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FW: ATP Application for Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Improvement Project  - Chico

		From

		Tracy Bettencourt

		To

		Zach Stinger

		Recipients

		zach.stinger@Chicoca.gov



 

 

From: Wallace, Melanie@CCC [mailto:Melanie.Wallace@ccc.ca.gov] On Behalf Of ATP@CCC
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 4:02 PM
To: Tracy Bettencourt
Subject: FW: ATP Application for Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Improvement Project - Chico

 

Hi Tracy,

 

The CCC Chico crews could work on:

-General construction, depending upon cope of the work, there could be possibilities here for CCC crews to complete Clearing and Grubbing work; Landscaping, CCC crews could complete asks relating to Planting trees, shrubs, & Groundcover; Irrigation installation; Removing trees.

Please include a copy of this email with your application. Should this project receive funding, please contact Keith Welch (keith.welch@ccc.ca.gov) in our Chico office.

 

Thank you,

 

Melanie Wallace

Chief Deputy Analyst

California Conservation Corps

1719 24th Street

Sacramento, CA 95816

O (916)341-3153

M (916)508-1167

F (877)315-5085

melanie.wallace@ccc.ca.gov

 

Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at:



SaveOurWater.com · Drought.CA.gov

 

From: Tracy Bettencourt [mailto:tracy.bettencourt@Chicoca.gov] 
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 4:36 PM
To: ATP@CCC <ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>; 'inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org' <inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org>
Cc: Brendan Ottoboni <brendan.ottoboni@Chicoca.gov>
Subject: ATP Application for Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Improvement Project - Chico

 

To:          Melanie Wallace (CCC) 

Dominique Lofton (CALCC)

 

RE:          Request for CCC and CALCC participation

 

The City is submitting an ATP grant application for a local project. Please review the following information and determine if your agency is able to participate with response to this email ASAP. 

 

Project Name: Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Improvement Project

 

Project Description: The project is located in the City of Chico on the Esplanade between Memorial Avenue and 11th Avenue, and along Oleander Avenue between Memorial and 10th Avenue. It involves the following:

 

1)      ADA improvements along the Esplanade (ramps, sidewalk gap closures),

2)      Pedestrian refuge islands at all signalized and non-signalized intersections, both at center islands and islands separating travel lanes from frontage roads;

3)      Traffic signal equipment upgrades (pedestrian countdown signal heads with adequate time to cross Esplanade); 

4)      Consistent pavement markings and signage (“Keep Clear” pavement delineations with either green pavement and/or slightly raised colored concrete option);

5)      Traffic signal timing plan with pedestrian push button and vehicle detection (use detection based system during peak times, use existing 28mph progression during non-peak times);

6)      Oleander Changes (Round-a-bout at Memorial Avenue, install traffic signal at 1st Avenue, change stop controls at 8th and 9th Avenues to all free flow bicycle traffic, add bike warning at 5th Avenue with Sharrow pavement markings, 

7)      Esplanade Bicycle Improvements – Class IV separated bicycle facility on east side of Esplanade in the old Rail Road right of way, provides two-way bike traffic for entering/exiting bike bridge at 11th Avenue, “Sharrows” at west side frontage road.

8)      In addition to Class IV facility above, correction of ADA non-compliant cross slope at Esplanade east side cross walk

 

Map:  See attached Esplanade Corridor map.

 

Schedule: Construction is targeted to commence in May of 2021. 

 

Detailed Budget/Estimate: See attached Engineer’s Estimate.

 

Preliminary Plan: See attached Esplanade Corridor plan. 

 

Thank you for your assistance.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Tracy

 

Tracy R. Bettencourt – MPA, AICP

Regulatory and Grants Manager

City of Chico – Public Works Engineering

tracy.bettencourt@chicoca.gov

(530) 879-6903
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FW: ATP Application for Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Improvement Project - Chico

		From

		Tracy Bettencourt

		To

		Zach Stinger

		Recipients

		zach.stinger@Chicoca.gov



 



 



From: Active Transportation Program [mailto:inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 2:29 PM
To: Tracy Bettencourt
Cc: atp@ccc.ca.gov; Brendan Ottoboni
Subject: Re: ATP Application for Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Improvement Project - Chico



 



Hello Tracy,



 



Baldeo Singh of the Sacramento Regional Conservation Corps (SRCC) has responded that they are able to assist the Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Improvement Project if it receives funding. 



 



The SRCC crew can work on the following items:



1.      Clearing and Grubbing



2.      Erosion control



3.      Plant trees/Shrubs/Ground Cover



4.      Irrigation



5.      General Landscape



6.      Install Trash Receptacles



Please include this email with your application as proof that you reached out to the Local Corps. Feel free to contact Baldeo (bsingh@saccorps.org) directly if your project receives funding. 



Thank you,



Dominique



 



On Fri, Jun 3, 2016 at 4:36 PM, Tracy Bettencourt <tracy.bettencourt@chicoca.gov> wrote:



To:          Melanie Wallace (CCC) 



Dominique Lofton (CALCC)



 



RE:          Request for CCC and CALCC participation



 



The City is submitting an ATP grant application for a local project. Please review the following information and determine if your agency is able to participate with response to this email ASAP. 



 



Project Name: Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Improvement Project



 



Project Description: The project is located in the City of Chico on the Esplanade between Memorial Avenue and 11th Avenue, and along Oleander Avenue between Memorial and 10th Avenue. It involves the following:



 



1)      ADA improvements along the Esplanade (ramps, sidewalk gap closures),



2)      Pedestrian refuge islands at all signalized and non-signalized intersections, both at center islands and islands separating travel lanes from frontage roads;



3)      Traffic signal equipment upgrades (pedestrian countdown signal heads with adequate time to cross Esplanade); 



4)      Consistent pavement markings and signage (“Keep Clear” pavement delineations with either green pavement and/or slightly raised colored concrete option);



5)      Traffic signal timing plan with pedestrian push button and vehicle detection (use detection based system during peak times, use existing 28mph progression during non-peak times);



6)      Oleander Changes (Round-a-bout at Memorial Avenue, install traffic signal at 1st Avenue, change stop controls at 8th and 9th Avenues to all free flow bicycle traffic, add bike warning at 5th Avenue with Sharrow pavement markings, 



7)      Esplanade Bicycle Improvements – Class IV separated bicycle facility on east side of Esplanade in the old Rail Road right of way, provides two-way bike traffic for entering/exiting bike bridge at 11th Avenue, “Sharrows” at west side frontage road.



8)      In addition to Class IV facility above, correction of ADA non-compliant cross slope at Esplanade east side cross walk



 



Map:  See attached Esplanade Corridor map.



 



Schedule: Construction is targeted to commence in May of 2021. 



 



Detailed Budget/Estimate: See attached Engineer’s Estimate.



 



Preliminary Plan: See attached Esplanade Corridor plan. 



 



Thank you for your assistance.  



