% $250.227 
2012/2013 3.00% $257.734 
2013/2014 2.45% $264.041 
2014/2015 2.45% $270.502 
2015/2016 2.53% $277.351 
2016/2017 3.01% $285.718 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 16 – Feather River Bluffs Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $0.00
    Utilities – Electricity 0.00
    Streetlights 0.00
    Irrigation Materials 0.00
    Plant Materials 0.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 0.00
    Personnel – Public Works 0.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $0.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $0.00
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee ($0.30 per parcel – $36.30) 0.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $0.00

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $0.00
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $0.00

TOTAL COSTS $0.00
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $0.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $0.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 121

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $0.00

There will be no assessment for this Zone until such time as the development is 
complete and/or improvements have been installed.  The Maximum Assessment is 
still being calculated on a yearly basis as shown below. 

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 

2008/2009 N/A $40.760 
2009/2010 1.16% $41.234 
2010/2011 1.79% $41.973 
2011/2012 1.70% $42.684 
2012/2013 3.00% $43.965 
2013/2014 2.45% $45.041 
2014/2015 2.45% $46.143 
2015/2016 2.53% $47.311 
2016/2017 3.01% $48.739 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 17 – Acacia Estates Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Utilities – Water $0.00
    Utilities – Electricity 0.00
    Streetlights 0.00
    Irrigation Materials 0.00
    Plant Materials 0.00
    Personnel – Parks & Trees 0.00
    Personnel – Public Works 0.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $0.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    CLLMAD Administration Fee $0.00
    Maintenance Contracts 0.00
    County Administration Fee ($0.30 per parcel – $6.00) 0.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $0.00

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $0.00
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $0.00

TOTAL COSTS $0.00
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $0.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $0.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 20

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

2015/2016 Assessment Rate per Parcel/Unit $0.00

There will be no assessment for this Zone until such time as the development is 
complete and/or improvements have been installed.  The Maximum Assessment is 
still being calculated on a yearly basis as shown below. 

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 

2008/2009 N/A $77.080 
2009/2010 1.16% $77.976 
2010/2011 1.79% $79.373 
2011/2012 1.70% $80.719 
2012/2013 3.00% $83.141 
2013/2014 2.45% $85.175 
2014/2015 2.45% $87.260 
2015/2016 2.53% $89.469 
2016/2017 3.01% $92.168 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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SECTION IV – DISTRICT/ZONE DIAGRAMS 

The following pages show the Assessment Diagram or boundary map for each Zone 
within the District.  The lines and dimensions shown on maps of the Butte County 
Assessor, for the current year, are incorporated by reference herein and made a part 
of this Report. 
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SECTION V – ASSESSMENT ROLL 

Parcel Identification for each lot or parcel within each Zone of the District shall be 
based on available parcel maps and other property data from the Butte County 
Assessor’s office as they existed at the time this Report was prepared and adopted 
by the City Council.   

A complete listing of parcels, by Zone, assessed within the District for Fiscal Year 
2016/2017, along with the corresponding assessment amounts, is included on the 
following pages.  If any parcel submitted for collection is identified by the County 
Auditor/Controller to be an invalid parcel number for the current fiscal year, a 
corrected parcel number and/or new parcel numbers will be identified and 
resubmitted to the County Auditor/Controller.  The assessment amount to be levied 
and collected for the resubmitted parcel(s) shall be based on the method of 
apportionment and assessment rate approved in this Report.  Therefore, if a single 
parcel has changed to multiple parcels, the assessment amounts applied to each of 
the new parcels shall be recalculated and applied according to the approved method 
of apportionment and assessment rate rather than a proportionate share of the 
original assessment. 

Non-assessable lots or parcels include areas of public streets and other roadways 
(typically not assigned an APN by the County); dedicated  public easements, open 
space areas and rights-of-way, including public greenbelts and parkways; utility 
rights-of-way; common areas; landlocked parcels; small parcels vacated by the 
County, bifurcated lots and any other property that cannot be developed or has 
specific development restrictions.  These types of parcels are considered to receive 
little or no benefit from the improvements and are therefore, exempted from 
assessment. 
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ZONE 1 – GRANDVIEW ESTATES 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-150-090 1 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-091 2 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-092 3 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-093 4 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-094 5 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-095 6 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-096 7 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-097 8 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-098 9 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-099 10 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-100 11 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-101 12 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-102 13 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-103 14 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-104 15 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-105 16 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-106 17 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-107 18 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-108 19 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-109 20 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 
031-150-110 21 1.00 $238.10  $103.22 

TOTALS: 21.00 $2,167.62 
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ZONE 2 – THE BUTTES 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

079-040-001 1 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-002 2 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-030 3 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-061 4 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-005 5 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-006 6 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-007 7 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-008 8 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-009 9 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-010 10 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-011 11 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-012 12 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-013 13 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-014 14 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-015 15 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-016 16 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-017 17 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-018 18 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-019 19 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-020 20 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-021 21 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-022 22 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-023 23 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-024 24 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-025 25 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-026 26 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-027 27 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-028 28 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-029 29 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-030 30 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-031 31 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-032 32 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-033 33 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-034 34 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
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APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

079-040-035 35 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-036 36 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-037 37 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-038 38 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-039 39 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-040 40 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-041 41 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-042 42 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-043 43 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-044 44 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-045 45 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-046 46 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-047 47 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-048 48 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-049 49 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-050 50 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-051 51 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-052 52 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-053 53 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-054 54 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-055 55 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-056 56 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-057 57 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-058 58 1.00 $120.84  $21.22
079-040-059 A 0.00 $120.84  $0.00
079-040-060 B 0.00 $120.84  $0.00

TOTALS: 58.00 $1,230.76 
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ZONE 3 – DEER CREEK ESTATES 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-380-001 1 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-002 2 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-003 3 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-004 4 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-005 5 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-006 6 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-007 7 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-008 8 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-009 9 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-010 10 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-011 11 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-012 12 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-013 13 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-014 14 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-015 15 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-016 16 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-017 17 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-018 18 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-019 19 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-020 20 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-021 21 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-022 22 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-023 58 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-024 56 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-025 55 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-026 54 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-027 53 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-028 52 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-029 51 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-030 59 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-031 57B 0.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-032 60 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-033 61 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-034 62 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
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3355  

  
    

APN 

 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-380-035 63 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-036 64 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-380-037 65 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-001 23 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-002 24 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-003 25 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-004 26 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-005 27 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-006 28 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-007 29 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-008 30 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-009 31 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-010 32 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-011 33 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-012 34 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-013 35 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-014 36 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-015 37 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-016 38 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-017 47 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-018 48 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-019 49 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-020 50 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-021 66 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-022 76 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-023 86 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-024 69 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-025 70 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-026 71 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-027 72 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-028 73 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-029 39 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-030 40 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-031 41 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-032 42 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-033 43 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
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APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-390-034 44 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-035 45 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-036 46 1.00 $30.12  $0.00 
031-390-037 57A 0.00 $30.12  $0.00

TOTALS: 72.00 $0.00 
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3377  

ZONE 4 – CALLE VISTA ESTATES, UNIT 1 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-490-001 1 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-002 2 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-003 3 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-004 4 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-005 5 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-006 6 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-007 7 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-008 8 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-009 9 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-010 10 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-011 11 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-012 12 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-013 13 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-014 14 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-015 15 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-016 16 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-017 17 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-018 18 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-019 19 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-020 20 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-021 21 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-022 22 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-023 23 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-024 24 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-025 25 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-026 26 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-027 27 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-028 28 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-029 29 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-030 30 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-031 31 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-032 32 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-033 33 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-034 34 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
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APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-490-035 35 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-036 36 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-037 37 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-038 38 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-039 39 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-040 40 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-041 41 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-072 42 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-073 43 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-044 44 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-045 45 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-046 46 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-047 47 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-048 48 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-049 49 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-050 50 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-051 51 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-052 52 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-053 53 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-054 54 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-055 55 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-056 56 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-057 57 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-058 58 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-059 59 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-060 60 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-061 61 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-062 62 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-063 63 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-064 64 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-065 65 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-066 66 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-067 67 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-068 68 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
030-490-069 69 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
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3399  

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-490-070 70 1.00 $70.90  $36.30 
TOTALS: 70.00 $2,541.00 
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4400  

ZONE 5 – CHEROKEE ESTATES 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-400-002 2 1.00 $79.08 $79.08 
031-400-003 3 1.00 $79.08 $79.08 
031-400-004 4 1.00 $79.08  $79.08 
031-400-005 5 1.00 $79.08  $79.08 
031-400-006 6 1.00 $79.08  $79.08 
031-400-007 7 1.00 $79.08  $79.08 
031-400-008 28 1.00 $79.08  $79.08 
031-400-009 29 1.00 $79.08  $79.08 
031-400-010 30 1.00 $79.08  $79.08 
031-400-011 31 1.00 $79.08  $79.08 
031-400-034 1 1.00 $79.08  $79.08 
031-400-035 32 1.00 $79.08  $79.08 

TOTALS: 12.00 $948.96 
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4411  

ZONE 6 – SHERWOOD ESTATES, UNITS 1 & 2 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-550-001 1 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-002 2 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-003 3 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-004 4 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-005 5 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-006 6 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-007 7 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-008 8 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-009 9 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-010 10 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-011 11 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-012 12 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-013 13 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-014 14 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-015 15 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-016 16 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-017 17 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-018 18 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-019 19 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-020 20 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-021 21 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-022 22 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-023 23 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-024 24 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-025 25 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-026 26 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-027 27 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-028 28 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-029 29 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-030 30 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-031 31 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-032 32 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-033 33 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-034 34 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
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APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-550-035 35 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-036 36 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-037 37 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-038 38 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-039 39 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-040 40 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-041 41 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-042 42 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-043 43 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-044 44 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-045 45 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-046 46 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-047 47 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-048 48 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 
030-550-049 49 1.00 $42.00  $2.62 

TOTALS: 49.00 $128.38 
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4433  

ZONE 7 – GRAYHAWK 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-140-094 1 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-095 2 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-096 3 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-097 4 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-098 5 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-099 6 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-100 7 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-101 8 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-102 9 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-103 10 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-104 11 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-105 12 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-106 13 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-107 14 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-108 15 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-109 16 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-110 17 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-111 18 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-112 19 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-113 20 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-114 21 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-115 22 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-116 23 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-117 24 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-118 25 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-119 26 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-120 27 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-121 28 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-122 29 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 
031-140-123 30 1.00 $197.63  $94.52 

TOTALS: 30.00 $2,835.60 
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4444  

ZONE 8 – CHEROKEE ESTATES, PHASE 2 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-400-014 8 1.00 $410.73  $0.00 
031-400-015 9 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-016 10 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-017 11 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-018 12 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-019 13 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-020 14 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-021 15 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-022 16 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-023 17 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-024 18 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-025 19 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-026 20 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-027 21 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-028 22 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-029 23 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-030 24 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-031 25 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-032 26 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 
031-400-033 27 1.00 $410.73 $0.00 

TOTALS: 20.00 $0.00 
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4455  

ZONE 9 – LINKSIDE PLACE, PHASE 1 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-570-001 1 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-002 2 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-003 3 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-004 4 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-005 5 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-006 6 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-007 7 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-008 8 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-009 9 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-010 10 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-011 11 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-012 12 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-013 13 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-014 14 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-015 15 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-016 16 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-017 17 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-018 18 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-019 19 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-020 20 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-021 21 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-022 22 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-023 23 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-024 24 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-025 25 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-026 26 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-027 27 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-028 28 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-029 29 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-030 30 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-031 31 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-032 32 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-033 33 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-034 34 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
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4466  

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-570-035 35 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-036 36 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-037 37 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-038 38 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-039 39 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-040 40 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-041 41 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-042 42 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-043 43 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-044 44 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-045 45 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-046 46 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-047 47 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-048 48 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-049 49 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-050 50 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-051 51 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-052 52 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-053 53 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-054 54 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-055 55 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-056 56 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-057 57 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-058 58 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-059 59 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-060 60 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-061 61 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-062 62 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-063 63 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-064 64 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-065 65 1.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-066 E 0.00 $427.38  $0.00 
030-570-999 A, B, C & D 0.00 $427.38  $0.00 

TOTALS: 65.00 $0.00 
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ZONE 10 – FOOTHILL ESTATES 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

079-410-001 1 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-002 2 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-003 3 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-004 4 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-005 5 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-006 6 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-007 7 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-008 8 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-009 9 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-010 10 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-011 11 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-012 12 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-013 13 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-014 14 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-015 15 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-016 16 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-017 17 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-018 18 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-019 19 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-020 20 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-021 21 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-022 22 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-023 23 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-024 24 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-025 25 1.00 $633.06  $59.60 
079-410-026 A 0.00 $633.06  $0.00 

TOTALS: 25.00 $1,490.00 
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ZONE 11 – MISSION OLIVE RANCH 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

033-490-006 1 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-007 2 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-008 3 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-009 4 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-010 5 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-011 6 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-012 7 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-013 8 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-014 9 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-015 10 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-016 11 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-017 12 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-018 13 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-019 14 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-020 15 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-021 16 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-022 17 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-023 18 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 
033-490-024 19 1.00 $474.98  $58.24 

TOTALS: 19.00 $1,106.56 
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4499  

ZONE 12 – VISTA DEL ORO 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-580-001 92 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-002 91 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-003 90 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-004 89 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-005 88 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-006 87 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-007 86 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-008 85 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-009 80 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-010 81 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-011 82 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-012 83 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-013 84 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-014 74 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-015 75 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-016 76 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-017 77 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-018 78 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-019 79 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-020 68 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-021 69 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-022 70 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-023 71 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-024 72 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-025 73 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-026 61 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-027 62 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-028 63 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-029 64 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-030 65 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-031 66 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-032 67 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-033 54 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-034 55 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
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5500  

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-580-035 56 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-036 57 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-037 58 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-038 59 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-039 60 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-040 33 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-041 34 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-042 35 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-043 36 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-044 37 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-045 38 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-046 39 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-580-047 B 0.00 $186.49 $0.00 
030-580-048 C 0.00 $186.49 $0.00 
030-580-049 D 0.00 $186.49 $0.00 
030-590-001 1 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-002 2 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-003 3 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-004 4 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-005 5 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-006 6 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-007 7 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-008 8 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-009 9 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-010 10 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-011 11 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-012 12 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-013 13 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-014 14 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-015 15 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-016 16 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-017 17 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-018 18 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-019 19 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-020 20 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
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APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-590-021 21 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-022 22 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-023 23 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-024 24 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-025 25 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-026 26 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-027 27 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-028 28 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-029 29 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-030 30 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-031 31 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-032 32 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-033 33 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-034 34 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-035 35 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-036 36 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-037 37 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-038 38 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-039 39 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-040 40 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-041 41 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-042 42 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-043 43 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-044 44 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-045 45 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-046 46 1.00 $186.49 $37.14 
030-590-047 A 0.00 $186.49 $0.00 
030-590-048 E 0.00 $186.49 $0.00 

TOTALS: 92.00 $3,416.88 
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ZONE 13 – CALLE VISTA ESTATES, UNIT 2 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-490-074 1 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-075 2 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-076 3 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-077 4 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-078 5 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-079 6 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-080 7 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-081 8 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-082 9 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-083 10 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-084 11 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-085 12 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-086 13 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-087 14 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-088 15 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-089 16 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-090 17 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-091 18 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-092 19 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-093 20 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-094 21 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-095 22 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-096 23 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-097 24 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-098 25 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-099 26 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-100 27 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-101 28 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-102 29 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-103 30 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-104 31 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-105 32 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-106 33 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-107 34 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
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APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

030-490-108 35 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-109 36 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-110 37 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-111 38 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-112 39 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-113 40 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-114 41 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-115 42 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-116 43 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 
030-490-117 44 1.00 $259.65  $36.14 

TOTALS: 44.00 $1,590.16 
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5544  

  
    

ZONE 15 – JAKE RICHTER 
 

APN 

 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-086-013 A 0.00 $277.35  $0.00 
031-086-014 1 1.00 $277.35  $61.1 0
031-086-015 2 1.00 $277.35  $61.1 0
031-086-016 3 1.00 $277.35  $61.1 0
031-086-017 4 1.00 $277.35  $61.1 0
031-086-018 5 1.00 $277.35  $61.1 0
031-086-019 6 1.00 $277.35  $61.1 0
031-086-020 7 1.00 $277.35  $61.1 0
031-086-021 8 1.00 $277.35  $61.1 0

TOTALS:  8.00   $488.80 
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ZONE 16 – FEATHER RIVER BLUFFS 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-360-001 1 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-002 2 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-003 3 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-004 4 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-005 5 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-006 6 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-007 7 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-008 8 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-009 9 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-010 10 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-011 11 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-012 12 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-013 13 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-014 14 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-015 15 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-016 16 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-017 17 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-018 18 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-019 19 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-020 20 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-021 21 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-022 22 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-023 23 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-024 24 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-025 25 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-026 26 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-027 27 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-028 28 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-029 29 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-031 30 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-031 31 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-032 32 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-033 33 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-034 34 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
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5566  

  
    

APN 

 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-360-035 35 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-036 36 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-037 37 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-038 38 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-039 39 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-040 40 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-041 41 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-042 42 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-043 43 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-044 44 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-045 45 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-046 46 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-047 47 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-048 48 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-049 49 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-050 50 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-051 51 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-052 52 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-053 53 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-054 54 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-055 55 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-056 56 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-057 57 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-058 58 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-059 59 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-060 60 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-061 61 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-062 62 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-063 63 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-064 64 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-065 65 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-066 66 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-067 67 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-068 68 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-069 69 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
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APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-360-070 70 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-071 71 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-072 72 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-073 73 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-074 74 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-075 75 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-076 76 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-077 77 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-078 78 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-079 79 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-080 80 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-081 81 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-082 82 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-083 83 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-084 84 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-085 85 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-086 86 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-087 87 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-088 88 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-089 89 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-090 90 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-091 91 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-092 92 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-093 93 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-094 94 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-095 95 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-096 96 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-097 97 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-098 98 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-099 99 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-100 100 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-101 101 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-102 102 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-103 103 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-104 104 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
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APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment  

031-360-105 105 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-106 106 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-107 107 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-108 108 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-109 109 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-110 110 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-111 111 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-112 112 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-113 113 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-114 114 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-115 115 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-116 116 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-177 117 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-118 118 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-119 119 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-120 120 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-121 121 1.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-198 D 0.00 $47.30 $0.00 
031-360-199 A 0.00 $47.30 $0.00 

TOTALS: 121.00 $0.00 
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ZONE 17 – ACACIA ESTATES 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate  

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 

033-360-067 & 068 1 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 2 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 3 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 4 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 5 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 6 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 7 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 8 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 9 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 10 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 11 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 12 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 13 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 14 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 15 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 16 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 17 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 18 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 19 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 20 1.00 $89.47  $0.00 

TOTALS: 20.00 $0.00 



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 1 07.19.2016 

OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

FROM: ALEX BROWN, ASSOCIATE CIVIL ENGINEER 
RICK WALLS, CITY ENGINEER (530) 538-2507 
DONALD RUST, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2433 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  

RE: ANNUAL ASSESSMENTS FOR THE CITY’S CONSOLIDATED 
BENEFIT ASSESSMENT DISTRICT, ZONES 1-8 

DATE: JULY 19, 2016 

SUMMARY 

The Council may consider approving the Annual Assessment Report for the Oroville 
Consolidated Benefit Assessment District for Fiscal Year (FY) 2016/2017. 