 



Sincerely, 



 



Tracy



 



Tracy R. Bettencourt – MPA, AICP



Regulatory and Grants Manager



City of Chico – Public Works Engineering



tracy.bettencourt@chicoca.gov



(530) 879-6903



 



 



 









 



-- 




Dominique Lofton | Program Assistant



Environmental & Energy Consulting



1121 L Street, Suite 400



Sacramento, CA 95814



916.426.9170 | inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org
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Form Date: April 25, 2016 ATP Cycle 3 Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment A

Part C: Attachments
Attachment A: Signature Page

IMPORTANT: Applications will not be accepted without all required signatures.

Implementing Agency: Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director, or other officer authorized by the governing board

The undersigned affirms that their agency will be the “Implementing Agency” for the project if funded with ATP funds and they are
the Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to
commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also affirming that the statements contained in this application package are
true and complete to the best of their knowledge. For infrastructure projects, the undersigned affirms that they are the manager of
the public right-of-way facilities (responsible for their maintenance and operation) or they have authority over this position.

Signature: M&;&:_Q\rﬂ\n Date: o I B ll(?;

Name: Mark Orme Phone: _530-896-7201
Title: City Manager e-mail: _Mark.orme@chicoca.gov

For projects with a Partnering Agency: Chief Executive Officer or other officer authorized by the governing board

(For use only when appropriate)

The undersigned affirms that their agency is committed to partnér with the “implementing Agency” and agrees to assume the
responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility upon completion by the implementing agency and they
intend to document such agreement per the CTC guidelines. The undersigned also affirms that they are the Chief Executive Officer
or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also
affirming that the statements contained in this application package are true and complete to the best of their knowledge.

Signature: Date:
Name: Phone:
Title: e-mail:

For projects with encroachments on the State right-of-way: Caltrans District Traffic Operations Office Approval*

(For use only when appropriate)

If the application’s project proposes improvements within a freeway or state highway right-of-way, whether it affects the safety or
operations of the facility or not, it is required that the proposed improvements be reviewed by the district traffic operations office
and either a letter of support/acknowledgement from the traffic operations office be attached or the signature of the traffic
manager be secured in the application. The Caltrans letter and/or signature does not imply approval of the project, but instead is
only an acknowledgement that Caltrans District staff is aware of the proposed project; and upon initial review, the project appears
to be reasonable and acceptable.

Is a letter of support/acknowledgement attached? If yes, no signature is required. If no, the following signature is required.
Signature: Date:

Name: Phone:

Title: e-mail:

* Contact the District Local Assistance Engineer (DLAE) for the project to get Caltrans Traffic Ops contact information. DLAE contact information can
be found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hqg/LocalPrograms/diae.htm






Cyclist traveling eastbound on Memorial Way past Oleander Ave toward Camellia Way





Cyclists heading westbound on Memorial Way from Camellia Way toward Oleander Ave





Family of cyclists crossing Esplanade





Noncompliant vehicle and cyclists trying to enter Esplanade at W. Lincoln Ave

Pedestrians crossing Esplanade at W. Lincoln Ave from the side drive while a noncompliant vehicle attempts to enter.





















June 7, 2016

Mr. Ted Davini, ATP Program Manager
CALTRANS

Division of Local Assistance

1120 N Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Davini,

On behalf of Enloe Medical Center, I am pleased to support the City of
Chico’s current Active Transportation Program (ATP) grant applications.

As a regional hospital and health care provider, we applaud the City of
Chico’s efforts to create an environment that encourages safe methods of
alternative transportation, including improved bicycle and pedestrian
pathways and facilities.

Enloe Medical Center’s community outreach and employee wellness programs
encourage community members and employees to participate in activities that
enhance public health. Ensuring the availability of safe routes for walking and
biking, both for recreation and transportation, will support these wellness
efforts.

While the Chico region is rich in recreational opportunities, the lack of safe
routes to local schools and businesses, including the hospital, limit active
transportation options for individuals and families. Implementing such things
as appropriate pedestrian refuge islands at all signalized and non-signalized
intersections along the Esplanade (a busy thoroughfare used for access to the
hospital, schools and access to the downtown region); upgraded pedestrian
signals; safe and easy access from the frontage road to the bike pathway; and
creation of upgraded bike lanes along routes near schools and shopping will
help to promote increased walking and cycling options for all members of our
community.

We hope Caltrans will continue to partner with the City of Chico on
their proposed projects which will help make walking and cycling safe

transportation choices for all. Thank you for your consideration.

Deanna Reed
Community Outreach Coordinator

Enloe Medical Center















326 Huss Drive, Suite 150
Chico, California 95928-8441
(530) 809-4616 FAX (530) 879-2444
June 3, 2016

Tracy R. Bettencourt — MPA, AICP
Regulatory and Grants Manager

City of Chico — Public Works Engineering
411 Main Street

P.O. Box 3420

Chico, CA 95927

Subject: ATP Cycle 3 Project Application: Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy Consistency for the City of Chico’s Esplanade Safety and Accessibility Project & Letter of
Support

Ms. Bettencourt,

The Butte County Association of Governments (BCAG) is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), state designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency, and regional transit
operator for Butte Regional Transit (B-Line). BCAG is responsible for the preparation of the Regional
Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). It is in this capacity that | confirm
that your proposed ATP Cycle 3 Grant Application for the “Esplanade Safety and Accessibility Project” in
the City of Chico is consistent with the Butte County RTP/SCS.

Your project is consistent with the current adopted 2012 RTP/SCS Goals, Objectives and Policies. As you
know, the RTP/SCS is required to be financially constrained. Until funding is secured, BCAG is unable to
identify the project specifically. In addition, BCAG will specifically identify your project in the 2016
RTP/SCS currently being developed as a planned improvement without secured funding at this time.
This response is consistent with the direction by the California Transportation Commission staff.

ATP projects assist BCAG in promote alternative transportation, healthy communities, reduce vehicle
miles traveled, improve air quality and work towards meeting our greenhouse reduction goals.

Specific policies included in the 2012 RTP/SCS which will carry over into the 2016 RTP/SCS include:
e Policy #6 — Non-Motorized Transportation
e Policy #8 — Energy
e Policy#13 — Quality of Travel and Livability
e Policy #14 — Sustainability

The 2012 RTP/SCS Goals, Objectives and Policies are posted online at:
http://www.bcag.org/documents/planning/2012 MTP SCS/Document/2%20 Policy 2012 Document.p
df




http://www.bcag.org/documents/planning/2012_MTP_SCS/Document/2%20_Policy_2012_Document.pdf

http://www.bcag.org/documents/planning/2012_MTP_SCS/Document/2%20_Policy_2012_Document.pdf



Ms. Tracy Bettencourt

RTP/SCS Consistency & Letter of Support
ATP Grant Cycle 3 — City of Chico
Esplanade Safety and Accessibility Project
June 3, 2016

Page 2

In addition, please accept this letter as this agency’s support for your project. The project includes a list
of great list of “complete streets” types of improvements such as:

1)
2)

3)
4)
5)

6)

7)

8)

ADA improvements (ramps, sidewalk gap closures),

Pedestrian refuge islands at all signalized and non-signalized intersections both at center islands
and islands separating travel lanes from frontage roads;

Traffic signal equipment upgrades (pedestrian countdown signal heads with adequate time to cross
Esplanade);

Consistent pavement markings and signage (“Keep Clear” pavement delineations with either green
pavement and/or slightly raised colored concrete option)

Traffic signal timing plan with pedestrian push button and vehicle detection (use detection based
system during peak times, use existing 28mph progression during non-peak times)

Oleander Changes (Round-a-bout at Memorial Avenue, install traffic signal at 1st Avenue, change
stop controls at 8th and 9th Avenues to all free flow bicycle traffic, add bike warning at 5th Avenue
with Sharrow pavement markings,

Esplanade Bicycle Improvements — Class IV separated bicycle facility on east side of Esplanade in
the old Rail Road right of way, provides two-way bike traffic for entering/exiting bike bridge at
11th Avenue, “Sharrows” at west side frontage road.

In addition to Class IV facility above, correction of ADA non-compliant cross slope at Esplanade east
side cross walk. Class Il bike lanes, sidewalks, curb, gutter, storm drainage, medians, and road
widening to the 4 lane arterial standard.

BCAG recognizes the comprehensive list of great ATP improvements along this signature corridor in
Chico heavily traveled with people, bikes, pedestrians and school kids attending Chico High and Chico Jr.
High schools. This corridor is also heavily traveled by our regional transit system. We look forward to a
favorable response from the dedicated ATP review team, Caltrans and the California Transportation
Commission.

If you have any questions, please give me a call directly or send me an email.

Sincerely,

Jomns éymwz'
Ivan Garcia
BCAG Programming Manager















May 31, 2016

Mr. Ted Davini, ATP Program Manager
CALTRANS

Division of Local Assistance

1120 N Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Davini,

This letter is to inform you of Chico Velo’s enthusiastic support for the City of Chico’s current ATP grant
applications. Chico Velo is a 501.c.3 non-profit organization and our mission is to advocate for bicyclists
and educate the general public about bicycling, its attendant benefits and bicycling safety. As the largest
bicycle advocacy organization north of Sacramento, we support the City of Chico’s applications for Cycle
3 Active Transportation Program projects that will each improve the safety of cyclists and even make
cycling a viable option in some cases:

In addition to critically needed ADA improvements (ramps and sidewalk gap closures), the Esplanade
Safety and Accessibility Project includes many aspects which will encourage local residents and school
students to walk and bike instead of driving, including:

1. Pedestrian refuge islands at all signalized and non-signalized intersections both at center islands
and islands separating travel lanes from frontage roads;

2. Traffic signal equipment upgrades (pedestrian countdown signal heads with adequate time to
cross Esplanade);

3. Consistent pavement markings and signage (“Keep Clear” pavement delineations with either
green pavement and/or slightly raised colored concrete option)

4. Traffic signal timing plan with pedestrian push button and vehicle detection (use detection based
system during peak times, use existing 28mph progression during non-peak times)

5. Oleander Changes (Round-a-bout at Memorial Avenue, install traffic signal at 1° Avenue, change
stop controls at 8" and 9" Avenues to all free flow bicycle traffic, add bike warning at 5" Avenue
with Sharrow pavement markings,

6. Esplanade Bicycle Improvements — Class IV separated bicycle facility on east side of Esplanade in
the old Rail Road right of way, provides two-way bike traffic for entering/exiting bike bridge at
11" Avenue, “Sharrows” at west side frontage road.

We are particularly excited about the last item, as we believe that Class IV separated bike facilities are
essential to get more people to give bike riding a try. And we’ve seen that more bikes on the road makes
it safer for all.

We are proud that Chico has been a leader in Northern California in visioning and delivering Active
Transportation Program type projects for the past decade. Recent past award-winning efforts include
such projects as the Downtown Couplet Project (Large Scale Complete Street - CMAQ/BTA funding), the
SR 99 Bikeway Phase 1 and 2 (ARRA/CMAQ funding), and the Annie’s Glen Bikeway Improvements (SRTS





funding) which have all helped to open up new cycling routes for more people in Chico. Chico was
recently recognized at the Silver Level by the League of American Bicyclists, in part due to our history of
very successful Active Transportation Program-type projects like these.

The current list that Chico has made application for in this Active Transportation Program cycle will
continue this progress toward providing facilities to encourage active transportation modes. We hope
Caltrans will continue to partner with the City of Chico on these projects which will help Chico to
encourage and promote cycling and make it a safe transportation choice for ALL members of our
community. Thanks for your consideration!

Sincerely,
Janine

Janine Rood
Executive Director
Chico Velo Cycling Club
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ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

2016 GRANT APPLICATION
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POLICY ELEMENT

The purpose of the Policy Element is to identify legislative, planning, financial and
institutional issues and requirements, as well as any areas of regional consensus.
The Policy Element presents guidance to decision-makers of the implications,
impacts, opportunities, and foreclosed options that will result from implementation of
the MTP. The Policy Element is a resource for providing input and promoting
consistency of action among state, regional and local agencies. California statutes
state that each MTP shall (Government Code Section 65080 (b)) include a Policy

Element that:

1. Describes the transportation issues in the region;

2. ldentifies and quantifies regional needs expressed within both short and long-
range planning horizons (Government Code Section 65080(b)(1)); and,

3. Maintains internal consistency with the Financial Element and fund estimates.

1. Policy on Highways, Streets, and Roads

Goal: A safe and efficient regional road system that accommodates the demand for

movement of people and goods.

Objective

Policy / Action

1.1 Strive to maintain a Level of
Service “D” on all regionally
significant roads

1.1.1. Fund and implement projects identified
on the Tier 1 priority list in the Action Element
of the MTP.

1.1.2. Pursue discretionary state & federal
funding such as IIP, SHOPP, HBP, HES etc.

1.2 Identify and prioritize
improvements to the regional road
system.

1.2.1. Prepare and apply evaluation criteria to
prioritize regional road projects identified to
improve the overall transportation system of the
region.

1.2.2. Evaluation criteria will evaluate how the
projects achieve the following objectives:

1) an integrated and balanced road system;
2) improvement in traffic flow and safety;

3) minimize environmental effects; and

4) minimize adverse impacts on agricultural
land.

1.2.3. Use Regional Improvement Program
funds to finance the prioritized regional
improvements.

1.2.4 Use BCAG Travel Demand Model
performance measures as appropriate to
guantify project benefits.

2. Policy on Transit
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Goal: Provide an efficient, effective, coordinated regional transit system that
increases mobility for urban and rural populations, including transportationally

disadvantaged persons.