DISCUSSION 

As a condition of approval for each subdivision identified below, the developer was 
required to establish or annex into a Benefit Assessment District.  Each subdivision 
represents a Zone within the larger district.  Each Zone is financially responsible for the 
maintenance of the storm water infrastructure (manholes, drain pipes, etc.), including 
storm water retention facilities within the subdivision.  The particular Zones within the 
City’s Consolidated Benefit Assessment District (“CBAD”) are identified below: 

ZONE NUMBER AND NAME 
Zone 1 – Linkside Place, Phase 1 
Zone 2 – Foothill Estates 
Zone 3 – Mission Olive Ranch 
Zone 4 – Vista Del Oro 
Zone 5 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 2 
Zone 6 – Martin Ranch 
Zone 7 – Jake Richter Estates 
Zone 8 – Acacia Estates 

Pursuant to the Benefit Assessment Act of 1982, which authorizes the formation and 
annual administration of such districts, an Annual Assessment Report was prepared 
and filed with the City Clerk prior to tonight’s meeting.  The purpose of the report is to 
document the annual costs involved in the operation, maintenance and servicing of all 
improvements, adjust the annual assessments, to incorporate any surplus or deficit from 
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the previous year and to determine the actual annual assessment for each assessable 
parcel within the CBAD. 

The City Council will consider the following items for all eight Zones within the CBAD: 

1. Preliminarily approve the Annual Assessment Report and the proposed levy and
collection of assessments for the CBAD for FY 2016/2017.

2. Direct Staff to make any changes or amendments to the Annual Assessment
Report as necessary.

The CBAD Annual Assessment Report shows that adequate fund balance, with reserve, 
exists to carry out the required CBAD maintenance for FY 2016/2017.  Therefore, there 
are no planned CBAD assessments for the FY 2016/2017.  

FISCAL IMPACT 

Assessments are collected for the City of Oroville by the Butte County Tax Collector to 
reimburse the City for the costs of operating, maintaining and servicing the storm water 
infrastructure within the CBAD.  There are no planned assessments for the Fiscal Year 
2016/2017 as adequate fund balance exists to complete the necessary maintenance. 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

1. Adopt Resolution No. 8524 - A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
APPROVING THE ANNUAL ASSESSMENT REPORT AND FOR THE OROVILLE
CONSOLIDATED BENEFIT ASSESSMENT DISTRICT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2016/2017; and

2. Authorize any necessary budget adjustments to the Annual Assessment Report.

ATTACHMENT(S) 

Resolution No. 8524 
2016/2017 Assessment Summary from the CBAD Annual Assessment Report. 

NOTE:  In order to reduce copying costs, only the Assessment Summary of the Annual 
Assessment Report is attached to this staff report.  The complete Annual Assessment 
Report for the CBAD is available for review in the City Clerk’s office. 
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CITY OF OROVILLE 
RESOLUTION NO. 8524 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVING THE ANNUAL 
ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE OROVILLE CONSOLIDATED BENEFIT 
ASSESSMENT DISTRICT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016/2017 

WHEREAS, the Oroville City Council has, by previous resolutions, formed and 
levied annual assessments for a special maintenance district pursuant to the terms of 
the “Benefit Assessment Act of 1982” (the “1982 Act”), Part 1, Division 2, Title 5 of the 
California Government Code (commencing with Section 54703).  Said special 
maintenance district is known and designated as “The Oroville Consolidated Benefit 
Assessment District” (the “District”).  The District is comprised of several Zones which 
are identified below: 

ZONE NUMBER AND NAME 
Zone 1 – Linkside Place, Phase 1 
Zone 2 – Foothill Estates 
Zone 3 – Mission Olive Ranch 
Zone 4 – Vista Del Oro 
Zone 5 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 2 
Zone 6 – Martin Ranch 
Zone 7 – Jake Richter Estates 
Zone 8 – Acacia Estates 

WHEREAS, the City Council has retained Harris and Associates for the purpose 
of assisting with the annual levy of the District and to prepare and file with the City 
Clerk, an Annual Assessment Report (the “Report”) for the District in accordance with 
the 1982 Act; and,  

WHEREAS, there has now been presented to this City Council the Report as 
required by the 1982 Act; and,  

WHEREAS, the City Council has carefully examined and reviewed the Report as 
presented and is preliminarily satisfied with the District, each of the budget items and 
documents therein, and is satisfied that the assessment amounts, on a preliminary 
basis, have been spread to the assessable parcels in accordance with the special 
benefit received from the improvements and services provided.  

NOW, THEREFORE, the Oroville City Council does resolve as follows: 

Section 1 That the above recitals are true and correct. 

Section 2 Annual Assessment Report:  The Report is accepted. 
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Section 3 Proposed Improvements: The improvements within the District may 
include, but are not limited to: drainage control, flood control and associated 
appurtenances within the public right-of-ways or specific easements.  Services provided 
include all necessary service, operations, administration and maintenance required to 
keep the improvements in a satisfactory operating condition.  The specific 
improvements within each Zone are detailed in the Report. 

Section 4 Intention:  The CBAD Annual Assessment Report shows that adequate 
fund balance, with reserve, exists to carry out the required CBAD maintenance for FY 
2016/2017.  Therefore, there are no planned CBAD assessments for the FY 2016/2017.  

Section 5 The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution by the City 
Council.   

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Oroville City Council at a regular meeting held on July 
19, 2016, by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSTENT: 

Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST: 

Scott Huber, City Attorney Donald Rust, Acting City Clerk 



CBAD 2016/2017 ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 

Zone Name 

Total 
Assessable 

Units 

Total 
Assessable 

Costs 

Maximum 
Assessment 
Rate per Unit 

Proposed 
Assessment 
Rate per Unit 

Zone 1 – Linkside Place, Phase 1 65 $0.00 $334.09 $0.00 

Zone 2 – Foothill Estates 25 $0.00 $388.62 $0.00 

Zone 3 – Mission Olive Ranch 19 $0.00 $338.62 $0.00 

Zone 4 – Vista Del Oro 92 $0.00 $272.74 $0.00 

Zone 5 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 2 44 $0.00 $201.81 $0.00 

Zone 6 – Martin Ranch 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

Zone 7 – Jake Richter 8 $0.00 $288.81 $0.00 

Zone 8 – Acacia Estates 0 $0.00 $201.48 $0.00 

TOTALS: 253 $0.00 
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ENGINEER'S REPORT  
CITY OF OROVILLE 

BENEFIT ASSESSMENT DISTRICT 
 
The undersigned respectfully submits the enclosed report as directed by the City 
Council.  The undersigned certifies that he is a Professional Engineer, registered in 
the State of California. 

DATED:  July 19, 2016 
 
 
 
  
BY: K. Dennis Klingelhofer 
 Assessment Engineer 
 R.C.E. No. 50255 
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INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to the provisions of the Benefit Assessment Act of 1982, commencing with 
Section 54703 (the “1982 Act”), and in compliance with the substantive and 
procedural requirements of the California State Constitution Article XIII D (the 
“California Constitution”) the City Council of the City of Oroville (the “City”), adopted 
a Resolution Initiating Proceedings for the Levy and Collection of Annual 
Assessments within the Estates Benefit Assessment District No. 06-1 (the “District”) 
for Fiscal Year 2016/2017.  Said Resolution called for the preparation and filing of an 
annual report (the “Report”) pursuant to section 54716 of the 1982 Act, presenting 
plans and specifications describing the general nature, location and extent of the 
improvements and an estimate of the costs to maintain said improvements within the 
District.   

The word “parcel”, for purposes of this Report, refers to an individual property 
assigned its own Assessor’s Parcel Number (“APN”) by the Butte County Assessor’s 
Office.  The Butte County Auditor/Controller uses APN and specific fund numbers to 
identify properties to be assessed on the tax roll for special benefit assessments. 

This Report consists of five sections and identifies the following items: 

 The specific improvements to be maintained within each Zone of the District.

 The proposed assessments to be levied for each Zone for 2016/2017
(Please refer table on following page).

 How the Zone costs are allocated and apportioned to the assessable parcels
based upon the special benefit received.

 A diagram or map showing the boundaries of each Zone.

 A listing of properties to be assessed, by Zone and APN, and the
corresponding assessment amounts.

The District is comprised of the eight (8) residential developments designated as 
Zones within the District.  Zone number 6, Martin Ranch, was formed but never 
developed.  It will therefore, remain un-assessed until such time as development is 
renewed or another development takes over the project area.  Please refer to the 
table on the next page which details the number of parcels within each Zone as well 
as the distinct name and number designation.  Also included in the table below are 
the total costs to be assessed, the Proposed Assessment Rate and the Maximum 
Assessment Rate allowed for Fiscal year 2016/2017. 
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CBAD 2016/2017 ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 

Zone Name 

Total 
Assessable 

Units 

Total 
Assessable 

Costs 

Maximum 
Assessment 
Rate per Unit 

Proposed 
Assessment 
Rate per Unit

Zone 1 – Linkside Place, Phase 1 65 $0.00 $334.09 $0.00 

Zone 2 – Foothill Estates 25 $0.00 $388.62 $0.00 

Zone 3 – Mission Olive Ranch 19 $0.00 $338.62 $0.00 

Zone 4 – Vista Del Oro 92 $0.00 $272.74 $0.00 

Zone 5 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 2 44 $0.00 $201.81 $0.00 

Zone 6 – Martin Ranch 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

Zone 7 – Jake Richter 8 $0.00 $288.81 $0.00 

Zone 8 – Acacia Estates 0 $0.00 $201.48 $0.00 

TOTALS: 253 $0.00 

The February Consumer Price Index (“CPI”) is used to determine the Maximum Assessment 
Rate each year.  The February CPI is added to the previous years’ Maximum Assessment 
Rate to determine the adjusted Maximum Assessment for each Zone for the current year.  
Please refer to Section II of this Report, “Assessment Range Formula” for a complete 
description of the CPI tables used for this purpose. 

The table below provides the historical increases in the February CPI, beginning in 
2006/2007.  CPI is shown here at 7 decimal points for purposes of accuracy and for 
calculating the Adjusted Maximum Assessment each year. 

Fiscal Year February CPI Adjustment 
2006/2007 2.9324056% 
2007/2008 3.1810719% 
2008/2009 2.7722661% 
2009/2010 1.1629601% 
2010/2011 1.7910031% 
2011/2012 1.6962568% 
2012/2013 2.9998130% 
2013/2014 2.4472307% 
2014/2015 2.4468738% 
2015/2016 2.5320274% 
2016/2017 3.0167510% 

The calculated Maximum Assessment for each Zone is shown on the individual Zone 
Budget pages in Section III of this Report. 
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SECTION I – PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 
  
 

DESCRIPTION OF THE DISTRICT AND BOUNDARIES 
 
The District was formed for the purpose of ensuring the ongoing maintenance, 
operation and servicing of certain drainage and storm water improvements within the 
boundaries of each Zone.  Said improvements are detailed below under 
“Improvements and Services Provided”. 
 
Each Zone was formed and annexed into the District as a condition of development. 
The Zones are located throughout the City of Oroville. 

IMPROVEMENTS AND SERVICES PROVIDED 
 
The improvements and services for all Zones can be identified as: Drainage 
improvements within this Zone may include but are not limited to: flood control and 
storm water facilities, graffiti removal, masonry walls and other appurtenant facilities.  
The services provided include all necessary service, operations, administration and 
maintenance required to keep the above mentioned facilities in a proper working 
condition.  The improvements within each individual Zone are: 
 

 Zone 1 – Linkside Place, Phase 1: Detention basins, channel fencing, 
pump station and controller and storm drain pipes. 

 
 Zone 2 – Foothill Estates: Detention basins, channel fencing and storm 

drain pipes. 
 
 Zone 3 – Mission Olive Ranch: Detention basins, wood channel fencing 

and storm drain pipes. 
 
 Zone 4 – Vista Del Oro: Detention basin, drainage infrastructure 

maintenance, storm drain pipes and fencing/gates. 
 

 Zone 5 – Calle Vista Estates, Phase 2: Detention basin, drainage 
infrastructure maintenance, storm drain pipes and fencing/gate. 

 
 Zone 6 – Martin Ranch: There are currently no improvements being 

maintained within this undeveloped Zone and none are currently planned.   
 
 Zone 7 – Jake Richter: Detention basins, drainage channels, drainage 

infrastructure maintenance and storm drain pipes. 
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 Zone 8 – Acacia Estates: Detention basins, drainage channels, drainage 
infrastructure maintenance and storm drain pipes.  This Zone is still 
undeveloped. 

 
Reference is made to the plans and specifications for the improvements which are 
on file with the City and are incorporated herein by reference. 
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SECTION II – METHOD OF APPORTIONMENT 

The 1982 Act allows for the establishment of assessment districts, by public 
agencies, for the purpose of providing certain public improvements as detailed in 
Section I of this Report.  The 1982 Act also complies with the California Constitution 
which requires the cost of these improvements and services to be assessed based 
on benefit received rather than by assessed value of the properties being assessed.  
In accordance with Article XIII D, Section 4 of the California Constitution:   

“An agency which proposes to levy an assessment shall identify all 
parcels which will have a special benefit conferred upon them and 
upon which an assessment will be imposed.  The proportionate 
special benefit derived by each identified parcel shall be determined 
in relationship to the entirety of the capital cost of a public 
improvement, the maintenance and operation expenses of the 
public improvement or the cost of the property related service being 
provided.  No assessment shall be imposed on any parcel which 
exceeds the reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit 
conferred on that parcel.  Only special benefits are assessable…” 

The method of apportionment described in this Report for the allocation of special 
benefit assessments utilizes commonly accepted engineering practices which have 
been established pursuant to the 1982 Act and the California Constitution.  The 
calculation of assessments is based upon the parcel type and the services and 
improvements provided to equitably apportion the costs based on the special benefit 
received by each lot or parcel.  The special benefit received by each lot or parcel is 
over and above any general benefit conferred upon said lots or parcels or to the 
public at large.   

DESCRIPTION OF BENEFIT  

Special Benefit 

The improvements and associated costs have been carefully allocated to the 
assessable properties within the District based on the special benefit received by 
those properties, pursuant to the provisions of the California Constitution.  The 
improvements for which the properties will be assessed have been identified as 
necessary, were required as a part of the development plans specifically for the tract 
and are also in compliance with the development plans and General Plan of the City.  
As such, the improvements and continuing maintenance and servicing are strictly 
the obligation of the properties within the District. 
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Although the improvements may be accessible to passersby or to the public at large, 
the improvements were installed as a requirement of the development of the tract 
and are for the sole benefit of properties within the District.  It has been determined 
therefore, any access or use by properties or individuals outside the District is 
completely incidental and the costs of operating, maintaining and servicing said 
improvements therefore provides no measurable benefit to those outside properties 
or individuals. 
 
Definition of Special Benefit 
 
The method of apportionment described in this Report, and confirmed by the City 
Council, utilizes commonly accepted engineering practices which have been 
established pursuant to the 1982 Act and the California Constitution for the 
allocation of special benefit assessments.  In accordance with Article XIII D, Section 
4 of the California Constitution: 
 

“Special benefit means a particular and distinct benefit over and above 
general benefits conferred on real property located in the District or the 
public at large” 

 
The special benefits associated with the local improvements are specifically: 
 

 Enhanced desirability of properties due to existence of the improvements 
and the services provided by the District. 

 

 Improved aesthetic appeal provided by a positive representation of the 
development, neighborhood and the community. 

 

 Improved ingress and egress to property resulting in enhanced traffic flow, 
reduced traffic accidents and possible property damage. 

 

ASSESSMENT RANGE FORMULA 
 
It is generally recognized that most budgetary items will be impacted by inflation in 
future years.  In accordance with the California Constitution, Section 53739 (b)(1), 
assessments “may be adjusted for inflation pursuant to a clearly defined 
formula…”   A formula for an inflationary adjustment is therefore included as part of 
the maximum assessment for each Zone within this District and was approved by 
the property owner(s) at the time of formation.  The formula, as described below, 
allows for annual adjustments to the budget and the assessments. 
 
Generally, any new or increased assessment requires certain noticing and meeting 
requirements by law.  The Government Code excludes certain conditions of a new or 
increased assessment.  These conditions include, “An assessment that does not 
exceed an assessment formula or range of assessments previously specified in the 
notice given to the public…and that was previously adopted by the agency…” 
 



CBAD Engineer’s Report            July 19, 2016 
City of Oroville 
Fiscal Year 2016-17 

88  

The initial maximum assessment for each Zone was established at the time of 
annexation into the District.  That initial maximum assessment was established at 
that time and has been adjusted each subsequent fiscal year by the following 
Assessment Range Formula: 

 The Maximum Assessment Rate allowed each fiscal year (the “Adjusted
Maximum Assessment Rate”) shall be based on the initial maximum
assessment, adjusted annually by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer
Price Index for the month of February, All Urban Consumers, (“CPI”) for the
San Francisco/Oakland/San Jose area. Should the Bureau of Labor
Statistics revise or discontinue the preparation of such index, the City
reserves the right to use such revised index or a comparable system to
determine fluctuations in the annual cost of living.

 Each fiscal year, the February CPI amount has been applied to the
Maximum Assessment Rate established the previous fiscal year to calculate
the appropriate Adjusted Maximum Assessment Rate for the then current
fiscal year.

 If the proposed annual assessment rate for the upcoming fiscal year is less
than or equal to the Adjusted Maximum Assessment Rate established for
that fiscal year then the proposed annual assessment is not considered an
increased assessment.

Beginning in the second fiscal year after the annexation of a Zone, and each fiscal 
year since, the Maximum Assessment Rate has been recalculated and a new 
Maximum Assessment Rate (Adjusted Maximum Assessment Rate) has been 
established for each fiscal year using the Assessment Range Formula described 
above.  The Adjusted Maximum Assessment Rate has been calculated independent 
of the annual budget and proposed assessment rate for the given fiscal year.  As 
stated above, if the proposed annual assessment for any fiscal year does not 
exceed the Adjusted Maximum Assessment Rate for that year, it is not considered 
an increased assessment under the terms of Proposition 218 or the Government 
Code. 

The CPI increase for the one year period ending in February 2016 is 3.01% 
(rounded).  This amount will be applied to the Maximum Assessment for each Zone 
within the District, which will establish the Adjusted Maximum Assessment for each 
Zone for Fiscal Year 2016/2017. 
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To impose a new assessment or increased assessment in excess of the Maximum 
Assessment Rate for the current fiscal year, as provided by the preceding 
Assessment Range Formula, the City must comply with the provisions of the 
California Constitution, Article XIII D, Section 4c that requires a public hearing and 
certain protest procedures including mailed notice of the public hearing and property 
owner protest balloting.  Property owners must approve the proposed new or 
increased assessment via a property owner protest balloting process before any 
such new or increased assessment can be imposed.  A protest occurs when, at the 
public hearing, the returned assessment ballots opposed to the new or increased 
assessment outweigh the returned ballots in favor of the new or increased 
assessment, weighting those assessment ballots by the financial obligation of each 
parcel. 
 