Objective

Policy / Action

2.1. Meet all transit needs that are
“reasonable to meet.”

2.1.1. Provide complementary dial-a-ride transit
services for the elderly, handicapped, and
those residents not served by a fixed route
service within the service area.

2.1.2. Provide adequate fixed route transit
system to serve the general public, including
those who rely most on transit.

2.1.3. Maintain the locally developed Human
Services Coordinated Transportation Plan.

2.2. Increase transit ridership that
exceeds annual population growth
rate for Butte County.

2.2.1. Add additional routes and expand
services as necessary to meet ridership
demand.

2.2.2. Support Intelligent Transportation
System (ITS) projects which improve transit
operations.

2.2.3. Work with larger employers (i.e.
University) for transit incentive programs.

2.2.4. Evaluate fixed route system, identify
other innovative alternatives such as a market
based approach system to increase ridership.

2.2.5. Explore “best practices” in other regions
to learn from and consider for increased
ridership and customer satisfaction for transit.

2.3. Promote citizen participation
and education in transit planning
and operations.

2.3.1 Include Social Services Transportation
Advisory Council and Coordinated
Transportation Working Group in the regional
transit planning process.

2.3.2. Use the BCAG newsletter and website
for transit education and information.

2.4. Maintain a reliable transit
system.

2.4.1. Monitor contractor for timely transit
operations reporting.

2.4.2. Conduct Preventative Maintenance
Inspections for transit fleet.

Butte County Association of Governments
2012 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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3. Policy on Rail

Goal: A rail system that provides safe and reliable service for people and goods.

Objective

Policy / Action

3.1. Maintain and expand
passenger service through Butte
County.

3.1.1 Monitor the activities of Amtrak to assure
passenger rail services in Butte County.

3.1.2. Support the High Speed Rail
Commission planning efforts for rail service
connecting Chico to Sacramento.

3.1.3. Pursue state and federal grant funding
for rail safety projects.

4. Policy on Goods Movement

Goal: Provide a transportation system that enables safe movement of goods in and

through Butte County.

Objective

Policy / Action

4.1. Provide an adequate regional
road system for goods movement.

4.1.1 Work with state and federal legislators to
lobby for funding to develop continuous four
lane highway to Chico on the SR 70/99
Corridor.

4.1.2. Leverage regional share funds for
Caltrans interregional share and State Highway
Operations and Protection Program.

5. Policy on Aviation

Goal: A fully functional and integrated air service and airport system complementary
to the countywide transportation system.

Objective

Policy / Action

5.1. Maintain daily commercial
airline service to the Bay Area.

5.1.1 Support commercial airline service in
Butte County.

5.2. Work with local agencies to
ensure compatible land uses
around existing airports to reduce
noise conflicts.

5.2.1. Support the Butte County Airport Land
Use Commission and local airports in their
efforts to ensure compatible land uses around
airports.

5.2.2. Support the local airports in their
attempts to acquire the land surrounding the
airports.

5.3. Ensure Airport Master Plans
are updated and revised as
necessary and required.

5.3.1. Support projects that integrate air
transport facilities with other modes of
transportation.

Butte County Association of Governments
2012 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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6. Policy on Non-Motorized Transportation

Goal: A regional transportation system for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Objective

Policy / Action

6.1 Work with local agencies to
develop and construct bicycle and
pedestrian facilities.

6.1.1. Support the construction of Class 1, 2,
and 3 bike routes as designated in the local
bicycle plans.

6.1.2. Assist local jurisdictions in actively
pursuing bicycle and pedestrian related
funding.

6.1.3. Support projects and policies for bicycles
on the fixed route transit system (bike racks,
etc.).

6.2 Assist local jurisdictions in
pursuing grant funding.

6.2.1. Assist as requested in developing local
bicycle plans.

6.2.2. Participate in local bicycle advisory
committees.

7. Policy on Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)

Goal: Promote the use of ITS technologies in the planning and programming

process.

Objective

Policy / Action

7.1 Maintain the North State ITS
System Deployment Plan.

7.1.1. Encourage the use of ITS technologies in
the project development process.

7.2 Apply Transportation Systems
Management (TSM) strategies to
projects where appropriate.

7.2.1 Assist local agencies in evaluating the
impacts of TSM strategies.

8. Policy on Energy

Goal: Reduce usage of nonrenewable energy resources for transportation purposes.

Objective

Policy / Action

8.1 Increase public transit and
carpooling/vanpooling and
bicycling/walking.

8.1.1. Add additional transit routes and
services where feasible.

8.1.2. Support passage of ordinances that
provide for vanpooling and carpooling
programs.

8.1.3 Support passage of ordinances that
provide for park and ride lots.

Butte County Association of Governments
2012 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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9. Policy on Air Quality

Goal: Achieve air quality standards set by the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and the State Air Resources Board.

Objective

Policy / Action

9.1. Coordinate transportation
planning with air quality planning
at the technical and policy level.

9.1.1. Assist as requested by the Butte County
Air Quality Management District to develop the
transportation-related portions of the State
Implementation Plan for air quality.

9.1.2. Provide technical assistance to local
jurisdictions in developing air quality analysis
as needed for projects.

9.1.3 Support projects which demonstrate an
air quality benefit.

9.2. Implement transportation
requirements established by

9.2.1. Work with state to identify emissions
budget for Butte County.

Assembly Bill (AB) 32.

9.2.2 Develop transportation projects that
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

10. Policy on Land Use Strategies

Goal: Provide economical, long-term solutions to transportation problems by
encouraging community designs which encourage walking, transit, and bicycling.

Objective

Policy / Action

10.1. Innovative land use and
transportation planning.

10.1.1. Provide technical assistance and make
available BCAG Travel Demand Model as a
tool to assess road network to identify potential
solutions to improve traffic movement.

10.1.2. Assist as requested in evaluating land
use strategies.

10.2. Plan future roads to
accommodate land uses at a
regional level.

10.2.1. Assist member jurisdictions in taking a
regional approach in land use and developing a
road network that serves the entire region.

10.2.2. Encourage all jurisdictions to actively
participate in the Regional Transportation Plan
Update process.

Butte County Association of Governments
2012 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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10.3. Roads that are pedestrian
friendly encourage bicycle trips
and the use of the mass
transportation system.

10.3.1. Assist member jurisdictions in
developing and implementing strategies and
design criteria that make new commercial and
residential developments friendly to pedestrians
and bicyclists.

10.4. Preserve productive
farmland and land that provides
habitat for rare, endangered or
threatened species.

10.4.1 Consider impacts on prime farmland and
areas that support protected wildlife.

10.4.2 Encourage participation in development
of the Butte Regional Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP/NCCP).

10.5. Ensure Goals and Policies
are consistent at both the regional
and local levels.

10.5.1 Assist the cities, town and county during
their General Plan updates to ensure that the
plans are consistent with the RTP and
HCP/NCCP.