The definition of new or increased assessments includes any assessment which, 1) 
did not previously exist or, 2) exceeds a previously approved assessment amount or 
assessment range formula.  Any assessment range formula must have been 
previously adopted by the agency and approved by the property owners in the area 
where the assessment is imposed. 
 
ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
 
The benefit formula used to determine the financial obligation for each parcel should 
be based on the improvements benefitting the parcels, as well as the use, or type, of 
each parcel as compared to other parcels that benefit from said improvements.  One 
of the more common approaches to fairly distributing District costs to the benefitting 
parcels in maintenance districts such as this utilizes a methodology referred to as 
the Per Parcel method of apportionment.  This method recognizes that each parcel 
within a particular Zone benefits equally from the improvements.  This is typical 
when all parcels within the Zone are of the same type (all single family dwellings).     
 
Each Zone is comprised of a single parcel type – residential.  The residential parcels 
are single family residential parcels (“SFR”) or condominiums and as such are 
deemed to benefit equally from the improvements.  The “Total Balance to 
Assessment”, as shown on the Budget pages, is divided equally among each 
assessable parcel within the Zone which determines the annual assessment rate per 
parcel for that Zone. 
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SECTION III – ZONE BUDGETS 
  
 
The estimated budget for the annual maintenance and servicing of the 
improvements and the proportionate share of administration costs for each Zone 
within the District have been prepared based on the estimated and historical costs.  
The individual Zone budgets are shown on the following pages. 
 
In addition to the Budget Tables, there is another table for each Zone which shows 
the February CPI for each year, the calculated adjustment to the previous years’ 
assessment and the Adjusted Maximum Assessment for each Zone.   
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Zone 1 – Linkside Place, Phase 1 Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Detention Pond Maintenance $2,000.00
    Fencing 500.00
    Pump Station Electricity 791.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $3,291.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    Maintenance Repairs & Contingency $500.00
    City Personnel/Overhead 120.00
    CBAD Administration Fee  435.70
    Professional Fees 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per assessed parcel 0.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $1,055.70

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $4,346.70
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $869.34

TOTAL COSTS $5,216.04
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $10,804.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $0.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 65

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

2015/2016 ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 
2005/2006 N/A $255.980 
2006/2007 2.93% $263.486 
2007/2008 3.18% $271.868 
2008/2009 2.77% $279.405 
2009/2010 1.16% $282.654 
2010/2011 1.79% $287.717 
2011/2012 1.70% $292.597 
2012/2013 3.00% $301.374 
2013/2014 2.45% $308.750 
2014/2015 2.45% $316.305 
2015/2016 2.53% $324.313 
2016/2017 3.01% $334.097 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 2 – Foothill Estates Budget 
 

DIRECT COSTS  
    Detention Pond Maintenance $500.00
    Fencing 500.00
    Drainage Pipes 0.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $1,000.00
 
INDIRECT COSTS 
    Maintenance Repairs & Contingency $500.00
    City Personnel/Overhead 120.00
    CBAD Administration Fee 250.88
    Professional Fees 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per assessed parcel 0.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $870.88
 
SUB-TOTAL COSTS $1,870.88
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $374.18
 
TOTAL COSTS $2,245.06
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance  $6,221.00
 
2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $0.00
 
Total Number of Assessable Parcels 25
 
2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00
 
2015/2016 ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

 

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 
2005/2006 N/A $297.760 
2006/2007 2.93% $306.492 
2007/2008 3.18% $316.241 
2008/2009 2.77% $325.008 
2009/2010 1.16% $328.788 
2010/2011 1.79% $334.677 
2011/2012 1.70% $340.354 
2012/2013 3.00% $350.564 
2013/2014 2.45% $359.143 
2014/2015 2.45% $367.930 
2015/2016 2.53% $377.247 
2016/2017 3.01% $388.626 

   *Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year. 
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Zone 3 – Mission Olive Ranch Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Detention Pond Maintenance $500.00
    Fencing 500.00
    Pump Station Electricity 1,000.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $2,000.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    Maintenance Repairs & Contingency $500.00
    City Personnel/Overhead 0.00
    CBAD Administration Fee 324.88
    Professional Fees 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per assessed parcel 0.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $824.88

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $2,824.88
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $564.98

TOTAL COSTS $3,389.86
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $8,056.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $0.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 19

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

2015/2016 ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 
2006/2007 N/A $267.060 
2007/2008 3.18% $275.555 
2008/2009 2.77% $283.194 
2009/2010 1.16% $286.488 
2010/2011 1.79% $291.619 
2011/2012 1.70% $296.566 
2012/2013 3.00% $305.462 
2013/2014 2.45% $312.937 
2014/2015 2.45% $320.595 
2015/2016 2.53% $328.712 
2016/2017 3.01% $338.628 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 4 – Vista Del Oro Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Detention Pond Maintenance $2,000.00
    Fencing 500.00
    Drainage Pipes 0.00
    Pump Station Electricity 0.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $2,500.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    Maintenance Repairs & Contingency $500.00
    City Personnel/Overhead 1,000.00
    CBAD Administration Fee 595.77
    Professional Fees 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per assessed parcel 0.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $2,095.77

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $4,595.77
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $919.15

TOTAL COSTS $5,514.92
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $14,773.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $0.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 92

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

2015/2016 ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 
2006/2007 N/A $215.100 
2007/2008 3.18% $221.942 
2008/2009 2.77% $228.095 
2009/2010 1.16% $230.748 
2010/2011 1.79% $234.881 
2011/2012 1.70% $238.865 
2012/2013 3.00% $246.030 
2013/2014 2.45% $252.051 
2014/2015 2.45% $258.219 
2015/2016 2.53% $264.757 
2016/2017 3.01% $272.743 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 5 – Calle Vista Estates, Unit 2 Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Detention Basin Maintenance $2,000.00
    Fencing 500.00
    Drainage Pipes 0.00
    Pump Station Electricity 0.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $2,500.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    Maintenance Repairs & Contingency $500.00
    City Personnel/Overhead 120.00
    CBAD Administration Fee 348.55
    Professional Fees 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per assessed parcel 0.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $968.55

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $3,468.55
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $693.71

TOTAL COSTS $4,162.26
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $8,643.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $0.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 44

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

2015/2016 ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 
2006/2007 N/A $159.160 
2007/2008 3.18% $164.223 
2008/2009 2.77% $168.776 
2009/2010 1.16% $170.738 
2010/2011 1.79% $173.796 
2011/2012 1.70% $176.744 
2012/2013 3.00% $182.046 
2013/2014 2.45% $186.502 
2014/2015 2.45% $191.065 
2015/2016 2.53% $195.903 
2016/2017 3.01% $201.812 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 6 – Martin Ranch Budget 
 
This Zone was annexed into the District but development never began.  Until such 
time as development begins, there will be no assessment and therefore, no budget 
for this Zone 
 
The City may also decide to de-annex this Zone from the District in the future.  
Ground was never broken and the development may never be built.  Zone 6 will be 
left “blank” until such time as this area develops or another area is developed to 
“replace” Zone 6 within the structure of the District. 
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Zone 7 – Jake Richter Estates Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Detention Basin Maintenance $500.00
    Fencing 500.00
    Drainage Pipes 0.00
    Pump Station Electricity 0.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $1,000.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    Maintenance Repairs & Contingency $500.00
    City Personnel/Overhead 0.00
    CBAD Administration Fee 144.05
    Professional Fees 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per assessed parcel 0.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $644.05

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $1,644.05
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $328.81

TOTAL COSTS $1,972.86
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $3,572.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT 0.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 8

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

2015/2016 ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 
2007/2008 N/A $235.020 
2008/2009 2.77% $241.535 
2009/2010 1.16% $244.344 
2010/2011 1.79% $248.721 
2011/2012 1.70% $252.939 
2012/2013 3.00% $260.527 
2013/2014 2.45% $266.903 
2014/2015 2.45% $273.434 
2015/2016 2.53% $280.357 
2016/2017 3.01% $288.814 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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Zone 8 – Acacia Estates Budget 

DIRECT COSTS 
    Detention Pond Maintenance $0.00
    Fencing 0.00
    Drainage Pipes 0.00
    Pump Station Electricity 0.00
        Direct Costs Sub-Total $0.00

INDIRECT COSTS 
    Maintenance Repairs & Contingency $0.00
    City Personnel/Overhead 0.00
    CBAD Administration Fee 0.00
    Professional Fees 0.00
    County Administration Fee – $0.30 per assessed parcel 0.00
    Rounding Adjustment 0.00
        Indirect Costs Sub-Total $0.00

SUB-TOTAL COSTS $0.00
    Contingency Reserve – 20 % of Total Costs $0.00

TOTAL COSTS $0.00
    7/1/2016 Beginning Fund Balance $0.00

2016/2017 TOTAL ASSESSMENT $0.00

Total Number of Assessable Parcels 20

2016/2017 PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

2015/2016 ASSESSMENT PER PARCEL $0.00

Fiscal Year CPI Increase Adjusted Max 
2008/2009 N/A $168.500 
2009/2010 1.16% $170.460 
2010/2011 1.79% $173.513 
2011/2012 1.70% $176.456 
2012/2013 3.00% $181.749 
2013/2014 2.45% $186.197 
2014/2015 2.45% $190.753 
2015/2016 2.53% $195.583 
2016/2017 3.01% $201.483 

*Rounded to 2 decimal points.  Calculation is performed at 7 decimal points each year.
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SECTION IV – DISTRICT/ZONE DIAGRAMS 

The following pages show the Assessment Diagram or boundary map for each Zone 
within the District.  The lines and dimensions shown on maps of the Butte County 
Assessor for the current year are incorporated by reference herein and made part of 
this Report. 
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SECTION V – ASSESSMENT ROLL 

Parcel Identification for each lot or parcel within each Zone of the District shall be 
based on available parcel maps and other property data from the Butte County 
Assessor’s office as they existed at the time this Report was prepared and adopted 
by the City Council.   

A complete listing of parcels, by Zone, assessed within the District for Fiscal Year 
2016/2017, along with the corresponding assessment amounts, is included on the 
following pages.  If any parcel submitted for collection is identified by the County 
Auditor/Controller to be an invalid parcel number for the current fiscal year, a 
corrected parcel number and/or new parcel numbers will be identified and 
resubmitted to the County Auditor/Controller.  The assessment amount to be levied 
and collected for the resubmitted parcel(s) shall be based on the method of 
apportionment and assessment rate approved in this Report.  Therefore, if a single 
parcel has changed to multiple parcels, the assessment amounts applied to each of 
the new parcels shall be recalculated and applied according to the approved method 
of apportionment and assessment rate rather than a proportionate share of the 
original assessment. 

Non-assessable lots or parcels include areas of public streets and other roadways 
(typically not assigned an APN by the County); dedicated  public easements, open 
space areas and rights-of-way, including public greenbelts and parkways; utility 
rights-of-way; common areas; landlocked parcels; small parcels vacated by the 
County, bifurcated lots and any other property that cannot be developed or has 
specific development restrictions.  These types of parcels are considered to receive 
little or no benefit from the improvements and are therefore, exempted from 
assessment. 



CBAD Engineer’s Report            July 19, 2016 
City of Oroville 
Fiscal Year 2016-17 

2211  

ZONE 1 – LINKSIDE PLACE, PHASE 1 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate 
per Unit 

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 
per Unit 

030-570-001 1 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-002 2 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-003 3 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-004 4 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-005 5 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-006 6 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-007 7 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-008 8 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-009 9 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-010 10 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-011 11 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-012 12 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-013 13 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-014 14 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-015 15 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-016 16 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-017 17 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-018 18 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-019 19 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-020 20 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-021 21 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-022 22 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-023 23 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-024 24 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-025 25 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-026 26 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-027 27 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-028 28 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-029 29 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-030 30 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-031 31 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-032 32 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-033 33 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
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APN 

 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate 
per Unit 

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 
per Unit 

030-570-034 34 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-035 35 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-036 36 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-037 37 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-038 38 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-039 39 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-040 40 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-041 41 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-042 42 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-043 43 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-044 44 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-045 45 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-046 46 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-047 47 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-048 48 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-049 49 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-050 50 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-051 51 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-052 52 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-053 53 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-054 54 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-055 55 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-056 56 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-057 57 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-058 58 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-059 59 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-060 60 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-061 61 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-062 62 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-063 63 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-064 64 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-065 65 1.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-066 E 0.00 $324.31 $0.00 
030-570-999 A, B, C & D 0.00 $324.31 $0.00 

TOTALS:  65.00   $0.00 
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ZONE 2 – FOOTHILL ESTATES 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate 
per Unit 

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 
per Unit 

079-410-001 1 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-002 2 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-003 3 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-004 4 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-005 5 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-006 6 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-007 7 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-008 8 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-009 9 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-010 10 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-011 11 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-012 12 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-013 13 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-014 14 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-015 15 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-016 16 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-017 17 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-018 18 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-019 19 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-020 20 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-021 21 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-022 22 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-023 23 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-024 24 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-025 25 1.00 $377.24 $0.00
079-410-026 A 0.00 $377.24 $0.00

TOTALS: 25.00 $0.00 
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ZONE 3 – MISSION OLIVE RANCH 
 

APN 

 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate 
per Unit 

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 
per Unit 

033-490-006 1 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-007 2 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-008 3 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-009 4 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-010 5 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-011 6 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-012 7 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-013 8 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-014 9 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-015 10 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-016 11 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-017 12 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-018 13 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-019 14 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-020 15 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-021 16 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-022 17 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-023 18 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 
033-490-024 19 1.00 $328.71  $0.00 

TOTALS:  19.00   $0.00 
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ZONE 4 – VISTA DEL ORO 
 

APN 

 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate 
per Unit 

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 
per Unit 

030-580-001 92 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-002 91 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-003 90 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-004 89 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-005 88 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-006 87 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-007 86 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-008 85 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-009 80 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-010 81 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-011 82 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-012 83 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-013 84 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-014 74 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-015 75 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-016 76 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-017 77 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-018 78 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-019 79 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-020 68 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-021 69 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-022 70 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-023 71 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-024 72 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-025 73 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-026 61 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-027 62 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-028 63 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-029 64 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-030 65 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-031 66 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-032 67 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-033 54 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
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APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate 
per Unit 

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 
per Unit 

030-580-034 55 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-035 56 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-036 57 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-037 58 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-038 59 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-039 60 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-040 33 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-041 34 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-042 35 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-043 36 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-044 37 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-045 38 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-046 39 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-047 B 0.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-048 C 0.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-580-049 D 0.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-001 1 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-002 2 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-003 3 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-004 4 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-005 5 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-006 6 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-007 7 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-008 8 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-009 9 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-010 10 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-011 11 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-012 12 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-013 13 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-014 14 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-015 15 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-016 16 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-017 17 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-018 18 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
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APN 

 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate 
per Unit 

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 
per Unit 

030-590-019 19 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-020 20 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-021 21 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-022 22 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-023 23 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-024 24 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-025 25 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-026 26 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-027 27 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-028 28 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-029 29 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-030 30 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-031 31 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-032 32 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-033 33 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-034 34 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-035 35 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-036 36 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-037 37 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-038 38 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-039 39 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-040 40 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-041 41 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-042 42 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-043 43 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-044 44 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-045 45 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-046 46 1.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-047 A 0.00 $264.75 $0.00 
030-590-048 E 0.00 $264.75 $0.00 

TOTALS:  92.00   $0.00 
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ZONE 5 – CALLE VISTA ESTATES, UNIT 2 
 

APN 

 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate 
per Unit 

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 
per Unit 

030-490-074 1 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-075 2 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-076 3 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-077 4 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-078 5 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-079 6 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-080 7 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-081 8 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-082 9 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-083 10 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-084 11 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-085 12 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-086 13 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-087 14 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-088 15 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-089 16 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-090 17 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-091 18 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-092 19 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-093 20 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-094 21 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-095 22 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-096 23 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-097 24 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-098 25 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-099 26 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-100 27 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-101 28 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-102 29 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-103 30 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-104 31 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-105 32 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-106 33 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
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APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate 
per Unit 

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 
per Unit 

030-490-107 34 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-108 35 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-109 36 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-110 37 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-111 38 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-112 39 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-113 40 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-114 41 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-115 42 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-116 43 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 
030-490-117 44 1.00 $195.90  $0.00 

TOTALS: 44.00 $0.00 
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ZONE 7 – JAKE RICHTER 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate 
per Unit 

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 
per Unit 

031-086-013 A 0.00 $280.35 $0.00 
031-086-014 1 1.00 $280.35 $0.00 
031-086-015 2 1.00 $280.35 $0.00 
031-086-016 3 1.00 $280.35 $0.00 
031-086-017 4 1.00 $280.35 $0.00 
031-086-018 5 1.00 $280.35 $0.00 
031-086-019 6 1.00 $280.35 $0.00 
031-086-020 7 1.00 $280.35 $0.00 
031-086-021 8 1.00 $280.35 $0.00 

TOTALS: 8.00 $0.00 
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ZONE 8 – ACACIA ESTATES 

APN 
Lot 

Number 
Assessable 

Units 

2016/2017 
Maximum 

Assessment Rate 
per Unit 

2016/2017 
Proposed 

Assessment 
per Unit 

033-360-067 & 068 1 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 2 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 3 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 4 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 5 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 6 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 7 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 8 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 9 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 10 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 11 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 12 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 13 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 14 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 15 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 16 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 17 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 18 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 19 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 
033-360-067 & 068 20 1.00 $195.58 $0.00 

TOTALS: 20.00 $0.00 
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OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

FROM: RICK WALLS, INTERIM CITY ENGINEER 
DONALD RUST, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2433 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

RE: PROJECT CONTRACT WITH ST. FRANCIS ELECTRIC 

DATE: JULY 19, 2016 

SUMMARY 

The Council may consider a Project Contract with the lowest responsive bidder, St. 
Francis Electric, in the amount of $38,420, for Highway 162 Street Light Pole Footings 
Project (Project). 

BACKGROUND 

Over the past 5 years, staff has been repairing or replacing deficient street light poles 
along Highway 162.  Most of the poles are hollow (“center bore”) wood poles that have 
become structurally deficient since installed over 30 years ago.  Currently, based on a 
physical inspection of all wood poles along Highway 162, it was determined, in 2009, that 
9 poles required replacing.  Six of the nine poles were replaced in 2013.  There are five 
poles requiring replacement, which includes two additional poles that were knocked down 
in 2014 (Fay Way) and 2015 (Denny’s Restaurant). 

The City previously purchased new steel poles and mast arms in 2007.  This Project 
involves the construction of five new steel-reinforced concrete footings to facilitate the 
mounting of the new light poles at the same location as the former poles.  The work also 
includes the replacement of small portions of sidewalk at three of the five footing locations. 
The City has received an encroachment permit for the Project that will expire on August 
1, 2016.  In order to avoid filing for a new Caltrans encroachment permit for the Project, 
a process that took over a year previously, staff desires to start the Project prior to the 
permit expiration date. 