11. Policy on Transportation Financing

Goal: Develop and support financing strategies that provide for continuous
implementation of the Regional Transportation Plan projects and strategies.

Objective

Policy / Action

11.1. Develop and adopt policies
that will provide adequate funding
resources for all transportation
modes and strategies.

11.1.1. Provide technical assistance to local
jurisdictions in the development of
transportation financing mechanisms.

11.1.2. Consider cost efficiency / cost benefit
ratio in project evaluation criteria.

11.2. Work with Cities and County
on development of a regional road
network fee program.

11.2.1 Work with cities, town and county to
identify potential options for funding
transportation system maintenance and
improvements on the regional road network.

11.2.2. Develop funding shortfall needs
assessment for state highways, local streets
and roads for Butte County.

Butte County Association of Governments
2012 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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12. Policy on Outreach and Coordination

Goal: Provide a forum for participation and cooperation in transportation planning
and facilitate relationships for transportation issues that transcend jurisdictional
boundaries.

Objective Policy / Action
12.1. Assist jurisdictions in local 12.1.1. Evaluate transportation impacts of land
transportation planning. use and development proposals as requested.

12.1.2. Provide technical assistance in the
preparation of transportation financing
mechanisms as requested.

12.1.3. Assist in the preparation of local general

plans.
12.2. Promote consistency among | 12.2.1. Involve the local, state, and federal
all levels of local transportation agencies and elected officials in the
planning. transportation planning process.

12.2.2. Promote consistency between the
Regional Transportation Plan and local and
state level plans.

12.3. Promote citizen participation | 12.3.1. Use the BCAG newsletter for

and education in transportation transportation planning education.

planning. 12.3.2. Conduct workshops and information
sessions for transportation planning and
projects.

12.3.3 Utilize the internet to facilitate the
dissemination of transportation projects and
information on the planning process.

12.3.4 Follow BCAG’s Public Participation Plan
procedures.

13. Policy on Quality of Travel and Livability

Mobility Goal: The transportation system should provide for convenient travel options
for people and goods and maximize its productivity. The system should reduce both
the time it takes to travel as well as the total costs of travel.

Reliability Goal: The transportation system should be reliable so that travelers can
expect relatively consistent travel times from day-to-day for the same trip by
mode(s).

System Preservation and Safety Goal: The public’s investment in transportation
should be protected by maintaining the transportation system. It is critical to
preserve and ensure a safe regional transportation system

Butte County Association of Governments Chapter 2 — Policy Element
2012 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Page2-7
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Objective

Policy / Action

13.1. Assist in efforts which
enhance mobility for the region.
The system should provide for
convenient travel options for
people and goods and maximize
its productivity. The system should
reduce both the time it takes to
travel as well as the total costs of
travel.

13.1.1. Tailor transportation improvements to
better connect people with jobs and other
activities.

13.1.2. Provide convenient travel choices
including transit, driving, ridesharing, walking,
and biking.

13.1.3. Preserve and expand options for
regional freight movement.

13.1.4. Increase the use of transit, ridesharing,
walking and biking in major corridors and
communities.

13.1.5 Provide transportation choices to better
connect the Butte County region with
neighboring counties and tribal nations.

13.2. Assist in efforts which
enhance reliability for the region.
The system should be reliable so
travelers can expect relatively
consistent travel times from day-to-
day for the same trip by mode(s).

13.2.1. Employ new technologies to make
travel more reliable and convenient.

13.2.2. Manage the efficiency of the
transportation system to improve traffic flow.

13.3. Assist in preserving the
transportation system and safety.
The public’s investment in
transportation should be protected
by maintaining the system to
preserve it and ensure a safe
system.

13.3.1. Work towards keeping the region’s
transportation system in a good state of repair.

13.3.2. Work towards reducing bottlenecks and
increase safety by improving operations.

13.3.4 Improve emergency preparedness
within the regional transportation system.

14. Policy on Sustainability

Goal: Incorporate Sustainable Community Strategies into the regional transportation
planning process which works towards social equity, a healthy environment and a

prosperous economy.

Objective

Policy / Action

14.1. Work towards a
transportation system that is
designed to provide an equitable
level of transportation services for
all populations.

14.1.1. Create equitable opportunities for all
populations regardless of age, ability, race,
ethnicity, or income.

14.1.2. Ensure access to jobs, services, and
recreation for populations with fewer
transportation choices.

14.2. Work towards a
transportation system that leads to
environmental sustainability and
fosters efficient development
patterns that optimizes travel,

14.2.1. Develop transportation improvements
that respect and enhance the environment.

14.2.2. Work towards reducing greenhouse
gas emissions from vehicles and continue to
improve air quality in the region.

Butte County Association of Governments
2012 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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housing, and employment choices
and encourages future growth
away from rural areas and closer
to existing and planned
development.

14.2.3. Work towards making the

transportation investments made result in

healthy and sustainable communities.

14.3. Work towards a prosperous
economy in making transportation
decisions. The transportation
system should play a significant
role in raising the region’s standard
of living.

14.3.1. Maximize the economic benefits of

transportation investments made.

14.3.2. Enhance the goods movement system

to support economic prosperity.

Butte County Association of Governments
2012 Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Chapter 2 — Policy Element
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326 Huss Drive, Suite 150
Chico, California 95928-8441
(530) 809-4616 FAX (530) 879-2444
June 3, 2016

Tracy R. Bettencourt — MPA, AICP
Regulatory and Grants Manager

City of Chico — Public Works Engineering
411 Main Street

P.O. Box 3420

Chico, CA 95927

Subject: ATP Cycle 3 Project Application: Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy Consistency for the City of Chico’s Esplanade Safety and Accessibility Project & Letter of
Support

Ms. Bettencourt,

The Butte County Association of Governments (BCAG) is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), state designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency, and regional transit
operator for Butte Regional Transit (B-Line). BCAG is responsible for the preparation of the Regional
Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). It is in this capacity that | confirm
that your proposed ATP Cycle 3 Grant Application for the “Esplanade Safety and Accessibility Project” in
the City of Chico is consistent with the Butte County RTP/SCS.

Your project is consistent with the current adopted 2012 RTP/SCS Goals, Objectives and Policies. As you
know, the RTP/SCS is required to be financially constrained. Until funding is secured, BCAG is unable to
identify the project specifically. In addition, BCAG will specifically identify your project in the 2016
RTP/SCS currently being developed as a planned improvement without secured funding at this time.
This response is consistent with the direction by the California Transportation Commission staff.

ATP projects assist BCAG in promote alternative transportation, healthy communities, reduce vehicle
miles traveled, improve air quality and work towards meeting our greenhouse reduction goals.

Specific policies included in the 2012 RTP/SCS which will carry over into the 2016 RTP/SCS include:
e Policy #6 — Non-Motorized Transportation
e Policy #8 — Energy
e Policy#13 — Quality of Travel and Livability
e Policy #14 — Sustainability

The 2012 RTP/SCS Goals, Objectives and Policies are posted online at:
http://www.bcag.org/documents/planning/2012 MTP SCS/Document/2%20 Policy 2012 Document.p
df




http://www.bcag.org/documents/planning/2012_MTP_SCS/Document/2%20_Policy_2012_Document.pdf

http://www.bcag.org/documents/planning/2012_MTP_SCS/Document/2%20_Policy_2012_Document.pdf
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Ms. Tracy Bettencourt

RTP/SCS Consistency & Letter of Support
ATP Grant Cycle 3 — City of Chico
Esplanade Safety and Accessibility Project
June 3, 2016

Page 2

In addition, please accept this letter as this agency’s support for your project. The project includes a list
of great list of “complete streets” types of improvements such as:

1)
2)

3)
4)
5)

6)

7)

8)

ADA improvements (ramps, sidewalk gap closures),

Pedestrian refuge islands at all signalized and non-signalized intersections both at center islands
and islands separating travel lanes from frontage roads;

Traffic signal equipment upgrades (pedestrian countdown signal heads with adequate time to cross
Esplanade);

Consistent pavement markings and signage (“Keep Clear” pavement delineations with either green
pavement and/or slightly raised colored concrete option)

Traffic signal timing plan with pedestrian push button and vehicle detection (use detection based
system during peak times, use existing 28mph progression during non-peak times)

Oleander Changes (Round-a-bout at Memorial Avenue, install traffic signal at 1st Avenue, change
stop controls at 8th and 9th Avenues to all free flow bicycle traffic, add bike warning at 5th Avenue
with Sharrow pavement markings,

Esplanade Bicycle Improvements — Class IV separated bicycle facility on east side of Esplanade in
the old Rail Road right of way, provides two-way bike traffic for entering/exiting bike bridge at
11th Avenue, “Sharrows” at west side frontage road.

In addition to Class IV facility above, correction of ADA non-compliant cross slope at Esplanade east
side cross walk. Class Il bike lanes, sidewalks, curb, gutter, storm drainage, medians, and road
widening to the 4 lane arterial standard.

BCAG recognizes the comprehensive list of great ATP improvements along this signature corridor in
Chico heavily traveled with people, bikes, pedestrians and school kids attending Chico High and Chico Jr.
High schools. This corridor is also heavily traveled by our regional transit system. We look forward to a
favorable response from the dedicated ATP review team, Caltrans and the California Transportation
Commission.

If you have any questions, please give me a call directly or send me an email.

Sincerely,

Jomns éymwz'
Ivan Garcia
BCAG Programming Manager










Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs

Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.

Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).

Project Information:

Agency:|City of Chico

| Date: |

Project Description:

Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Improvements

Project Location:

Esplanade from 11th Avenue to Memorial Way

Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate:|Brendan Ottoboni

[ License #: [C81916

Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:

Cost Breakdown
Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only) ATP Eligible ATP Ineligible Corps/CCC
Costs/Items Costs/Items to construct
Item No. Item :r’la Quantity | Units |  Unit Cost IteTr;;)tglost $ % $ % $
General Overhead-Related Construction Items
1 Mobilization 1 LS $30,000.00 $30,000 100%| $30,000
2 Traffic Control 1 LS $80,000.00 $80,000 100%| $80,000
3 Stormwater Protection Plan 1 LS $10,000.00 $10,000 100%| $10,000
4 |Construction Layout & Staking 1 LS | $40,000.00 $40,000 100%|  $40,000
General Construction Items (non-decorative only)
5 |Clearing and Grubbing 1 LS | $10,000.00 $10,000 100%|  $10,000
6 Erosion Control 1 LS $50,000.00 $50,000 100%|  $50,000
7 Concrete Removals 16100 SF $3.00 $48,300 100%| $48,300
8 Tree Removal 32 EA $750.00 $24,000 100%|  $24,000
9  |Sign Removals 20 EA $50.00 $1,000 100%|  $1,000
10  [New Curb Ramps 70 EA $3,000.00 $210,000 100%| $210,000
11  |Pedestrian Median Cuts 90 EA $6,000.00 $540,000 100%| $540,000
12 [City Std Curb & Gutter 4200 LF $50.00 $210,000 100%| $210,000
13  |City Std Sidewalk 20700 SF $12.00 $248,400 100%| $248,400
14  |[Class IV Bike (non AC, per int) 15 EA | $15,000.00 $225,000 100%| $225,000
15 |Aggregate Base (Class 1V) 1500 TN $45.00 $67,500 100%|  $67,500
16  [Hot Mix Asphalt (wisceanes) - Class 1V 330 TN $130.00 $42,900 100%|  $42,900
17  |Hot Mix Asphalt - Class IV 745 N $110.00 $81,950 100%|  $81,950
18 Striping & Bike Lane Treatment 1 LS | $150,000.00 $150,000 100%| $150,000
19 |Class Il Sharrows and Signs 12400 LF $3.00 $37,200 100%| $37,200
20 |Surface Treatment 330000 SF $0.27 $89,100 100%| $89,100
21  |Ped Signals and Detection (per int) 8 EA | $40,000.00 $320,000 100%| $320,000
22 |Traffic Signals (Intersection New) 2 EA | $220,000.00 $440,000 100%| $440,000
23 |Minor Lighting (Path) 1 LS | $120,000.00 $120,000 100%| $120,000
24 |Construct Roundabout 1 LS | $500,000.00 $500,000 100%| $500,000
25 |Pathway Railing 5770 LF $100.00 $577,000 100%| $577,000
26  |Signs (1 and 2 post) 60 EA $300.00 $18,000 100%|  $18,000
27 |Bollards 60 EA $500.00 $30,000 100%|  $30,000
Decorative & Landscaping-related Items (Label items as "F" for Functional, "D" for Decorative, or "M" for a mix of Decorative and Functional)
28  |Trees 32 EA $1,000.00 $32,000 100%|  $32,000
29 Shrubs/groundcover 27000 | SQFT $10.00 $270,000 100%| $270,000
30 |lrrigation / Water Connection 1 LS $60,000.00 $60,000 100%| $60,000
31 |Landscaping 1 LS | $160,000.00 $160,000 100%| $160,000
32 |Trash Receptacles 10 EA $2,000.00 $20,000 100%| $20,000
Subtotal of Construction Items:| $4,742,350 $4,742,350
$237,118| <= 5% of eligible CON costs (max. decorative, if applicable)
Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):| 5.00% $258,233 $258,233
Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:| $5,422,888 $5,422,888
Project Delivery Costs:
Type of Project Cost | Cost $
Preliminary Engineering (PE) ATP Eligible Costs Non-participating Costs
Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED):| $ 350,000 $350,000
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):| $ 1,005,000 $1,005,000 "PE" costs / "CON" costs
Total PE:| $ 1,355,000 $1,355,000 25% | 25% Max
Right of Way (RW)
Right of Way Engineering:| $ 20,000 $20,000
Acquisitions and Utilities:| $ 50,000 $50,000
Total RW:| $ 70,000 $70,000
Construction Engineering (CE) "CE" costs / "CON" costs
Construction Engineering (CE):[ $ 813,000 [ 813000 | | | | 5% [ 15% Max
Total Project Delivery:] $2,238,000] | $2,238,000 | | |
Sub-Total Construction Costs:] $6,235,888)| | | | |
Annual Construction Cost Index Escalations (2.5% per year): $ 422,305.00 ATP Eligible Costs Non-participating Costs
ATP Eligible Costs Non-participating Costs
Total Project Cost:| s7660888) [ 97660888 | |
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Detailed Engineer’s Estimate and Total Project Costs

Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.

Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).

Project Information:

Agency:|City of Chico

Date:|

Project Description:

Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Improvements

Project Location:

Esplanade from 11th Avenue to Memorial Way

Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate:|Brendan Ottoboni

[ License #: [C81916

Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

The Engineer's logic and/or calculations for splitting costs between ATP-Eligible and Non-participating costs must be documented in this section of the Estimate form.
Separate logic is required for each construction item listed above which is partly ineligible for ATP funding or is required for the construction of an ineligible item/element of the project.

Item Number(s):

Description of Engineer's Logic: (See examples shown in the Instructions)

6/13/2016
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Form Date: April, 2016 Cycle 3 ATP Callfor Projects - Application Form — Attachment B

ATP Engineer’s Checklist for Infrastructure Projects
Required for “Infrastructure” applications ONLY

This application checklist is to be used by the engineer in “responsible charge” of the preparation of this ATP
application to ensure all of the primary elements of the application are included as necessary to meet the CTC’s
requirements for a PSR-Equivalent document (per CTC’s ATP Guidelines and CTC’s Adoption of PSR Guidelines -
Resolution G-99-33) and to ensure the application is free of critical errors and omissions; allowing the application to
be accurately ranked in the statewide and regional ATP selection processes.

Special Considerations for Engineers before they Sign and Stamp this document attesting to the accuracy of the

application:

Chapter 7; Article 3; Section 6735 of the Professional Engineer's Act of the State of California requires engineering calculation(s) or
report(s) be either prepared by or under the responsible charge of a licensed civil engineer. Since the corresponding ATP
Infrastructure-application defines the scope of work of a future civif construction project and requires complex engineering principles
and calculations which are based on the best data available at the time of the application, the application must be signed and

stamped by a licensed civil engineer.

By signing and stamping this document, the engineer is attesting to this application’s technical information and engineering data
upon which local agency's recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are made. This action is governed by the Professional
Engineer’s Act and the corresponding Code of Professional Conduct, under Sections 6775 and 6735.

The following checklist is to be completed by the engineer in “responsible charge” of defining the project’s Scope,
Cost and Schedule per the expectations of the CTC’s PSR Equivalent. The checklist is expected to be used during the
preparation of the documents, but not initialed and stamped by the engineer until the final application and
application attachments are complete and ready for submission to Caltrans.

1. Vicinity map /Location map Engineer’s Initials: i S O
a. The project limits must be clearly depicted in relationship to the overall agency boundary

2. Project layout-plan/map showing existing and proposed conditions must: Engineer’s Initials: @
a. Be to a scale which allows the visual verification of the overall project “construction” limits and limits of each
primary element of the project. Scale must be shown on the plan/map
b. Show the full scope of the proposed project, including any non-participating construction items
Show all changes to existing motorized/non-motorized lane and shoulder widths. Label the proposed widths

d. Show agency'’s right of way (ROW) lines when permanent or temporary ROW impacts are possible. (As
appropriate, also show Caltrans’, Railroad, and all other government agencies ROW lines)

o

3. Typical cross-section(s) showing existing and proposed conditions. Engineer’s Initials: @
(Include cross-section for each controlling configuration that varies significantly from the typical)

a. Show and dimension: changes in lane widths, ROW lines, side slopes, etc.

4. Detailed Engineer's Estimate Engineer’s Initials: BO

a. The Caltrans Project Estimate (Attachment F) must be filled out per the instructions and attached to the
application, in the appropriate location.

b. Each of the main project elements are broken out into separate construction items. The costs for each item
are based on calculated quantities and appropriate corresponding unit costs

c. All non-participating costs in relation to the ATP funding are clearly identified and accounted for separately
from the eligible costs. The non-participating (or ineligible) costs must be consistent with Caltrans guidelines
as shown in Local Assistance Program Guidelines chapter 22.6

d. All project elements the applicant intends to utilize the CCC, certified community conservation corps, or tribal
corps on need to be clearly identified and accounted for

e. All project development costs to be funded by the ATP need to be accounted for in the total project cost






Form Date: April, 2016 Cycle 3

5. Crash/Safety Data, Collision maps and Countermeasures:

ATP Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment B

Engineer’s Initials: BQ

a. Confirmation that crash data shown is depicted accurately, is shown to scale, and occurred within influence

area of proposed improvements.

6. Project Schedule and Requested programming of ATP funding

Engineer’s Initials: BO

a. All applicants must anticipate receiving federal ATP funding for the project and therefore the project
schedules and programming included in the application must account for all applicable federal requirements

and timeframes.

b. “Completed Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application have been reviewed and verified
“Expected Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application account for all reasonable project
timetables, including: Interagency MOUs, Caltrans agreements, CTC allocations, FHWA authorizations,
federal environmental studies and approvals, federal right-of-way acquisitions, federal consultant selections,

project permits, etc.

d. The fiscal year and funding amounts shown in the PPR must be consistent with Implementing Agency’s
expected project milestone dates and available matching funds.

7. Warrant studies/guidance (Check if not applicable)

Engineer’s Initials: BO

a. For new Traffic Control Signals — an engineering study that includes analysis of Signal Warrants 1- 9
00 N/A (CA MUTCD) must be submitted. For ATP funding, warrants 4, 5 or 7 should be met but the final
decision to install a signal must be made by the engineer. The engineering study (and any additional
documentation of the engineering judgment supporting the Traffic Control Signal, if needed) must
include the name and license number of the responsible engineer and must be attached to the

application in the “Additional Attachments” section.

8. Additional narration and documentation:

Engineer’s Initials: @_

a. The text in the “Narrative Questions” in the application is consistent with and supports the engineering logic
and calculations used in the development of the plans/maps and estimate

b. When needed to clarify non-standard ATP project elements (i.e. vehicular roadway widening necessary for
the construction of the primary ATP elements); appropriate documentation is attached to the application to
document the engineering decisions and calculations requiring the inclusion of these non-standard elements.