Staff initially advertised the Project with the issuance of a Request for Bids (RFB) on June 
2, 2016.  One bid in the amount of $72,965 was received on June 17, 2016.  Staff rejected 
this bid due to excessive cost and the absence of competitive bids.  Staff re-advertised 
the Project on June 20, 2016, and received three bids on July 6, 2016 as follows: 

St. Francis Electric:   $38,420 
Twin Builders: $46,201 
Sandau Engineering: $65,950 
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The lowest responsible bid was received from St. Francis Electric.  The bid cost for the 
footings is comparable to what was paid for as part of the previous footings installed in 
2013.  

FISCAL IMPACT 

Funding for the Project is available in the General Fund Streets Division. The balance of 
this fund will be $50,000 after the following requested line item budget adjustment within 
the same budget unit: 

100-6210-3001 ($45,000) 
100-6220-3001  $45,000 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Adopt Resolution No. 8525 – A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A PROJECT 
CONTRACT WITH THE LOWEST RESPONSIVE BIDDER, ST. FRANCIS ELECTRIC, 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $38,420, FOR THE HIGHWAY 162 STREET LIGHT POLE 
FOOTINGS PROJECT – (Agreement No. 3185). 

ATTACHMENTS  

Resolution No. 8525 
Agreement No. 3185 
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CITY OF OROVILLE 
RESOLUTION NO. 8525 

A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING 
THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A PROJECT CONTRACT WITH THE LOWEST 
RESPONSIVE BIDDER, ST. FRANCIS ELECTRIC, IN THE AMOUNT OF $38,420, FOR 
THE HIGHWAY 162 STREET LIGHT POLE FOOTINGS INSTALLATION PROJECT  

 (Agreement No. 3185) 

NOW THERFORE, be it hereby resolved by the Oroville City Council as follows: 

1. The Mayor is hereby authorized and directed to execute a Project Contract
with St. Francis Electric for the Highway 162 Street Light Pole Footings
Installation Project.  A copy of the Project Contract is attached to this
Resolution.

2. The City Clerk shall attest to the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Oroville City Council at a regular meeting on 
July 19, 2016, by the following vote: 

AYES:  

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST: 

Scott E. Huber, City Attorney Donald Rust, Acting City Clerk 
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CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT 

This contract for construction ("Contract") is made and entered into the 19th day of July, 2016, 
by and between City of Oroville (“City”), 1735 Montgomery Street, Oroville, California and St. 
Francis Electric ("Contractor"), 975 Garden Street, San Leandro, California, Contractor's 
License No. 1003811. 

1.00. General Provisions 

1.01. Purpose of Contract. City owns street lights along Highway 162 in Oroville, CA.  City is 
providing funds for the installation of five (5) street light pole footings along Highway 162 
in accordance with Caltrans construction specifications by Contractor. 

1.02.  Contract Price. Contractor shall be paid the amount of Thirty-Eight Thousand Four 
Hundred and Twenty dollars ($38,420.00) (“Contract Price”) for the performance of the 
work required by the Contract.  The Contract Price is based on a sealed bid made by 
the Contractor dated July 6, 2016 and accepted by City on July 6, 2016, ("Contractor's 
Bid").  

1.03.  Statement of Work.  Contractor shall furnish all labor, material, supplies, machinery, 
equipment, permits and services and shall perform and complete in a satisfactory and 
workmanlike manner all the work as described in the Contract Documents. 

1.04.   Time of Commencement and Completion.  

(a) Contractor shall commence the construction within ten (10) days from the 
execution of this Contract. 

(b) All work shall be satisfactorily completed no later than August 31, 2016. 
Contractor has taken into consideration and made allowance for ordinary delays 
and hindrances incidental to such work, whether growing out of delays of 
common carriers, delays in securing materials or workers, changes omissions, 
alterations, or otherwise. 

(c) Excusable delays shall consist of: strikes, lockouts, embargoes, fire, unavoidable 
casualties, unusual delays in transportation, national emergency, extraordinary 
weather conditions, labor and material shortages which are beyond the 
reasonable control of Contractor, or by any other cause beyond the reasonable 
control of Contractor; provided that Contractor shall notify the City in writing no 
later than one (1) day after the initial occurrence of any excusable cause of 
delay. 

(d) If the Contractor is unable to complete any portion of the work due to excusable 
delay, the completion date shall be extended by the number of days of the 
excusable delay.  

(e) If completion of the work is delayed beyond the completion date and no 
extension of time is approved by the City, Contractor agrees that the City would 
suffer damages, but that such damages would be extremely difficult to ascertain. 
Therefore, it is agreed that a reasonable estimate of the damages to be suffered 
by City, in the event that final completion is not achieved by the date recited, and 
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no extension of time has been approved by the City fine is one hundred ($100) 
dollars per day for each day of delay. 

(f) Time is of the essence of this Contract. 

1.05. Contract Documents. This Contract shall consist of the general terms, conditions and 
references contained herein and the following documents: 

The complete contract is comprised of and may or may not include :  Invitation for Bids; 
Information for Bidders; Bid Schedule; Proposal Form; Bidder’s Bond; Contract; General 
Conditions; Special Provisions; Technical Provisions; Payment Bond; Performance 
Bond; Notice of Award; Notice to Proceed; Change Orders; Supplemental Drawings 
Issued; Drawings; Specifications and Contract Documents; All addenda or bulletins 
issued during the time of bidding or forming a part of the documents loaned to the 
bidder for preparation of the bid; The complete plans and provisions, regulations, 
ordinances, codes, and laws incorporated therein or herein by reference or otherwise 
applicable to the Project. 

1.06.   Method of Payment. 

(a) Upon application for payment submitted by the Contractor, and approved by the 
City inspectors, and based on job progress, the City shall make, or cause to be 
made, progress payments to the Contractor. Said payments shall at no time 
represent no more than ninety percent (90%) of the value of the work performed. 

(b) Final payment of any retention made by the City to the Contractor for the 
performance of this contract, except sums retained for cause, shall be made 
thirty (30) days after the Notice of Completion for the work is issued by the City if: 
1) Contractor has provided City with the warranties and guarantees required by
this Contract; and 2) no claims against the Contractor have been filed with the 
City or against the Property prior to the expiration of the thirty days.  Until any 
such claims have been satisfied or released, sufficient funds shall be withheld 
from the monies due Contractor to satisfy such claims. 

1.07. Changes:  No changes, additions, or deletions to the specifications for the work to be 
completed under this Contract shall be made without the prior written consent of the 
City.  The Contract Price may be increased by no more than 10 percent under the 
following conditions: a) additional repairs are needed which the City determines 
Contractor reasonably could not have anticipated; and 2) which result in a change of the 
scope of work necessitating a change in the plans and specifications; and 3) Contractor 
demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the City that the additional funds are necessary to 
ensure that the Property will meet rehabilitation standards upon completion of the work. 

1.08.   Indemnification.  Contractor expressly agrees to defend, indemnify and hold harmless 
City from any and all claims, suits, damages and actions of any kind or description 
resulting from any act or omission of Contractor or any of its subcontractor (or any 
agent, employee, or servant thereof) in performance of this Contract, except where 
caused by the active negligence, sole negligence or willful misconduct of the City.  
Contractor waives any and all right to any type of express or implied indemnity against 
the City and its officers and employees. 
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1.09.  Conflict of Interest.  Contractor states that no present or former member or officer of the 
City staff, and no employee of the City who formulates policy or influences decisions 
with respect to the City Housing Rehabilitation program, had or will have any direct or 
indirect interest, during his or her tenure or for one year thereafter, in this Contract or in 
any proceeds or benefits arising from this Contract. 

1.10. Termination. 

(a) City may, because of breach of the Contract by Contractor, terminate this 
Contract at any time by a notice in writing to Contractor.  Such termination shall 
be effective in the manner and upon the date specified in said notice and shall be 
with out prejudice to any claims.  Upon receipt of such notice, Contractor shall, 
unless the notice directs otherwise, immediately discontinue all work and the 
placing of all orders for materials, facilities, and supplies in connection with the 
performance of this contract and shall promptly proceed to cancel all existing 
orders and terminate all subcontracts in so far as such orders and/or 
subcontracts are chargeable to this Contract. 

(b) Upon termination of this Contract for its breach by Contractor, the Contract Price 
shall be reduced by the amount of any and all claims which City may have 
against the Contractor for damages incurred by the City as a result of the breach, 
including the cost to City to have the work remaining under the Contract 
completed by another Contractor.  Such damage shall also include any 
reasonable attorney's fees and other costs incurred by City in effecting the 
termination of the work.  Any Contract funds remaining, including amount 
retained from progress payments, or other amount otherwise earned by the 
Contractor but not yet paid by the City on the date of the termination, may be 
applied by City to the damages which were incurred as a result of the 
Contractor's breach, the balance remaining, if any, payable to the Contractor.  If 
Contract funds as indicated above are insufficient, the Contractor shall be liable 
for any unpaid balance. 

1.11.   Written Notice.  Written notice shall be deemed to have been duly served if delivered in 
person or sent by registered or certified mail to: 

(a) Contractor at the following address: 

St. Francis Electric 
975 Garden Street 
San Leandro, CA  94577 

(b) The City at the following address: 

City of Oroville 
Community Development Department 
1735 Montgomery Street 
Oroville, CA 95965 

2.00.    CONTRACTOR'S GENERAL OBLIGATIONS. 

 Contractor shall provide the following: 
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2.01. Insurance:  Prior to commencing any construction, furnish certificates of insurance to 
City evidencing insurance coverage as shown in Exhibit “A”.  

2.02. Bond: Bonds are not required. 

2.03.  Permits and Taxes:  Obtain all permits and licenses and pay all fees, taxes and other 
charges necessary for the completion and execution of the work to be performed. 

2.04.  Government Requirements:  Perform all work in conformity with applicable state, federal, 
and local laws and regulation and local building codes whether or not covered by the 
Contract Documents. 

2.05.   Maintenance of the Property: 

(a) At all times keep the Property free from accumulation of waste material or 
rubbish caused by Contractor's operation.  At the completion of the work, remove 
all construction activity related waste materials, rubbish, tools, construction 
equipment, and machinery and leave Property in a neat and clean condition. 

(b) Protect City’s property, including trees, shrubs, lawns, walks, pavements, 
roadways, structures, and utilities not designated for removal, relocation, or 
replacement in the course of the Contract.   

(c) Replace glass damaged or broken by Contractor's operation.  Upon replacement, 
remove all labels and wash and polish glass on both sides. 

2.06.   Warranties:  All materials and labor, including those of any subcontractor, for the work, 
shall be warranted for a period of one year from the date of the final Contractor payment 
provided for under Section 1.06 and Contractor shall provide City with all manufactures' 
and suppliers' written guarantees and warranties covering materials and equipment 
furnished under the Contract, prior to the release of the final Contractor payment 
provided for under Section 1.06. 

2.07.   Inspection: 

(a) Permit City and Caltrans or its designees to examine and inspect the work under 
this Contract before and after completion. 

(b) Cooperate with the City and Caltrans in completing progress inspections and 
final inspection of the work. 

2.08.  Payment and Lien Releases:  Promptly pay all persons furnishing materials, labor, or 
services and deliver to the City a complete release of liens for all labor, materials, and 
services for which a lien or stop notice could be filed under this Contract. 

3.00.   GENERAL OBLIGATIONS  

3.01. There shall be no changes, additions, or deletions to this Contract or the Contract 
Documents without prior written approval of the Contractor and City.  Any change 
orders must be signed by the Contractor and the City. 
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3.02.   City shall cooperate with the Contractor to facilitate the performance of work.  
 
4.00.   ACCEPTANCE/PROJECT CLOSEOUT 
 
4.01.   Joint Inspection:  Upon receipt of a written notice from Contractor that the work is ready 

for final inspection and acceptance, Contractor and representatives of the City and 
Caltrans shall meet at the Property.  If deficiencies are noted, Contractor shall be 
responsible for correcting the items identified prior to filing a Notice of Completion or 
receiving final payment. 

 
4.02.  Notice of Completion:  When the work has been completed in conformity with the 

Contract Documents and any Change Orders, and deficiencies have been corrected to 
the satisfaction of the City, the City shall accept the work by signing a Notice of 
Completion.  This Notice of Completion shall be recorded by the City in the office of the 
county recorder of the county in which the Property is located. 

 
4.03.    Final Payment: 
 

(a) When the Contractor submits notice to the City that the work is ready for final 
inspection, Contractor shall also submit a request for final payment containing all 
of the information required by Section 1.06 (c) of this Contract.  In addition, 
Contractor shall at the same time submit from all subcontractors and person 
supplying labor or materials to Contractor, a "Conditional Waiver and Release 
Upon Final Payment" in the form prescribed by Section 3262 of the City Code. 

 
(b) Payment in accordance with the Request for Payment shall be made for ninety 

percent (90%) of the value of the work (as determined by the City) for which the 
Final Payment is requested thirty-five (35) days after completion of Final 
Inspection, provided that 1) the work for which payments is requested shall have 
actually been performed as per the Contract Documents to the satisfaction of the 
City and; 2) all the releases required in Section 4.04.a. have been provided; and 
3) Contractor has provided City with the warranties and guarantees and as built 
drawings, plans and specifications required by this Contract. 

 
4.05.  Release of Retention:  Payment of all sums retained except those retained for cause 

shall be made to the Contractor no sooner than thirty (30) days after issuance of the 
Notice of Completion. 

 
5.00.  DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
 

 Any dispute which arises under this Contract, and which remains unresolved for fifteen 
(15) working days after the City has been informed in writing of the dispute by either 
party, shall be subject to Public Contract Section 20104.etseq. 

 
6.00.   MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
 
6.01.  Entire Agreement:  The Contract Documents contain the entire agreement between the 

parties.  No variation, modifications, or changes hereto shall be binding upon any party 
hereto unless set forth in a written document duly executed by or on behalf of such 
party. 
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6.02.  Waiver:  No consent or waiver, express or implied, by either party to or of any breach or 
default by the other shall be deemed default.  Failure on the part of either party to 
complain of any act of the other party or to declare the other party in default shall not 
constitute a waiver by such party of its rights hereunder. 

6.03.  Successors and Assigns: The provisions of this Contract bind both parties and their 
successors and assigns. Contractor shall not assign this Contract without written 
consent of the City. 

6.04. Governing Law: This Contract and obligations of the parties hereunder shall be 
interpreted, construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of 
California. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the City and Contractor have executed this Contract. 

ST. FRANCIS ELECTRIC 

By:  Date:     . 
  St. Francis Electric, Contractor 

CITY OF OROVILLE 

By:  Date:     . 
   Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor 
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OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

FROM: ALEX BROWN, ASSOCIATE CIVIL ENGINEER   
RICK WALLS, INTERIM CITY ENGINEER 
DONALD RUST, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2433 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

RE: PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH OMNI-MEANS, LTD. 

DATE: JULY 19, 2016 

SUMMARY 

The Council may consider a Professional Services Agreement (PSA) with the lowest 
responsive bidder, Omni-Means Ltd., in the amount of $143,875, for the Highway 162 
and Feather River Boulevard Turn Lanes Project (Project). 

BACKGROUND 

The intersection of State Highway 162 (SH 162) and Feather River Boulevard (FRB) is 
currently operating at Level of Service “D” for the PM peak hour period.  SH 162 
eastbound traffic is inhibited by the absence of a dedicated right turn lane onto 
southbound FRB.  In addition, severe traffic queuing occurs in the dedicated left turn lane 
from eastbound SH 162 to southbound FRB. 

It is anticipated that these conditions will worsen when the new Walmart Superstore on 
Cal Oak Road and Feather River Boulevard (FRB) opens next year.  As part of 
discussions with Caltrans to mitigate traffic delays at this intersection, and recognizing 
that the City received $974,686 in traffic impact fees from Walmart, a decision was made 
to develop and advance a project to add additional turn lanes to the Oro Dam Boulevard 
(ODB) ODB/FRB intersection.  Both the design and the construction of the Project will be 
funded by traffic impact fees.  

Staff prepared and advertised a Request for Proposals (RFP) on May 17, 2016.  The RFP 
specifies the development of preliminary and final design recommendations, construction 
plans, specifications and engineer’s estimate for adding one or more turn lanes to the 
intersection.  Two RFP responses were received by June 14, 2016 as follows: 

Omni-Means, Roseville, CA Fee Proposal = $143,875 
Northstar Engineering, Chico, CA Fee Proposal = $205,035 

The RFP response submitted by Omni-Means was compliant and the fee budget 
proposed appears reasonable given the scope of work.  Omni-Means has completed 
several other traffic engineering assignments for both the City and other private sector 
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client in the past, and are familiar with traffic operations along SH 162.  Ultimately, the 
specific additional turn lane recommendations, and the plans and specifications 
developed by Omni-Means will need to be accepted by Caltrans.  All attempts will be 
made to implement the Project without the need to acquire additional right of way.  As 
such, the RFP specifies that the preliminary designs consider no right of way and limited 
right of way acquisition options.  The Omni Means fee proposal includes the cost to 
complete one (1) appraisal and right of way mapping for two (2) separate parcel portions. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

Funding for the Project design is available in the Traffic Impact Fee Fund. The current 
cash balance of the Fund is $1,555,780. 

A corresponding budget adjustment is needed to set appropriations for this expenditure 
on line item: 

137-6360-5161  $143,875 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Adopt Resolution No. 8526 – A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A PROFESSIONAL 
SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH THE LOWEST RESPONSIVE BIDDER, OMNI-MEANS, 
LTD., IN THE AMOUNT OF $143,875, FOR THE PREPARATION OF PLANS AND 
SPECIFICATIONS FOR STATE HIGHWAY 162 AND FEATHER RIVER BOULEVARD 
ADDITIONAL TURN LANES PROJECT – (Agreement No. 3186). 

ATTACHMENTS  

Resolution No. 8526 
Agreement No. 3186 
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CITY OF OROVILLE 
RESOLUTION NO. 8526 

A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING 
THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH THE 
LOWEST RESPONSIVE BIDDER, OMNI-MEANS, LTD., IN THE AMOUNT OF $143,875, 
FOR THE PREPARATION OF PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE STATE 
HIGHWAY 162 AND FEATHER RIVER BOULEVARD ADDITIONAL TURN LANES 
PROJECT  

 (Agreement No. 3186) 

NOW THERFORE, be it hereby resolved by the Oroville City Council as follows: 

1. The Mayor is hereby authorized and directed to execute a Professional
Services Agreement with Omni-Means, Ltd. for the  State Highway 162 and
Feather River Boulevard Additional Turn Lanes Project.  A copy of the
Agreement is attached to this Resolution.

2. The City Clerk shall attest to the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Oroville City Council at a regular meeting on 
July 19, 2016, by the following vote: 

AYES:  

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST: 

Scott E. Huber, City Attorney Donald Rust, Acting City Clerk 
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AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

This Agreement is made and entered into as of July 19, 2016 by and 

between the City of Oroville (“City”) and Omni-Means (“Consultant”). 

RECITALS 

A. The Consultant is licensed, trained, experienced and competent to provide 

design and construction documents for the State Highway 162 and feather 

River Boulevard Additional Turns Lanes (Project) as required by this 

Agreement; and 

B. The Consultant possesses the skill, experience, ability, background, 

license, certification, and knowledge to provide the services described in 

this Agreement on the terms and conditions described herein. 

C. City desires to retain Consultant to render professional services as set 

forth in this Agreement. 

AGREEMENT 

1. Scope of Services.  The Consultant shall complete all services in a

professional manner.  Consultant shall complete the services described in

the Omni-Means proposal attached as Exhibit “A” which is incorporated

herein by reference.

2. Time of Performance.  The services of Consultant shall commence upon

execution of this Agreement and shall be completed at the end of Project

close out.

3. Compensation.  Compensation to be paid to Consultant shall be in
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accordance with the fee budget set forth in Exhibit “A,” which is attached 

hereto and incorporated herein by reference.  In no event shall 

Consultant’s compensation exceed the amount of $143,875 without 

additional written authorization from the City.  Payment by City under 

this Agreement shall not be deemed a waiver of defects in Consultant’s 

services, even if such defects were known to the City at the time of 

payment. 

4. Method of Payment.  Consultant shall submit monthly billings to City

describing the work performed during the preceding month.  Consultant’s

bills shall include a brief description of the services performed, the date

the services were performed, the number of hours spent and by whom,

and a description of any reimbursable expenditures.  City shall pay

Consultant no later than 30 days after approval of the monthly invoice by

City staff.

5. Extra Work.  At any time during the term of this Agreement, City may

request that Consultant perform Extra Work.  As used herein, “Extra Work”

means any work which is determined by City to be necessary for the

proper completion of Consultant’s services, but which the parties did not

reasonably anticipate would be necessary at the execution of this

Agreement.  Consultant shall not perform, nor be compensated for, Extra

Work without prior written authorization from City.

6. Termination.  This Agreement may be terminated by the City immediately

for cause or by either party without cause upon fifteen days’ written notice
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of termination.  Upon termination, Consultant shall be entitled to 

compensation for services properly performed up to the effective date of 

termination. 

7. Ownership of Documents.  All plans, studies, documents and other 

writings prepared by and for Consultant, its officers, employees and 

agents and subcontractors in the course of implementing this Agreement, 

except working notes and internal documents, shall become the property 

of the City upon payment to Consultant for such work, and the City shall 

have the sole right to use such materials in its discretion without further 

compensation to Consultant or to any other party.  Consultant shall, at 

Consultant’s expense, provide such reports, plans, studies, documents, 

and other writings to City within three (3) days after written request. 

8. Licensing of Intellectual Property.  This Agreement creates a nonexclusive 

and perpetual license for City to copy, use, modify, reuse, or sublicense 

any and all copyrights, designs, and other intellectual property embodied 

in documents or works of authorship fixed in any tangible medium of 

expression, including but not limited to, data magnetically or otherwise 

recorded on computer diskettes, which are prepared or caused to be 

prepared by Consultant under this Agreement (“Documents and Data”).  

Consultant shall require all subcontractors to agree in writing that City is 

granted a nonexclusive and perpetual license for any Documents and 

Data the subcontractor prepares under this Agreement.  Consultant 

represents and warrants that Consultant has the legal right to license any 
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and all Documents and Data.  Consultant makes no such representation 

and warranty in regard to Documents and Data which may be provided to 

Consultant by City.  City shall not be limited in any way in its use of the 

Documents and Data at any time, provided that any such use not within 

the purposes intended by this Agreement shall be at City’s sole risk. 

9. Confidentiality.  All ideas, memoranda, specifications, plans, procedures,

drawings, descriptions, computer program data, input record data, written

information, and other Documents and Data either created by or provided

to Consultant in connection with the performance of this Agreement shall

be held confidential by Consultant.  Such materials shall not, without the

prior written consent of City, be used by Consultant for any purposes other

than the performance of the services under this Agreement.  Nor shall

such materials be disclosed to any person or entity not connected with the

performance of the services under this Agreement.  Nothing furnished to

Consultant which is otherwise known to Consultant or is generally known,

or has become known, to the related industry shall be deemed

confidential.  Consultant shall not use City’s name or insignia,

photographs relating to project for which Consultant’s services are

rendered, or any publicity pertaining to the Consultant’s services under

this Agreement in any magazine, trade paper, newspaper, television or

radio production or other similar medium without the prior written consent

of City.
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10. Consultant’s Books and Records.

a. Consultant shall maintain any and all ledgers, books of account,

invoices, vouchers, canceled checks, and other records or

documents evidencing or relating to charges for services,

expenditures and disbursements charged to City for a minimum

period of three (3) years, or for any longer period required by law,

from the date of final payment to Consultant to this Agreement.

b. Consultant shall maintain all documents and records which

demonstrate performance under this Agreement for a minimum of

three (3) years, or for any longer period required by law, from the

date of termination or completion of this Agreement.

c. Any records or documents required to be maintained pursuant to

this Agreement shall be made available for inspection or audit, at

any time during regular business hours, upon written request by the

City Administrator, City Attorney, City Finance Director, or a

designated representative of these officers.  Copies of such

documents shall be provided to the City for inspection at City Hall

when it’s practical to do so.  Otherwise, unless an alternative is

mutually agreed upon, the records shall be available at

Consultant’s address indicated for receipt of notices in this

Agreement.

d. Where City has reason to believe that such records or documents

may be lost or discarded due to dissolution, disbandment or
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termination of Consultant’s business, City may, by written request 

by any of the above named officers, require that custody of the 

records be given to the City and that the records and documents be 

maintained by City Hall.  

11. Independent Contractor.  It is understood that Consultant, in the 

performance of the work and services agreed to be performed, shall act as 

and be an independent contractor and shall not act as an agent or 

employee of the City.  Consultant shall obtain no rights to retirement 

benefits or other benefits which accrue to City’s employees, and 

Consultant hereby expressly waives any claim it may have to any such 

rights. 

12. Interest of Consultant.  Consultant (including principals, associates, and 

professional employees) covenants and represents that it does not now have any 

investment or interest in real property and shall not acquire any interest, direct or 

indirect, in the area covered by this Agreement or any other source of income, 

interest in real property or investment which would be affected in any manner or 

degree by the performance of Consultant’s services hereunder.  Consultant 

further covenants and represents that in the performance of its duties hereunder 

no person having any such interest shall perform any services under this 

Agreement.  Consultant is not a designated employee within the meaning of the 

Political Reform Act because Consultant: 

a. will conduct research and arrive at conclusions with respect to its 

rendition of information, advice, recommendation, or counsel 

independent of the control and direction of the City or any City 
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official, other than normal agreement monitoring; and 

b. possesses no authority with respect to any City decision beyond 

rendition of information, advice, recommendation or counsel.  

(FPPC Reg. 18700(a)(2).) 

13. Professional Ability of Consultant.  City has relied upon the professional 

training and ability of Consultant to perform the services hereunder as a 

material inducement to enter into this Agreement.   All work performed by 

Consultant under this Agreement shall be in accordance with applicable 

legal requirements and shall meet the standard of quality ordinarily to be 

expected of competent professionals in Consultant’s field of expertise. 

14. Compliance with Laws.  Consultant shall use the standard of care in its 

profession to comply with all applicable federal, state and local laws, 

codes, ordinances and regulations. 

15. Licenses.  Consultant represents and warrants to City that it has all 

licenses, permits, qualifications, insurance and approvals of whatsoever 

nature which are legally required of Consultant to practice its profession.  

Consultant represents and warrants to City that Consultant shall, at its 

sole cost and expense, keep in effect or obtain at all times during the term 

of this Agreement, any licenses, permits, insurance and approvals which 

are required by the City for its business. 

16. Indemnity.  Consultant agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 

officers, officials, employees and volunteers from and against any and all 

claims, demands, actions, losses, damages, injuries, and liability, direct or 
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indirect (including reimbursement of reasonable costs and expenses in 

connection therein), arising from its negligent performance of this 

Agreement or its failure to comply with any of its obligations contained in 

this Agreement, except for any such claim arising from the negligence or 

willful misconduct of the City, its officers, agents, employees or volunteers.  

With regard to any claim alleging Consultant’s negligent performance of 

professional services, Consultant’s defense obligation under this 

indemnity paragraph means only the reimbursement of reasonable 

defense costs to the proportionate extent of its actual indemnity obligation 

hereunder. 

17. Insurance Requirements. Consultant, at Consultant’s own cost and

expense, shall procure and maintain, for the duration of the Agreement,

the insurance coverage and policies as set forth in Exhibit “B” attached

hereto.

18. Notices.  Any notice required to be given under this Agreement shall be in

writing and either served personally or sent prepaid, first class mail.  Any

such notice shall be addressed to the other party at the address set forth

below.  Notice shall be deemed communicated within 48 hours from the

time of mailing if mailed as provided in this section.

If to City: City Administrator 
City of Oroville  
1735 Montgomery Street 
Oroville, CA 95965-4897 
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If to Consultant: Omni-Means, Ltd. 
943 Reserve Drive, Suite 100 
Roseville, California 95678 
Attn: Russell Wenham 

 
19. Entire Agreement.  This Agreement constitutes the complete and 

exclusive statement of Agreement between the City and Consultant.  All 

prior written and oral communications, including correspondence, drafts, 

memoranda, and representations are superseded in total by this 

Agreement. 

20. Amendments.  This Agreement may be modified or amended only by a 

written document executed by both Consultant and City and approved as 

to form by the City Attorney. 

21. Assignment and Subcontracting.  The parties recognize that a substantial 

inducement to City for entering into this Agreement is the professional 

reputation, experience and competence of Consultant.  Assignments of 

any or all rights, duties or obligations of the Consultant under this 

Agreement will be permitted only with the express prior written consent of 

the City.  Consultant shall not subcontract any portion of the work to be 

performed under this Agreement without the prior written authorization of 

the City.  If City consents to such subcontract, Consultant shall be fully 

responsible to City for all acts or omissions of the subcontractor.  Nothing 

in this Agreement shall create any contractual relationship between City 

and subcontractor nor shall it create any obligation on the part of the City 

to pay or to see to the payment of any monies due to any such 

subcontractor other than as otherwise required by law. 
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22. Waiver.  Waiver of a breach or default under this Agreement shall not

constitute a continuing waiver of a subsequent breach of the same or any

other provision under this Agreement.

23. Severability.  If any term or portion of this Agreement is held to be invalid,

illegal, or otherwise unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the

remaining provisions of this Agreement shall continue in full force and

effect.

24. Controlling Law Venue.  This Agreement and all matters relating to it shall

be governed by the laws of the State of California and any action brought

relating to this Agreement shall be held exclusively in Butte County

Superior Court or the United States District Court, Eastern District of

California.

25. Litigation Expenses and Attorney’s Fees.  If either party to this Agreement

commences any legal action against the other part arising out of this

Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover its reasonable

litigation expenses, including court costs, expert witness fees, discovery

expenses, and attorneys’ fees.

26. Execution.  This Agreement may be executed in several counterparts,

each of which shall constitute one and the same instrument and shall

become binding upon the parties when at least one copy hereof shall have

been signed by both parties hereto.  In approving this Agreement, it shall

not be necessary to produce or account for more than one such

counterpart.
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27. Authority to Enter Agreement.   Consultant has all requisite power and 

authority to conduct its business and to execute, deliver, and perform the 

Agreement.  Each party warrants that the individuals who have signed this 

Agreement have the legal power, right, and authority to make this 

Agreement and to bind each respective party. 

28. Prohibited Interests.  Consultant maintains and warrants that it has not 

employed nor retained any company or person, other than a bona fide 

employee working solely for Consultant, to solicit or secure this 

Agreement.  Further, Consultant warrants that it has not paid nor has it 

agreed to pay any company or person, other than a bona fide employee 

working solely for Consultant, any fee, commission, percentage, 

brokerage fee, gift or other consideration contingent upon or resulting from 

the award or making of this Agreement.  For breach or violation of this 

warranty, City shall have the right to rescind this Agreement without 

liability.  For the term of this Agreement, no member, officer or employee 

of City, during the term of his or her service with City, shall have any direct 

interest in this Agreement, or obtain any present or anticipated material 

benefit arising therefrom. 

29. Equal Opportunity Employment.  Consultant represents that it is an equal 

opportunity employer and it shall not discriminate against any 

subcontractor, employee or applicant for employment because of race, 

religion, color, national origin, disability, ancestry, sex or age.  Such non-

discrimination shall include, but not be limited to, all activities related to 
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initial employment, upgrading, demotion, transfer, recruitment or 

recruitment advertising, layoff or termination. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Agreement to be 

executed on the date first written above. 

CITY OF OROVILLE   

By: ___________________________ By: ___________________________ 
      Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor Omni-Means, Ltd. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST: 

By: ____________________________ By: ___________________________ 
      Scott E. Huber, City Attorney Donald Rust, Acting City Clerk  

Attachments: Exhibit A - Consultant Proposal 
Exhibit B - Insurance Requirements 
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 CITY OF OROVILLE  
STAFF REPORT 

 
TO:  MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 
   
FROM: DAWN NEVERS, ASSISTANT PLANNING ASSOCIATE (530) 538-2429           

DONALD RUST, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2433 
  COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  

   
RE:  OROVILLE ALLEY REVITALIZATION PROGRAM: PROPOSED PLAN 

AND PROPOSED PARTNERSHIP  
 
DATE: JULY 19, 2016 
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Council will be presented with an implementation plan regarding the Oroville Alley 
Revitalization Program (“Program”) and the proposed partnerships with business 
owners adjacent to Miner’s Alley.  
 
DISCUSSION  
 
On Mary 17, 2016, the City Council approved to budget $50,000 from the $3.4 million 
RDA Bond Proceeds and another $49,800 from the Art in Public Places/Oroville 
Beautification Fund (in-lieu fee), for improvements to Miner’s Alley for revitalization.   
 
On June 21, 2016, the City Council heard the Oroville Alley Revitalization Program 
presentation prepared and presented by the California State University, Chico (CSUC) 
students, and requested for staff to return with project options and costs to proceed.   
 
Staff has been seeking additional funding opportunities.  Currently, Chico State’s 
College of Engineering, Computer Science, and Construction Management, is seeking 
proposals for their 2017 Community Service Project. Applications will be accepted 
through Monday, Aug. 15, 2016. A project will be selected shortly thereafter.  Staff 
would like to apply for the community service project to request improvements be made 
to Miner’s Alley’s grading and path through the alley to handle storm water while 
providing aesthetically appealing pedestrian and service access, while protecting the 
historical integrity of the alley.  
 
The Planning staff recently met with some of the business owners of the businesses 
adjoining Miner’s Alley, and in particular Steve Vandervort, owner of Miner’s Alley 
Brewery, and Alan Jones, Oroville Downtown Business Association.  Miner’s Alley 
Brewery sits along Miner’s Alley between Downer and Myers Streets.  Mr. Vandervort 
expressed his interest in partnering with the City to revitalize the alleyway. The initial 
proposed solution is to create a dumpster enclosure at the east end of the alley nearest 
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Downer Street to enclose all dumpsters for businesses that adjoin that section of alley.  
Each dumpster will be equipped with a lock so that uninvited trash and looting will be 
deterred.  Mr. Vandervort has offered to prepare a rendering of what the proposed 
enclosure could look like.  Additionally, Mr. Vandervort has offered to install security 
cameras at the rear of his building in the said section of the alley to deter and capture 
criminal activity.  
  
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
No impact to the General Fund budget at this time.  Funding will come from the City 
Council approved budget of $50,000 (Fund 304-6430-7331) from the $3.4 million RDA 
Bond Proceeds and another $49,800 (Fund 560-2520-8020) from the Art in Public 
Places/Oroville Beautification Fund (in-lieu fee). 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Provide direction, as necessary. 
 
ATTACHMENT 
 
Oroville Alley Revitalization Program   





Miners Alley & 
Walking Loop

Southside 
Alleys



History
● During the 19th century the streets and 

alleys of Oroville were like those of a great 
city, crowded night and day.

● Hotels and saloons had lobbies and doors 
on both Montgomery Street and Miners 
Alley.

● The Historic Oroville Commercial District, 
which includes buildings on Miners Alley, 
comprises the largest remaining 
concentration of commercial buildings from 
1856-1912.

Downtown Oroville:
Huntoon Street 

● Oroville’s natural setting and historical 
context offer a great opportunity for 
commercial revitalization. 



Revitalization Goals:
Miners Alley

● Create an attractive, inviting setting, as a
way to draw people into Downtown Oroville

● Allow use of the alley for community events

● Develop a Miners Alley Walking Loop to
enhance community physical activity and
improve public health.

● Add art murals and potentially other arts and
cultural features in Miners Alley

● Add lamp-posts, lighting, greenery, and 
restaurant patio seating to increase use in 
Miners Alley.

Miners Alley



Revitalization Goals:
Southside Alleys

● Install lighting that is compatible with the
location

● Grade and retrofit to manage storm water
while providing pedestrian, bicycle, and
service access

● Create community amenities through
improved function, plantings, seating where
appropriate; improve maintenance

● Remove trash and other debris

● Beautify the alleys and enhance the
Southside neighborhood.

Southside Alley 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Segue to Opportunities



Opportunities: Market Demand
Taxable Sales Leakage

● Apparel stores: 
$15,225,917

● Restaurant and 
drinking places w/ full 
bar: $10,080,940

● Household and home 
furnishings: $9,609,977

● Restaurants w/ beer 
and wine: $4,477,926



Opportunities: Millennials

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Sources: laramielive.com http://thumbs.dreamstime.com/x/small-town-main-street-6-16249690.jpg



Opportunities: Cultural/Historic Resources



Model Alley Programs

Fort Collins, CO; Perth, Australia

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The first of these cities is Fort Collins, Colorado.The alley enhancements made by the City of Fort Collins demonstrate that revitalization of the alleys can serve to substantially increase revenues of nearby retail. Festive lighting, seating nooks, special paving, plantings and the concept of design intent on communicating an intentional theme are also exemplified in the alleys of Fort Collins. The City of Perth, Australia has successfully utilized its laneways as a means to attract people to the city in the evening hours. Cafe seating that is present during the day is easily converted to a bar environment for after hours entertainment. Perth has emphasized support for an increase in commerce and business development in the areas adjacent to the alleys as well as celebrating the unique setting the alleys provide. Perth has also concentrated on making a people-friendly environment that encourages foot traffic and cycling.



Melbourne, Australia; San Francisco, CA

Model Alley Programs

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Melbourne alleys demonstrate encouraging art-centered, entertainment and culture in the alleys by defining seating space in a manner that allows for vehicular traffic while protecting patrons of the establishments. Melbourne has also avoided visual pollution by placing signage Belden Place of San Francisco, California has incorporated the shops and eateries that open to the alley in a way that provides comfortable seating in various kinds of weather. The need to maintain a clean environment within the alley is also exemplified in Belden Place, due to the fact that it is a food service area. The businesses that make use in the alley must be invested in the maintenance of the alley itself.



Greeley, CO; Chicago, IL

Model Alley Programs

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Our next model alley is “Art Alley” in Greeley Colorado. Greeley has managed to stretch a relatively small budget to create quite an impact with the music themed art spanning the walls of the alley. Greeley has been successful in paying respect to the history of the area while ushering in the new. Members of the Greeley community are involved through various programs including the “adopt-an-alley” program and art programs like the community “paint-by-numbers”. They have also been successful in communicating with utility and other service providers to ensure that their facilities are incorporated.In Chicago, Illinois the green alley program has made use of dark-sky  compliant lighting with white bulbs to enhance the visibility in the alleys without detracting from the night sky or creating glare. The alleys of Chicago have also been paved with permeable pavers to replace the degraded concrete that lined the alleys previously. The permeable pavers can allow up to 80% percolation of rainwater. 



Los Angeles, CA

Model Alley Programs

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Los Angeles*** key take-aways



Recommendations: Protecting 
Historical Integrity

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Sources: sdotblog.seattle.gov , www.romanticasheville.com Talk about asphalt toward brick for 3 photo



Recommendations: Connectivity 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are bike routes located on Bird and Robinson streets south of Miners Alley along the proposed walking loop. There is also a bike route that runs along the Feather River, north of Miners Alley. Though several bike routes exist within or adjacent to Downtown, few designated bike racks exist. To accomplish this the streets must return to two-way traffic, just as the Lincoln and Huntoon Development suggests. - Allow for Pedestrian Only Times- Place Bike Racks in Adjacent Parking Lots- Eventual Connected Bicycle & Walking Paths - Reduced speeds in Downtown to 25 MPH- 10 MPH at lincoln and Huntoon - Install In-Pavement Lights -Mid-Block Pedestrian  Access- Non-Vehicular Signage 



Options: Pavements and Costs

Presenter
Presentation Notes
An all-asphalt alleyway would cost approximately $14,300 per block. This is the most cost-effective option for the alley.An asphalt pavement with a three (3) foot center strip made from interlocking pavers would cost approximately $19,250 per block.An asphalt pavement with a three (3)-foot center strip made of a single color and single pattern would cost approximately $20,900 per block.For an asphalt pavement with a three (3) foot center made of a multicolor and complex pattern would cost approximately $25,850 per block. This will cost the most of all the options.



Arts, Culture, and Entertainment Groups
 Local Schools
 Churches
 Event Organizers
 Rotary, Garden Club, and Other 

Community Organizations
 Cultural Organizations
 Colleges and Universities
 Institute an “Adopt-An-Alley” Program
 Advertise at the Forebay Aquatic Center 

and facilities serving Lake Oroville

Recommendations: 
Partnerships 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Community involvement....Night life...More Activities (various/ diverse city)....Safety...More second story housingAdvertise locally at the Forebay Aquatic Center and facilities serving Lake Oroville. Evaluate and implement advertising and outreach outside the Oroville area to draw more visitors to the area’s outstanding features. For Downtown businesses (permits) applying to sell alcohol.Explore funding opportunities to offer small business grants as a way to value and support entrepreneurialism and innovation, particularly in the Downtown area.



Recommendations: Aesthetics, 
Safety and Sanitation

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Pavement Improvements….Art Installation/Canvases….Overhead lighting….Greening, i.e. Vertical Gardens...Signs on Buildings...Earthy colors and metallics for the over all themed colors….enclosed dumpsters….removal of invasive species



Recommendations: 
Walking Loop

Iris ‘Canyon Snow’

Presenter
Presentation Notes
bulb-out



Recommendations: Southside Alleys



Miners Alley Site Plan

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Point out “niches” and clarify areas for seating and activities vs. vehicle travel way. Also placement of bollards to protect seating





Questions? Thank you!

CSU Chico 
Site Planning and

Environmental Impact Analysis Classes 
(GEOG 428/427)
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OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

FROM: ALEX BROWN, ASSOCIATE CIVIL ENGINEER 
RICK WALLS, INTERIM CITY ENGINEER 
DONALD RUST, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2433 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

RE: PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH CAROLLO 
ENGINEERS  

DATE: JULY 19, 2016 

SUMMARY 

The Council may consider a Professional Services Agreement (PSA) with Carollo 
Engineers, in the amount of $516,104, for the Engineering Design of Sanitary Sewer 
Projects (Project). 

BACKGROUND 

PROJECT NEED 

The City’s Sanitary Sewer Master Plan (SSMP) includes a list of six projects where the 
existing sewer pipe sizes are hydraulically deficient to convey existing wet weather flows 
without surcharging and creating sanitary sewer overflows (SSO’s).  The manholes 
associated with these project pipe sections are at risk of SSO’s for the 10-year design 
storm event.  The project locations of sewer pipes requiring upsizing are summarized 
below: 

Oro Dam Boulevard Bypass Sewer – 10,108 feet of 15” – 21” diameter relief sewer from 
850 feet south of Stanford Avenue to 5th Avenue.  This is a new bypass sewer alignment 
that will provide hydraulic relief for 18 existing pipe sections along the Mitchell Avenue 
corridor that are undersized for wet weather flows; there is no existing pipe along this 
alignment.  Approximately 6,000 feet of this alignment will be constructed within the 
Highway 162 right of way from Olive Highway to 5th Avenue.  This Project element poses 
the highest level of design and construction challenge due to the expected depth of 
excavation required beneath the highway, traffic control issues, and the known geology 
showing a history of significant trench collapse potential during construction.  The cost for 
this project is estimated at $4.5 million. 

Stanford Avenue – 1,315 feet of replacement 12” and 15” diameter sewer along Dry 
Creek, Stanford Avenue and Oro Dam Boulevard.  The cost for this project is estimated 
at $318,000. 
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Grace Baptist Church – 192 feet of replacement 10” diameter sewer on church property 
to Oro Dam Boulevard.  The cost for this project is estimated at $42,000. 

Montgomery Street – 1,072 feet of replacement 18” diameter sewer along Montgomery 
Street, between Oliver Street and Downer Street.  The cost for this project is estimated 
at $553,000. 

Table Mountain Boulevard – 2,917 feet of replacement 12” and 15” sewer from 390 feet 
north of Nelson Avenue to 950 feet south of Grand Avenue.  Approximately 600 feet of 
this alignment will be replaced concurrent with construction of the Table Mountain 
Boulevard Roundabout.  The cost for this project is estimated at $733,000. 

Feather River Boulevard – 1,038 feet of replacement 8” sewer from 233 feet north of 
Montgomery Street to Robinson Street.  The cost for this project is estimated at $214,000. 

The total cost for all 6 project components is $6.44 million.  In anticipation of the large 
amount of funding necessary to design and construct these important at-risk projects, the 
City’s monthly sewer service rates were increased annually between 2009 and 2015.  
There is currently adequate sewer fund balance to pay for the design of these projects.  
Furthermore, there will be adequate sewer fund balance to begin the construction of these 
projects starting in fiscal year 2017 – 2018.  Individual Project maps are attached to this 
staff report. 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

Staff prepared and advertised a Request for Proposals (RFP) for Engineering Design of 
Sewer Projects on April 29, 2016.  The RFP submitted to qualified civil engineering firms 
included a comprehensive list of tasks necessary to complete the preparation of bid ready 
engineering plans and specifications.  The RFP scope of work includes existing utility 
identification and mapping, potholing to identify utility depths, a geotechnical investigation 
along Highway 162 to identify earth materials and presence of groundwater, topographic 
ground surveying at each location and the preparation of engineering plans, construction 
specifications and a refined engineer’s construction estimate.   

Staff received four RFP responses with detailed fee estimates for the Project.  Staff 
reviewed and ranked the proposals for conformance with the RFP instructions, similar 
municipal design experience, and qualifications.  The fee budgets were then reviewed 
and analyzed.  The results are as follows:    

Bennett Engineering - Bennett’s fee proposal of $326,420 did not conform to the RFP 
instructions in that costs were missing and tasks were underbudgeted. 

Carollo Engineers – Carollo’s fee proposal of $429,002 demonstrated the most 
experience with similar projects and offered additional value engineering services that 
may reduce the ultimate construction costs.  Carollo offered optional tasks to complete a 
technical analysis of pipe bursting as an alternative construction method.  For an 
additional $87,102, Carollo will complete an expanded geotechnical study to include 
additional borings and potholing and an analysis of pipe bursting as an optional 
construction method for pipe upsizing.   
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Hydroscience Engineers – Hydroscience’s fee proposal of $435,996 was competitive and 
met the RFP requirements, however a lesser amount of similar experience was 
demonstrated as compared to Carollo. 

Northstar Engineering – Northstar’s fee proposal of $652,116 was $200,000 higher than 
the other proposals with the firm demonstrating the least amount of experience for similar 
projects.    

Staff believes that Carollo’s previously demonstrated municipal experience, with the 
added value engineering optional tasks for $87,102, provides the best value for the City 
given the known design challenges for the Oro Dam Sewer element. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

Funding for the Project design is available in the Sewer Fund account (Fund 400-6360-
4101). The balance of the Fund is $3,502,287.85. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Adopt Resolution No. 8527– A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A PROFESSIONAL 
SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH CAROLLO ENGINEERS, IN THE AMOUNT OF 
$516,014, FOR THE PREPARATION OF PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE 
ENGINEERING DESIGN OF SANITARY SEWER PROJECTS – (Agreement No. 3187). 

ATTACHMENTS  

Project Maps 
Resolution No. 8527 
Agreement No. 3187 
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CITY OF OROVILLE 
RESOLUTION NO. 8527 

A RESOLUTION OF THE OROVILLE CITY COUNCIL AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING 
THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH 
CAROLLO ENGINEERS, IN THE AMOUNT OF $516,014, FOR THE PREPARATION OF 
PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE ENGINEERING DESIGN OF SANITARY 
SEWER PROJECTS 

 (Agreement No. 3187) 

NOW THERFORE, be it hereby resolved by the Oroville City Council as follows: 

1. The Mayor is hereby authorized and directed to execute a Professional
Services Agreement with Carollo Engineers for the Engineering Design of
Sanitary Sewer Projects.  A copy of the Agreement is attached to this
Resolution.

2. The City Clerk shall attest to the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Oroville City Council at a regular meeting on 
July 19, 2016, by the following vote: 

AYES:  

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST: 

Scott E. Huber, City Attorney Donald Rust, Acting City Clerk 
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AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

This Agreement is made and entered into as of July 19, 2016 by and 

between the City of Oroville (“City”) and Carollo Engineers (“Consultant”). 

RECITALS 

A. The Consultant is licensed, trained, experienced and competent to provide 

design and construction documents for the Engineering Design of Sanitary 

Sewer Projects (Project) as required by this Agreement; and 

B. The Consultant possesses the skill, experience, ability, background, 

license, certification, and knowledge to provide the services described in 

this Agreement on the terms and conditions described herein. 

C. City desires to retain Consultant to render professional services as set 

forth in this Agreement. 

AGREEMENT 

1. Scope of Services.  The Consultant shall complete all services in a

professional manner.  Consultant shall complete the services described in

the Omni-Means proposal attached as Exhibit “A” which is incorporated

herein by reference.

2. Time of Performance.  The services of Consultant shall commence upon

execution of this Agreement and shall be completed at the end of Project

close out.

3. Compensation.  Compensation to be paid to Consultant shall be in

accordance with the fee budget set forth in Exhibit “A,” which is attached
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hereto and incorporated herein by reference.  In no event shall 

Consultant’s compensation exceed the amount of $516,014 without 

additional written authorization from the City.  Payment by City under 

this Agreement shall not be deemed a waiver of defects in Consultant’s 

services, even if such defects were known to the City at the time of 

payment. 

4. Method of Payment.  Consultant shall submit monthly billings to City

describing the work performed during the preceding month.  Consultant’s

bills shall include a brief description of the services performed, the date

the services were performed, the number of hours spent and by whom,

and a description of any reimbursable expenditures.  City shall pay

Consultant no later than 30 days after approval of the monthly invoice by

City staff.

5. Extra Work.  At any time during the term of this Agreement, City may

request that Consultant perform Extra Work.  As used herein, “Extra Work”

means any work which is determined by City to be necessary for the

proper completion of Consultant’s services, but which the parties did not

reasonably anticipate would be necessary at the execution of this

Agreement.  Consultant shall not perform, nor be compensated for, Extra

Work without prior written authorization from City.

6. Termination.  This Agreement may be terminated by the City immediately

for cause or by either party without cause upon fifteen days’ written notice

of termination.  Upon termination, Consultant shall be entitled to
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compensation for services properly performed up to the effective date of 

termination. 

7. Ownership of Documents.  All plans, studies, documents and other 

writings prepared by and for Consultant, its officers, employees and 

agents and subcontractors in the course of implementing this Agreement, 

except working notes and internal documents, shall become the property 

of the City upon payment to Consultant for such work, and the City shall 

have the sole right to use such materials in its discretion without further 

compensation to Consultant or to any other party.  Consultant shall, at 

Consultant’s expense, provide such reports, plans, studies, documents, 

and other writings to City within three (3) days after written request. 

8. Licensing of Intellectual Property.  This Agreement creates a nonexclusive 

and perpetual license for City to copy, use, modify, reuse, or sublicense 

any and all copyrights, designs, and other intellectual property embodied 

in documents or works of authorship fixed in any tangible medium of 

expression, including but not limited to, data magnetically or otherwise 

recorded on computer diskettes, which are prepared or caused to be 

prepared by Consultant under this Agreement (“Documents and Data”).  

Consultant shall require all subcontractors to agree in writing that City is 

granted a nonexclusive and perpetual license for any Documents and 

Data the subcontractor prepares under this Agreement.  Consultant 

represents and warrants that Consultant has the legal right to license any 

and all Documents and Data.  Consultant makes no such representation 
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and warranty in regard to Documents and Data which may be provided to 

Consultant by City.  City shall not be limited in any way in its use of the 

Documents and Data at any time, provided that any such use not within 

the purposes intended by this Agreement shall be at City’s sole risk. 

9. Confidentiality.  All ideas, memoranda, specifications, plans, procedures,

drawings, descriptions, computer program data, input record data, written

information, and other Documents and Data either created by or provided

to Consultant in connection with the performance of this Agreement shall

be held confidential by Consultant.  Such materials shall not, without the

prior written consent of City, be used by Consultant for any purposes other

than the performance of the services under this Agreement.  Nor shall

such materials be disclosed to any person or entity not connected with the

performance of the services under this Agreement.  Nothing furnished to

Consultant which is otherwise known to Consultant or is generally known,

or has become known, to the related industry shall be deemed

confidential.  Consultant shall not use City’s name or insignia,

photographs relating to project for which Consultant’s services are

rendered, or any publicity pertaining to the Consultant’s services under

this Agreement in any magazine, trade paper, newspaper, television or

radio production or other similar medium without the prior written consent

of City.
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10. Consultant’s Books and Records.

a. Consultant shall maintain any and all ledgers, books of account,

invoices, vouchers, canceled checks, and other records or

documents evidencing or relating to charges for services,

expenditures and disbursements charged to City for a minimum

period of three (3) years, or for any longer period required by law,

from the date of final payment to Consultant to this Agreement.

b. Consultant shall maintain all documents and records which

demonstrate performance under this Agreement for a minimum of

three (3) years, or for any longer period required by law, from the

date of termination or completion of this Agreement.

c. Any records or documents required to be maintained pursuant to

this Agreement shall be made available for inspection or audit, at

any time during regular business hours, upon written request by the

City Administrator, City Attorney, City Finance Director, or a

designated representative of these officers.  Copies of such

documents shall be provided to the City for inspection at City Hall

when it’s practical to do so.  Otherwise, unless an alternative is

mutually agreed upon, the records shall be available at

Consultant’s address indicated for receipt of notices in this

Agreement.

d. Where City has reason to believe that such records or documents

may be lost or discarded due to dissolution, disbandment or
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termination of Consultant’s business, City may, by written request 

by any of the above named officers, require that custody of the 

records be given to the City and that the records and documents be 

maintained by City Hall.  

11. Independent Contractor.  It is understood that Consultant, in the

performance of the work and services agreed to be performed, shall act as

and be an independent contractor and shall not act as an agent or

employee of the City.  Consultant shall obtain no rights to retirement

benefits or other benefits which accrue to City’s employees, and

Consultant hereby expressly waives any claim it may have to any such

rights.

12. Interest of Consultant.  Consultant (including principals, associates, and

professional employees) covenants and represents that it does not now have any

investment or interest in real property and shall not acquire any interest, direct or

indirect, in the area covered by this Agreement or any other source of income,

interest in real property or investment which would be affected in any manner or

degree by the performance of Consultant’s services hereunder.  Consultant

further covenants and represents that in the performance of its duties hereunder

no person having any such interest shall perform any services under this

Agreement.  Consultant is not a designated employee within the meaning of the

Political Reform Act because Consultant:

a. will conduct research and arrive at conclusions with respect to its

rendition of information, advice, recommendation, or counsel

independent of the control and direction of the City or any City
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official, other than normal agreement monitoring; and 

b. possesses no authority with respect to any City decision beyond

rendition of information, advice, recommendation or counsel.

(FPPC Reg. 18700(a)(2).)

13. Professional Ability of Consultant.  City has relied upon the professional

training and ability of Consultant to perform the services hereunder as a

material inducement to enter into this Agreement.   All work performed by

Consultant under this Agreement shall be in accordance with applicable

legal requirements and shall meet the standard of quality ordinarily to be

expected of competent professionals in Consultant’s field of expertise.

14. Compliance with Laws.  Consultant shall use the standard of care in its

profession to comply with all applicable federal, state and local laws,

codes, ordinances and regulations.

15. Licenses.  Consultant represents and warrants to City that it has all

licenses, permits, qualifications, insurance and approvals of whatsoever

nature which are legally required of Consultant to practice its profession.

Consultant represents and warrants to City that Consultant shall, at its

sole cost and expense, keep in effect or obtain at all times during the term

of this Agreement, any licenses, permits, insurance and approvals which

are required by the City for its business.

16. Indemnity.  Consultant agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the City, its

officers, officials, employees and volunteers from and against any and all

claims, demands, actions, losses, damages, injuries, and liability, direct or
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indirect (including reimbursement of reasonable costs and expenses in 

connection therein), arising from its negligent performance of this 

Agreement or its failure to comply with any of its obligations contained in 

this Agreement, except for any such claim arising from the negligence or 

willful misconduct of the City, its officers, agents, employees or volunteers.  

With regard to any claim alleging Consultant’s negligent performance of 

professional services, Consultant’s defense obligation under this 

indemnity paragraph means only the reimbursement of reasonable 

defense costs to the proportionate extent of its actual indemnity obligation 

hereunder. 

17. Insurance Requirements. Consultant, at Consultant’s own cost and

expense, shall procure and maintain, for the duration of the Agreement,

the insurance coverage and policies as set forth in Exhibit “B” attached

hereto.

18. Notices.  Any notice required to be given under this Agreement shall be in

writing and either served personally or sent prepaid, first class mail.  Any

such notice shall be addressed to the other party at the address set forth

below.  Notice shall be deemed communicated within 48 hours from the

time of mailing if mailed as provided in this section.

If to City: Rick Walls, Interim City Engineer 
City of Oroville  
1735 Montgomery Street 
Oroville, CA 95965-4897 
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If to Consultant: Carollo Engineers 
2880 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 300 
Sacramento, California 95833 
Attn: Scott Parker 

19. Entire Agreement.  This Agreement constitutes the complete and

exclusive statement of Agreement between the City and Consultant.  All

prior written and oral communications, including correspondence, drafts,

memoranda, and representations are superseded in total by this

Agreement.

20. Amendments.  This Agreement may be modified or amended only by a

written document executed by both Consultant and City and approved as

to form by the City Attorney.

21. Assignment and Subcontracting.  The parties recognize that a substantial

inducement to City for entering into this Agreement is the professional

reputation, experience and competence of Consultant.  Assignments of

any or all rights, duties or obligations of the Consultant under this

Agreement will be permitted only with the express prior written consent of

the City.  Consultant shall not subcontract any portion of the work to be

performed under this Agreement without the prior written authorization of

the City.  If City consents to such subcontract, Consultant shall be fully

responsible to City for all acts or omissions of the subcontractor.  Nothing

in this Agreement shall create any contractual relationship between City

and subcontractor nor shall it create any obligation on the part of the City

to pay or to see to the payment of any monies due to any such

subcontractor other than as otherwise required by law.
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22. Waiver.  Waiver of a breach or default under this Agreement shall not

constitute a continuing waiver of a subsequent breach of the same or any

other provision under this Agreement.

23. Severability.  If any term or portion of this Agreement is held to be invalid,

illegal, or otherwise unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the

remaining provisions of this Agreement shall continue in full force and

effect.

24. Controlling Law Venue.  This Agreement and all matters relating to it shall

be governed by the laws of the State of California and any action brought

relating to this Agreement shall be held exclusively in Butte County

Superior Court or the United States District Court, Eastern District of

California.

25. Litigation Expenses and Attorney’s Fees.  If either party to this Agreement

commences any legal action against the other part arising out of this

Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover its reasonable

litigation expenses, including court costs, expert witness fees, discovery

expenses, and attorneys’ fees.

26. Execution.  This Agreement may be executed in several counterparts,

each of which shall constitute one and the same instrument and shall

become binding upon the parties when at least one copy hereof shall have

been signed by both parties hereto.  In approving this Agreement, it shall

not be necessary to produce or account for more than one such

counterpart.
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27. Authority to Enter Agreement.   Consultant has all requisite power and

authority to conduct its business and to execute, deliver, and perform the

Agreement.  Each party warrants that the individuals who have signed this

Agreement have the legal power, right, and authority to make this

Agreement and to bind each respective party.

28. Prohibited Interests.  Consultant maintains and warrants that it has not

employed nor retained any company or person, other than a bona fide

employee working solely for Consultant, to solicit or secure this

Agreement.  Further, Consultant warrants that it has not paid nor has it

agreed to pay any company or person, other than a bona fide employee

working solely for Consultant, any fee, commission, percentage,

brokerage fee, gift or other consideration contingent upon or resulting from

the award or making of this Agreement.  For breach or violation of this

warranty, City shall have the right to rescind this Agreement without

liability.  For the term of this Agreement, no member, officer or employee

of City, during the term of his or her service with City, shall have any direct

interest in this Agreement, or obtain any present or anticipated material

benefit arising therefrom.

29. Equal Opportunity Employment.  Consultant represents that it is an equal

opportunity employer and it shall not discriminate against any

subcontractor, employee or applicant for employment because of race,

religion, color, national origin, disability, ancestry, sex or age.  Such non-

discrimination shall include, but not be limited to, all activities related to
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initial employment, upgrading, demotion, transfer, recruitment or 

recruitment advertising, layoff or termination. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Agreement to be 

executed on the date first written above. 

CITY OF OROVILLE   

By: ___________________________ By: ___________________________ 
      Linda L. Dahlmeier, Mayor Carollo Engineers 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST: 

By: ____________________________ By: ___________________________ 
      Scott E. Huber, City Attorney Donald Rust, Acting City Clerk  

Attachments: Exhibit A - Consultant Proposal 
Exhibit B - Insurance Requirements 
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COST PROPOSAL - ESTIMATED HOURS AND FEE

City of Oroville 
Engineering Design of Sanitary Sewer Projects

PE ENG
PECE

Fee Schedule $256 $180 $256 $165 $140 $150 $103 Hours Budget $11.70

C
G

I

5.0%
  Column 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Task 1 - PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND MEETINGS
1.1 Project Management and Administration 4 20 0 0 0 0 0 24 $4,624 $281 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $281 $4,905
1.2 Meetings (4) 8 16 0 16 0 0 40 $7,568 $468 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $294 $762 $8,330

Task 1 Total Hours 12 36 0 16 0 0 0 64
Task 1 Total Budget  $3,072 $6,480 $0 $2,640 $0 $0 $0 $12,192 $749 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $294 $1,043 $13,235

Task 2 - UTILITY IDENTIFICATION/RESEARCH AND COORDINATION 0 4 1 12 12 0 0 29 $4,636 $339 $2,824 $0 $0 $0 $2,824 $141 $0 $73 $3,378 $8,014
Task 2 Total Hours 0 4 1 12 12 0 0 29

Task 2 Total Budget  $0 $720 $256 $1,980 $1,680 $0 $0 $4,636 $339 $2,824 $0 $0 $0 $2,824 $141 $0 $73 $3,378 $8,014

Task 3 - UTILITY POTHOLING 0 2 0 8 8 8 0 26 $4,000 $304 $0 $0 $0 $23,500 $23,500 $1,175 $0 $147 $25,126 $29,126
Task 3 Total Hours 0 2 0 8 8 8 0 26

Task 3 Total Budget  $0 $360 $0 $1,320 $1,120 $1,200 $0 $4,000 $304 $0 $0 $0 $23,500 $23,500 $1,175 $0 $147 $25,126 $29,126

Task 4 - GEOTECHNICAL SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATION 0 4 4 4 12 0 0 24 $4,084 $281 $0 $0 $83,200 $0 $83,200 $4,160 $0 $0 $87,641 $91,725
Task 4 Total Hours 0 4 4 4 12 0 0 24

Task 4 Total Budget  $0 $720 $1,024 $660 $1,680 $0 $0 $4,084 $281 $0 $0 $83,200 $0 $83,200 $4,160 $0 $0 $87,641 $91,725

Task 5 - PROJECT SURVEYING 1 2 0 0 12 8 0 23 $3,496 $269 $79,552 $0 $0 $0 $79,552 $3,978 $0 $0 $83,799 $87,295
Task 5 Total Hours 1 2 0 0 12 8 0 23

Task 5 Total Budget  $256 $360 $0 $0 $1,680 $1,200 $0 $3,496 $269 $79,552 $0 $0 $0 $79,552 $3,978 $0 $0 $83,799 $87,295

Task 6 - PROJECT PLANS
6.1 Develop Project Plans 9 75 24 253 169 365 0 895 $142,206 $10,476 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $250 $147 $10,873 $153,079
6.2 Permitting 2 12 2 24 16 8 8 72 $11,408 $842 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $147 $989 $12,397

Task 6 Total Hours 11 87 26 277 185 373 8 967
Task 6 Total Budget  $2,911 $15,653 $6,656 $45,703 $25,852 $56,015 $824 $153,614 $11,318 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $250 $294 $11,862 $165,476

Task 7 - PROJECT TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS 2 16 8 40 40 0 66 172 $24,396 $2,008 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $100 $0 $2,108 $26,504
Task 7 Total Hours 2 16 8 40 40 0 66 172

Task 7 Total Budget  $512 $2,880 $2,048 $6,600 $5,600 $0 $6,756 $24,396 $2,008 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $100 $0 $2,108 $26,504

Task 8 - CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE 2 4 4 16 16 0 0 42 $7,136 $491 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $491 $7,627
Task 8 Total Hours 2 4 4 16 16 0 0 42

Task 8 Total Budget  $512 $720 $1,024 $2,640 $2,240 $0 $0 $7,136 $491 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $491 $7,627

Total Hours 28 155 43 373 285 389 74 1347
Total Cost 7,263$       27,893$      11,008$     61,543$     39,852$     58,415$        7,580$        213,554$        15,759$     82,376$        -$               83,200$         23,500$         189,076$        9,454$           350$          808$          215,448$      429,002$          

Optional Items
A. Additional geotechnical borings for pipe bursting (7) 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 3 $510 $35 $0 $0 $41,150 $0 $41,150 $2,058 $0 $0 $43,243 43,753$            
B. Evaluation of pipe bursting 0 2 2 4 4 0 0 12 $2,092 $140 $0 $15,000 $0 $0 $15,000 $750 $0 $0 $15,890 17,982$            
C. Additional potholes (10) 0 1 0 4 8 0 0 13 $1,960 $152 $0 $0 $0 $8,500 $8,500 $425 $0 $0 $9,077 11,037$            
D. Resolving and drafting ROW lines 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0 $0 $13,648 $0 $0 $0 $13,648 $682 $0 $0 $14,330 14,330$            

Total Additional Hours 0 4 2 10 12 0 0 28
Total Additional Costs $0 $720 $512 $1,650 $1,680 $0 $0 $4,562 $4,562 $327 $13,648 15,000$         41,150$         8,500$           $78,298 $3,915 $0 $0 $82,540 $87,102
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B. Evaluation of pipe bursting 0 2 2 4 4 0 0 12 $2,092 $140 $0 $15,000 $0 $0 $15,000 $750 $0 $0 $15,890 17,982$            
C. Additional potholes (10) 0 1 0 4 8 0 0 13 $1,960 $152 $0 $0 $0 $8,500 $8,500 $425 $0 $0 $9,077 11,037$            
D. Resolving and drafting ROW lines 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0 $0 $13,648 $0 $0 $0 $13,648 $682 $0 $0 $14,330 14,330$            

Total Additional Hours 0 4 2 10 12 0 0 28
Total Additional Costs $0 $720 $512 $1,650 $1,680 $0 $0 $4,562 $4,562 $327 $13,648 15,000$         41,150$         8,500$           $78,298 $3,915 $0 $0 $82,540 $87,102

Word
Processor

TASK

CAROLLO OTHER DIRECT COSTS COST SUMMARY

PIC PM QA/QC

Total CostSubtotals

Subtotals

R
ol

ls
, 

A
nd

er
so

n,
 &

 
R

ol
ls

D
C

M

A
rr

ow
 

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n

CAD/Tech

Sub-
consultant

Markup Misc.
Costs and 
Printing Travel Total ODCs



EXHIBIT B 

INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR CONSULTANTS 

Consultant shall procure and maintain for the duration of the contract insurance against 
claims for injuries to persons or damages to property which may arise from or in 
connection with the performance of the work hereunder by the Consultant, his agents, 
representatives, or employees. 

Minimum Scope of Insurance 

Coverage shall be at least as broad as: 

1. Insurance Services Office Commercial General Liability coverage 
(occurrence Form CG 0001). 

2. Insurance Services Office Form Number CA 0001 covering 
Automobile Liability, Code 1 (any auto). 

3. Workers’ Compensation insurance as required by the State of 
California and Employee’s Liability Insurance. 

4. Errors and Omissions Liability insurance appropriate to the 
consultant’s profession.   

Minimum Limits of Insurance 

Consultant shall maintain limits no less than: 

1. General Liability: $1,000,000 per occurrence for bodily injury, 
personal injury and property damage.  If Commercial General 
Liability Insurance or other form with a general aggregate limit shall 
apply separately to this project/location or the general aggregate 
limit shall be twice the required occurrence limit. 

2. Automobile Liability: $1,000,000 per accident for bodily injury and 
property damage. 

3. Employer’s Liability: $1,000,000 per claim for bodily injury or 
disease. 

4. Errors and Omissions Liability:  $1,000,000 per occurrence. 

Deductibles and Self-Insured Retentions 

Any deductibles or self-insured retentions must be declared to and approved by the 
City.  At the option of the City, either: the insurer shall reduce or eliminate such 
deductibles or self-insured retentions as respects the City, its officers, officials, 
employees and volunteers; or the Consultant shall provide a financial guarantee 



satisfactory to the City guaranteeing payment of losses and related investigations, claim 
administration and defense expenses. 

Other Insurance Provisions 

The commercial general liability and automobile liability policies are to contain, or be 
endorsed to contain, the following provisions: 

1. The City, its officers, officials, employees and volunteers are to be covered as
additional insured's as respects: liability arising out of work or operations performed by 
or on behalf of the Consultant; or automobiles owned, leased, hired or borrowed by the 
Consultant. 

2. For any claims related to this project, the Consultant’s insurance coverage shall be
primary insurance as respects the City, its officers, officials, employees and volunteers.  
Any insurance or self-insurance maintained by the City, its officers, officials, employees 
or volunteers shall be excess of the Consultant’s insurance and shall not contribute with 
it. 

3. Each insurance policy required by this clause shall be endorsed to state that
coverage shall not be canceled by either party, except after thirty (30) days’ prior written 
notice by first class mail has been given to the City. 

4. Coverage shall not extend to any indemnity coverage for the negligence of the
additional insured in any case where an agreement to indemnify the additional insured 
would be invalid under Subdivision (b) of Section 2782 of the Civil Code. 

Acceptability of Insurers 

Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a current A. M. Best’s rating of no less than 
A:VII, unless otherwise acceptable to the City. 

Verification of Coverage 

Consultant shall furnish the City with original certificates and amendatory endorsements 
effecting coverage required by this clause.  The endorsements should be on forms 
provided by the City or on other than the City’s forms provided those endorsements 
conform to City requirements.  All certificates and endorsements are to be received and 
approved by the City before work commences.  The City reserves the right to require 
complete, certified copies of all required insurance policies, including endorsements 
affecting the coverage required by these specifications at any time. 
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 CITY OF OROVILLE 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

FROM: DONALD RUST, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2433 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

RE: REQUEST FROM THE SUPPLEMENTAL BENEFITS FUND 
CHAIRPERSON FOR PLANNING AND GIS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

DATE: JULY 19, 2016 

SUMMARY 

The Council may consider a request from the Supplemental Benefits Fund (SBF) 
Chairperson for Planning and Geographic Information System (GIS) technical 
assistance. 

DISCUSSION 

The SBF engaged an outside consultant firm (Environmental Science Associates 
(ESA)) on September 15, 2015 to prepare the Feather River Consolidated Master Plan 
(FRCMP). The intent of the FRCMP is to ensure that the natural attributes in and 
around the Feather River are kept within the spirit of both the Settlement Agreement for 
the licensing of the Oroville Facilities (FERC Project NO. 2100) and the desires of the 
Greater Oroville Region and to provide an umbrella document of all existing plans.  The 
FRCMP is also intended to avert development of components that may conflict with the 
goal of the Settlement Agreement Stakeholders and the Department of Water 
Resources Recreation Management Plan.  The area covered by the FRCMP is 
designated as: 

• The low flow channel of the Feather River defined as the area that begins near
the Diversion Dam and terminates near the Afterbay Outlet.

• Land adjacent, and above, the low flow channel of the Feather River.
• The Historic Downtown District which has an intact framework of historic

buildings and spaces including arts, cultural and entertainment destinations.

As part of the process an SBF Ad hoc Committee was established which included the 
following representation: 

• Consultant firm/Environmental Science Associates
• Melton Design Group/subcontractor of ESA
• National Parks Service (Technical Assistance Grant)
• Linda Dahlmeier, City of Oroville
• Victoria Smith, Feather River Recreation and Park District



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT Page 2 07.19.2016 

• Kevin Dossey, DWR
• Aaron Wright, CA Department of Parks & Recreation
• Kevin Zeitler & Claudia Knaus, Oroville Area Chamber of Commerce
• David Steindorf, American Rivers SBF representative
• Apryl Ramage, General Manager FRRPD
• Don Rust, Interim SBF Fund Administrator
• Bob Marciniak, SBF Program Specialist

During the initial development process and at a recent Ad hoc Committee meeting it 
has become apparent that the envisioned/final document is in essence a planning 
document.  The Ad hoc Committee, while able to bring background, historical and 
regional information to the process are not planners as such.   

The SBF has also been working on the five-year update to the Regional Fund Strategic 
Plan (RFSP). The updates have entailed a six member SBF Ad hoc Committee that has 
temporarily been placed on hold to allow the RFSP and FRCMP to coincide in 
completion as there is some crossover of data and direction from each plan. 

The request is to allow City of Oroville Planning Staff and the GIS Specialist to work 
directly, as needed, with both the consultant and the SBF Ad hoc Committee to bring 
the plans to conclusion by the end of the year.  City staff, with the exception of the SBF 
Program Specialist, will keep track of time and materials incurred by this request.  The 
extent of time required by the Planning Staff and GIS Specialist and representatives 
from Feather River Recreation and Park District is unknown at this time.  Potentially a 
reimbursement from the SBF Steering Committee might be requested in the future. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

None at this time. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Provide direction, as necessary. 

ATTACHMENT 

A - Letter from SBF Chairperson  
B - Draft SBF Project Consideration Map 
C - Draft direction memo to ESA 
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SBF Approved Projects Legend

Marker Priority Area Project Recipient Year Amount

1 Major Riverbend Park Phase I FRRPD 2002 3,000,000.00

2 Major Riverbend park Phase II FRRPD 2005 2,200,000.00

3 Major Eagle Metal Sculpture Artists of River Town 2007 5,000.00

4 Major Fire Safety Equipment/Oroville Fire Department City of Oroville 2007 4,636.68

5 Major Landscaping/Rotary Interpretation  Center/Bolt's City of Oroville 2007 4,000.00

6 Major Community Room Improvements Oroville Public Library 2007 4,835.00

7 Low Kids at Risk Sports Intervention Program Tree of Hope Foundation 2007 5,000.00

8 Moderate Oroville Gone Wild/Nature & Wilderness Program Tree of Hope Foundation 2007 5,000.00

9 Major Swimming Pool Repairs Oroville YMCA 2007 5,000.00

10 Major All Purpose/Soccer Fields at Riverbend Park FRRPD 2008 1,012,221.74

11 Moderate Irrigation Improvements Table Mountain Golf Course, Inc. 2008 30,000.00

12 Major GEM Patrol Vehicles (2) City of Oroville 2011 35,098.49

13 Moderate Start up expenses Forebay Aquatic Center Forebay Aquatic Center 2012 46,000.00

14 Major Disc golf program FRRPD 2012 1,000.00

15 Major Marketing Gymnastics FRRPD 2012 4,170.00

16 Major Website Development FRRPD 2012 6,500.00

17 Major Metal Silhouettes Feather River Nature Center Rotary Club of Oroville 2012 3,624.00

18 Moderate Irrigation Improvements at Nelson Complex FRRPD 2016 24,000.00

19 Major MLE Patrol Funding City of Oroville 2014 48,403.20

20 Major Design Elements Future Aquatic Center City of Oroville 2014 20,000.00

21 Major Design Elements Brad Freeman Trail FRRPD 2014 20,000.00

22 Moderate Operating Expenses Forebay Aquatic Center Forebay Aquatic Center 2015 53,474.47

23 Major Brad Freeman Trail/Environmental FRRPD 2015 20,000.00

24 Major Childrens' Playground at Riverbend Park North FRRPD 2015 50,000.00

25 Major Oroville Veterans' Memorial Park/Improvements OVMP Committee 2015 112,000.00

Total Projects 6,719,963.58



SUPPLEMENTAL BENEFITS FUND 

Donald Rust, Acting Fund Administrator 
Bob Marciniak, Program Specialist 

1735 MONTGOMERY STREET ● OROVILLE, CA 95965-4897 
530-538-2518 

Fax 530-538-2468 
Email:  marciniakb@cityoforoville.org 

July 19, 2016 

To: SBF FRCMP ad Hoc Committee 
Eric Ginney, Environmental Science Associates (ESA) 
Barbara Rice, National Forest Services (NPS) 
Greg Melton, Melton Design Group 

From: Donald Rust, Acting Fund Administrator 
Bob Marciniak, Program Specialist 

Subject: Feather River Consolidated Master Plan (FRCMP) Project Clarification 

After the June 15th ad Hoc committee meeting we discussed with Eric Ginney the need to make sure that all 
participants of the FRCMP project are on the same page.  The following provides an outline of how we can all 
accomplish the common goal which is: 

“Intended to insure that the natural attributes in and around the Feather River Low Flow Channel are kept within 
the spirit of both the Settlement Agreement for the licensing of the Oroville Facilities (FERC Project No. 2100) 
and the desires of the Greater Oroville Region.  The FRCMP is also intended to provide an umbrella of all existing 
plans and to avert development of components that may conflict with the goal of the Settlement Agreement 
Stakeholders and the Department of Water Resources Recreation Management Plan.” 

1. Directions to the Consultant Team:

• Funding for the consultant team is through an administrative allocation of the SBF Steering
Committee.

• The point-person at the City and for the SBF is Bob Marciniak, all communication to and from
the consultant group should be sent to him for dissemination to the group.

2. City of Oroville Technical Support:

• The City of Oroville, as SBF Fund Administrator, will provide technical assistance from the
Planning and GIS Departments directly to the consultant group.

mailto:marciniakb@cityoforoville.org


• The intent is that these professionals, familiar with planning processes, will work together to
directly complete the plan outline and content.

3. Focus of the FRCMP (the plan)

• The focus of the plan is the Feather River, in the identified corridor which is from just below
the Diversion Dam near the Feather River Fish Hatchery and downstream to the Afterbay
Outlet (near Larkin Road).

• Working with National Park Service and the technical assistance grant from their Rivers,
Trails and Conversation Assistance Program will provide the necessary public outreach.

• The benefits of a river-focused plan will yield projects that ultimately support the spirit of the
Settlement Agreement which was initiated to provide recreational opportunities that replace
what was lost from the construction of the Oroville Dam and that ultimately add an
economic boost the Oroville Region.

• The FRCMP is not intended to replace the Regional Fund Strategic Plan (RFSP), but to
enhance the SBF Steering Committee’s identification of potential projects.

4. Consultant’s Agreement (highlights from the contract)

• Task identification:
o Task 1:  Review background information & area reconnaissance
o Task 2:  Project schedule, meetings, public outreach, presentations and task review
o Task 3:  Develop the draft Feather River Consolidated Master Plan “The Umbrella”
o Task 4:  Final Feather River Consolidated Master Plan and presentation to the SBF

Steering Committee at a public meeting

• Include that the FRCMP will provide an “overlay” of existing plans.
• Direction to identify those projects/approaches that support project development occurring in a

strategically defined manner.
• A series of sideboards, call-outs, maps insuring that the reader understands the grasp of the

FRCMP.
• Address and provide a clear list of regulatory constraints and identify all environmental impacts

and their potential mitigations.
• Prepare a CEQA initial study checklist that identifies the most likely compliance strategy which will

identify all the potential environmental impacts.

5. SBF ad Hoc Committee

• Attend group meetings
• Provide assistance at outreach/stakeholders events.
• Provide input and review to the FRCMP components resulting in the final plan.
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CITY OF OROVILLE 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

FROM: JAMIE HAYES, ASSISTANT CITY CLERK  
DONALD RUST, DIRECTOR (530) 538-2433 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

RE: APPOINTMENT TO THE OROVILLE ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT LOAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

DATE: JULY 19, 2016 

SUMMARY 

The Council may consider appointing a qualified City resident to serve on the 
Oroville Economic Development Loan Advisory Committee. 

DISCUSSION 

The Oroville Economic Development Loan Advisory Committee considers loan 
applications for the City of Oroville’s Small Business Loan Program. The 
Committee conducts meetings on an as-needed basis, generally one meeting per 
month. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

None 

RECOMMENDATION 

Appoint City resident, Mark Grover, to serve on the Oroville Economic 
Development Committee.  

ATTACHMENT 

Application for Appointment – Mark Grover 
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July 19, 2016

City of Oroville
Investment Portfolio Report
Summary of Investments

Yield May-16 Yield Jun-16

Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) 0.552% 24,795,950 0.576% 24,295,950
Bank of the West Operating Account 0.00% 1,432,560 0.00% 1,814,668
Total Pooled Investments 23,429,334 26,110,618

City Investment Portfolio - Investments Held in Trust
Yield to Maturity Market Value

Series 2015 A & B  2004 B Escrow Account
Blackrock T-Fund 0.22% 16,064
US Treasury 0.870% 292,946

Bank of the West Certificates of Deposit (BMWG) 1.050% 201,132
Bank of the West Certificates of Deposit (GS) 1.050% 200,626
Bank of the West Certificates of Deposit (GMATBK) 1.050% 200,624
Bank of the West Certificates of Deposit (KEY 1) 1.000% 200,654
Bank of the West Certificates of Deposit (MOCIBK) 1.050% 201,096

Total Investments Held in Trust 1,313,142
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CITY OF OROVILLE, CALIFORNIA
FINANCIAL SUMMARY

FOR THE PERIOD ENDED 
June 30, 2016

              REVENUES EXPENDITURES

CITY DEPARTMENTS
Actual June 

2016 YTD

Budget Total 
Year 2015-

2016
Remaining 

Budget

% of year 
Remaining 

0% 
Actual June 

2016 YTD

Budget Total 
Year 2015-

2016
Remaining 

Budget

% of year 
Remaining 

0% 
GENERAL FUND
City Council - - - - - 9,348           124,989        132,880         7,891           6%
Mayor - - - - - 4,717           34,514          37,282           2,768           7%
City Attorney - - - - - 14,867         248,674        242,000         (6,674)          - 
City Clerk - 60 - - - 9,642           160,706        169,167         8,461           5%
Human Resources - - - - - 9,940           130,469        141,270         10,801         8%
Personnel - - - - - 6,244           8,404            50,000           41,596         83%
City Admin. - - - - - - 7,822            7,822             - - 
Economic Develop./Comm. Enh. - 61,614          - - - 2,850           46,046          51,792           5,746           11%
Information Technology - - - - - 41,820         349,389        408,681         59,292         15%
Finance 15 3,057            1,600              (1,457)            - 42,656         531,142        592,291         61,149         10%
Post Employment Costs - 6,277            5,500              (777)               - 6,724           68,527          80,711           12,184         15%
City Treasurer - - - - - 2,700           32,550          33,576           1,026           3%
Planning 29,188         184,891        171,761          (13,130)          - 31,875         233,202        254,978         21,776         9%
City Hall 2,458           14,268          8,300              (5,968)            - 16,573         121,294        119,329         (1,965)          - 
Arline Rhyne    349              7,544            6,650              (894)               - 658              8,393            9,495             1,102           12%
Fire Department 4,441           115,937        112,780          (3,157)            - 208,537       2,500,168     2,512,259      12,091         - 
Police Department 23,554         1,110,088     1,168,238       58,150           5% 456,731       5,613,175     5,780,564      167,389       3%
Building/Code Enforcement 40,130         594,459        548,979          (45,480)          - 31,474         455,394        463,940         8,546           2%
Public Works Admin. 3,330           263,246        275,961          12,715           5% 10,530         170,770        178,229         7,459           4%
Streets/Storm 61,809         830,926        692,119          (138,807)        - 55,371         839,511        914,228         74,717         8%
Parks & Trees 1,310           15,253          45,581            30,328           67% 47,683         553,539        632,297         78,758         12%
Pioneer Museum 82 1,146            1,512              366 24% 2,293           6,290            5,435             (855)             - 
Bolt's Museum 727              5,792            4,500              (1,292)            - 791              8,756            9,900             1,144           12%
Chinese Temple 976              7,863            7,750              (113)               - 2,102           59,498          68,359           8,861           13%
Lott Home 306              12,437          9,450              (2,987)            - 2,020           50,737          55,046           4,309           8%
State Theater 1,704           18,035          15,300            (2,735)            - 390              42,872          47,871           4,999           10%
Liability/Property Insurance - - - - - - 239,120        268,945         29,825         11%
Non Departmental* 564,566       8,865,325     10,341,058     1,475,733      14% 21,766         213,439        198,692         (14,747)        - 
Totals 734,943       12,118,217   13,417,039     1,298,822      10% 1,040,302    12,859,392   13,467,039    607,647       5%

* Revenues include Property Tax, Utility Users, Transient Occupancy, Motor Vehicle, and Proceeds of Property Sales.  Expenditures include salary expenses, capital projects and charges for
Butte County Services.



 
CITY OF OROVILLE

EXPENSE REPORT ALL BUDGETED FUNDS JUNE 2016

FUND   Description

Actual June 2016 Year To Date 
Actual

Budget Total Year 
2015-2016

Remaining Budget 0% of year 
Remaining Actual 

to Budget
001 General Fund 1,040,302             12,859,392            13,467,039           607,647                  5%
100 Comm. Promotion -                            67,950                   -                            (67,950)                   -                           
101 Sewer Fund 76,365                  3,309,924              4,043,438             733,514                  18%
104 SWRCON/FEE FUND -                            2,716                     100                       (2,616)                     -                           
105 Drainage Fees -                            2,716                     175,000                172,285                  98%
106 Park Dev Fees 1,375                    57,519                   40,500                  (17,019)                   -                           
108 Traffic Impact 14,522                  447,523                 10,000                  (437,523)                 -                           
109 DRAINAGE/CTYWDE -                            2,716                     156,000                153,284                  98%
111 LOCAL TRANSP -                            138,118                 138,026                (92)                          -                           
112 GAXTX RSTP FUND -                            -                             566,501                566,501                  100%
113 CANINE FUND 1,232                    17,690                   5,700                    (11,990)                   -                           
116 TECH FEE FUND 208                       53,389                   27,000                  (26,389)                   -                           
118 SB1186 C/FUND -                            7                            40                         33                           83%
119 RECYCLING FUND 2,447                    83,243                   76,555                  (6,688)                     -                           
120 GTx 2107/2107.5 -                            100,903                 100,000                (903)                        -                           
125 GTx 2106 Fund -                            52,106                   60,000                  7,894                      13%
127 Gas Tax 2105 -                            152,507                 250,600                98,093                    39%
130 Spec. Aviation 29,093                  536,662                 576,924                40,262                    7%
140 Housing Admin 285,212                714,608                 -                            (714,608)                 -                           
141 HSG PRG FUND 5,747                    299,563                 -                            (299,563)                 -                           
149 HOME  FUND -                            292,236                 -                            (292,236)                 -                           
150 CDBG Fund 184,219                1,868,021              5,163,503             3,295,482               64%
151 EDBG FUND -                            269,002                 300,000                30,998                    10%
155 Asset Seizure -                            22,000                   -                            (22,000)                   -                           
156 Pub Sfty Aug -                            105,000                 105,000                -                              -                           
157 SUPPLAWENFORCMT -                            105,000                 105,000                -                              -                           
158 L.L.E.BLOCK GRT -                            42,194                   184,100                141,906                  77%
159 LAW ENF.IMP.FEE -                            2,716                     2,500                    (216)                        -                           
160 MISC FUND 7,894                    132,401                 100,250                (32,151)                   -                           
163 FIRE SUP IMPFEE -                            8,368                     4,500                    (3,868)                     -                           
165 CONTINGENCY FD -                            272,568                 -                            (272,568)                 -                           
166 GRANT-FIRE FUND 13,091                  303,223                 191,805                (111,418)                 -                           
168 PEG FEE FUND 1,129                    8,654                     -                            (8,654)                     -                           
169 GEN GOVT DEVIMP -                            2,715                     2,000                    (715)                        -                           
184 LLMD ALL ZONES 1,585                    26,944                   43,712                  16,768                    38%
185 BAD ALL ZONES 644                       4,743                     11,806                  7,063                      60%
186 WESTSIDEPUB/S/F -                            201                        800                       599                         75%
187 PUB/SAFETY SERV -                            201                        400                       199                         50%
190 SUPPBENEFITFUND 15,041                  260,983                 378,454                117,471                  31%
198 SUCCESSOR 2,988                    1,991,689              1,966,986             (24,703)                   -                           
230 CITY DEBT SERV -                            749,971                 726,806                (23,165)                   -                           
276 OAD93-1 Dbt Ser -                            36,328                   -                            (36,328)                   -                           
305 Equip Replcmnt -                            160                        123,115                122,955                  100%
307 CAPITAL PROJ -                            604,668                 -                            (604,668)                 -                           
410 Local Transit 1,040                    539,912                 566,501                26,589                    5%
440 BUSINESS DEVCTR 1,306                    14,490                   17,000                  2,510                      15%
450 CTY/HOUSG EDRLF -                            51,612                   130,000                78,388                    60%
451 CDBG EcoDev RLF -                            8,175                     687                       (7,488)                     -                           
453 MICRO-ENP RLF 53,193                  825,500                 5,868,558             5,043,058               86%
454 CAL-HOME RLF -                            -                             52,000                  52,000                    100%
455 HOME Hsg RLF -                            101,029                 -                            (101,029)                 -                           
458 RBEG -                            -                             7,980                    7,980                      100%
460 City RLF 1,338                    7,093                     -                            (7,093)                     -                           
520 Stores Revolv. 1,420                    43,674                   49,000                  5,326                      11%
540 Veh Maint Fund 46,976                  474,717                 490,403                15,686                    3%
550 Wrkrs Comp. -                            354,971                 486,767                131,796                  27%
552 UNEMP-SELF INS -                            38,946                   45,000                  6,054                      13%
555 SELF INS VISION 2,891                    38,202                   45,500                  7,298                      16%
Total All Funds 1,791,258             28,507,557            36,863,556           8,355,999               23%



CITY OF OROVILLE

REVENUE REPORT ALL BUDGETED FUNDS JUNE 2016

FUND   Description

Actual June 2016 Year To Date 
Actual

Budget Total 
Year 2015-2016

Remaining Budget 0% of year 
Remaining 

Actual to Budget

001 General Fund 734,943               12,118,217            13,417,039        1,298,822 10%
100 Comm. Promotion - 11,027 11,000               (27) - 
101 Sewer Fund 8,976 3,265,188              3,595,127          329,939 - 
104 SWRCON/FEE FUND - 50,773 50,188               (585) - 
105 Drainage Fees - 6,592 4,350 (2,242) - 
106 Park Dev Fees - 57,880 45,112               (12,768) - 
108 Traffic Impact 2,832 1,012,684              73,831               (938,853) - 
109 DRAINAGE/CTYWDE 4,784 125,623 75,350               (50,273) - 
111 LOCAL TRANSP - 68 50 (18) - 
112 GAXTX RSTP FUND - 170,086 547,711             377,625 - 
113 CANINE FUND 80 9,960 8,523 (1,437) - 
116 TECH FEE FUND 3,653 122,246 25,071               (97,175) - 
118 SB1186 C/FUND 22 1,085 1,203 118 10%
119 RECYCLING FUND - 10,142 58,182               48,040 - 
120 GTx 2107/2107.5 21,510 122,414 100,000             (22,414) - 
125 GTx 2106 Fund 12,004 69,962 60,030               (9,932) - 
127 Gas Tax 2105 27,486 174,141 250,641             76,500 - 
130 Spec. Aviation 40,598 588,070 485,561             (102,509) - 
140 Housing Admin 32,167 741,868 - (741,868) - 
141 HSG PRG FUND 1,326 471,047 - (471,047) - 
149 HOME  FUND - 328,043 - (328,043) - 
150 CDBG Fund 250,000               1,621,299              5,161,201          3,539,902 69%
151 EDBG FUND - 269,002 300,000             30,998 - 
155 Asset Seizure - 44 40 (4) - 
156 Pub Sfty Aug 17,960 102,185 100,000             (2,185) - 
157 SUPPLAWENFORCMT 12,779 130,133 95,024               (35,109) - 
158 L.L.E.BLOCK GRT - 33,452 176,000             142,548 - 
159 LAW ENF.IMP.FEE 672 18,112 5,050 (13,062) - 
160 MISC FUND 7,877 157,746 100,000             (57,746) - 
163 FIRE SUP IMPFEE 1,904 14,318 2,550 (11,768) - 
166 GRANT-FIRE FUND - 317,405 191,805             (125,600) - 
168 PEG FEE FUND - 14,656 18,130               3,474 - 
169 GEN GOVT DEVIMP 1,680 27,863 6,515 (21,348) - 
184 LLMD ALL ZONES - 15,229 15,513               284 - 
185 BAD ALL ZONES - 133 77 (56) - 
186 WESTSIDEPUB/S/F 2,099 74,078 58,280               (15,798) - 
187 PUB/SAFETY SERV 2,099 74,079 58,150               (15,929) - 
190 SUPPBENEFITFUND - 100,987 297,021             196,034 - 
198 SUCCESSOR - 2,597,483              1,351,200          (1,246,283) - 
230 CITY DEBT SERV 68,096 908,958 851,874             (57,084) - 
304 CAP. PROJ. BOND - 3,526 - (3,526) - 
305 Equip Replcmnt - - 300 300 - 
307 CAPITAL PROJ - 404,113 - (404,113) - 
395 2004 CONST.BOND - - 3,167 3,167 100%
396 BOND FUND 2002 - - 416 416 100%
410 Local Transit 9,382 657,433 686,904             29,471 - 
440 BUSINESS DEVCTR 712 9,258 - (9,258) - 
450 CTY/HOUSG EDRLF - 26,189 130,047             103,858 - 
451 CDBG EcoDev RLF - 8,175 - (8,175) - 
453 MICRO-ENP RLF - 570,467 577,000             6,533 - 
454 CAL-HOME RLF - 85,956 52,200               (33,756) - 
455 HOME Hsg RLF - 48,052 400 (47,652) - 
458 RBEG - 4,297 - (4,297) - 
460 City RLF - 99 80 (19) - 
520 Stores Revolv. - 22,871 29,000               6,129 21%
540 Veh Maint Fund 40,684 487,428 493,948             6,520 1%
550 Wrkrs Comp. 25,898 342,379 421,961             79,582 - 
552 UNEMP-SELF INS 3,013 68,643 30,100               
555 SELF INS VISION 3,757 44,368 40,000               
620 Special Deposit - 4 - 
Total All Funds 1,338,994 28,717,533 30,062,922 1,345,389 4%
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