Licensed Engineer:

Name (Last, Fr'rst}:f Ottoben: ; Brendan |

Title:  [PUbl' e Weorks Director - Enqincenhy|
Engineer License Number| CRlqle |

Signature: //‘5— e M

Date: [ |
Email: Ib\'t.nd‘-dﬂ- ottobeni€ch i"(.oc_a.-s oV ,
Phone: [ (S36) &74 - L0 | |

Engineer's Stamp:

No: C8191
Exp: 3/31/t
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FactFinder \ /
y,
DPO3 SELECTED ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Data and Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Census Tract 6.01, Butte County, California Census Tract
6.03, Butte
County,
_ California
Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of Estimate
Error
EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Population 16 years and over 2,833 +/-239 2,833 (X) 3,251
Own children under 6 years 303 +/-118 303 (X) 100
Own children 6 to 17 years 374 +/-122 374 (X) 78

INCOME AND BENEFITS (IN 2014 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

Total households 1,355 +/-70 1,355 (X) 988
Less than $10,000 15 +/-26 1.1% +/-1.9 151
$10,000 to $14,999 27 +/-26 2.0% +/-1.9 213
$15,000 to $24,999 167 +/-93 12.3% +/-6.7 127
$25,000 to $34,999 137 +/-82 10.1% +/-6.0 155
$35,000 to $49,999 235 +/-88 17.3% +/-6.6 64
$50,000 to $74,999 195 +/-86 14.4% +/-6.3 161
$75,000 to $99,999 229 +/-80 16.9% +/-5.8 44
$100,000 to $149,999 202 +/-79 14.9% +/-5.8 62
$150,000 to $199,999 115 +/-55 8.5% +/-4.0 7
$200,000 or more 33 +/-37 2.4% +/-2.7 4
Median household income (dollars) 60,179 +/-14,430 X) (X) 25,1153
Mean household income (dollars) 74,319 +/-7,227 X) X) 35,765

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES AND PEOPLE WHOSE
INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS IS BELOW THE
POVERTY LEVEL

Al families (X) (X) 5.5% +-4.7 (X)
All people (X) (X) 12.2% +/-5.5 (X)
Under 18 years X) X) 11.2% +/-11.5 X)
18 years and over X) X) 12.5% +/-4.8 (X)
18 to 64 years (X) (X) 14.7% +/-5.5 (X)
65 years and over X) X) 0.0% +/-8.2 (X)
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Subject Census Tract 6.03, Butte County, California Census Tract 6.04, Butte County,

California
Margin of Error Percent Pefcenér';ﬂoéll’fgin of Estimate Margin of Error
EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Population 16 years and over +/-405 3,251 ) 3,771 +/-463

Own children under 6 years +/-68 100 X) 339 +/-99

Own children 6 to 17 years +/-67 78 (X) 280 +/-178

INCOME AND BENEFITS (IN 2014 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

Total households +/-113 988 X) 1,493 +/-120
Less than $10,000 +/-58 15.3% +/-5.6 350 +/-98
$10,000 to $14,999 +/-88 21.6% +-7.9 252 +/-91
$15,000 to $24,999 +/-55 12.9% +/-5.5 287 +/-100
$25,000 to $34,999 +/-58 15.7% +/-6.0 179 +/-90
$35,000 to $49,999 +/-38 6.5% +/-3.7 159 +/-75
$50,000 to $74,999 +/-66 16.3% +/-6.6 100 +/-68
$75,000 to $99,999 +/-36 4.5% +/-3.6 50 +/-35
$100,000 to $149,999 +/-37 6.3% +/-3.8 60 +/-54
$150,000 to $199,999 +-7 0.7% +/-0.7 56 +/-39
$200,000 or more +/-7 0.4% +/-0.7 0 +/-12
Median household income (dollars) +/-6,078 X) ) 20,608 +/-5,349
Mean household income (dollars) +/-5,081 X) X) 33,823 +/-5,380

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES AND PEOPLE WHOSE
INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS IS BELOW THE
POVERTY LEVEL

All families (X) 17.7% +/-14.2 (X) (X)

All people (X) 50.0% +/-9.0 (X) )

Under 18 years (X) 35.0% +/-27.2 (X) (X)

18 years and over (X) 51.3% +/-8.7 X) (X)

18 to 64 years (X) 54.2% +/-9.2 (X) (X)

65 years and over (X) 15.5% +/-15.8 (X) (X)
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Subject Census Tract 6.04, Butte County,
California
Percent Percent Margin of
Error
EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Population 16 years and over 3,771 X)

Own children under 6 years 339 (X)

Own children 6 to 17 years 280 (X)

INCOME AND BENEFITS (IN 2014 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

Total households 1,493 (X)
Less than $10,000 23.4% +/-6.3
$10,000 to $14,999 16.9% +/-5.9
$15,000 to $24,999 19.2% +/-6.4
$25,000 to $34,999 12.0% +/-5.8
$35,000 to $49,999 10.6% +/-5.1
$50,000 to $74,999 6.7% +/-4.5
$75,000 to $99,999 3.3% +/-2.3
$100,000 to $149,999 4.0% +/-3.7
$150,000 to $199,999 3.8% +/-2.6
$200,000 or more 0.0% +/-2.3
Median household income (dollars) X) X)
Mean household income (dollars) X) (X)

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES AND PEOPLE WHOSE
INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS IS BELOW THE
POVERTY LEVEL

All families 52.3% +/-12.8

All people 59.8% +/-6.6

Under 18 years 74.3% +/-14.1

18 years and over 57.2% +/-5.9

18 to 64 years 60.4% +/-6.2

65 years and over 9.8% +/-9.3

Census Tract 7, Butte County, California

Estimate

4,219

371

556

2,142
175
109
185
339
400
228
334
165
102
105

45,586
67,942

X)

X)
X)
X)
X)
)

Margin of Error

+/-458

+/-165

+/-125

+/-141
+/-81
+/-79
+/-93
+/-119
+/-121
+/-85
+/-147
+/-83
+/-71
+/-111
+/-6,975
+/-14,669

*)

*)
X)
*)
X)
*)

Percent

4,219

371

556

2,142
8.2%
5.1%
8.6%

15.8%

18.7%

10.6%

15.6%
7.7%
4.8%
4.9%

)
)

11.4%

20.4%
19.1%
20.7%
21.3%
16.6%
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Census Tract 7,
Butte County,
California

Subject Census Tract 10, Butte County, California

Percent Margin of Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of
Error Error
EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Population 16 years and over (X) 4,550 +/-687 4,550 )

Own children under 6 years (X) 229 +/-104 229 )

Own children 6 to 17 years (X) 177 +/-114 177 )

INCOME AND BENEFITS (IN 2014 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

Total households (X) 1,898 +/-231 1,898 (X)
Less than $10,000 +/-3.7 239 +/-104 12.6% +/-5.2
$10,000 to $14,999 +/-3.6 378 +/-197 19.9% +/-9.6
$15,000 to $24,999 +/-4.3 143 +/-95 7.5% +/-4.8
$25,000 to $34,999 +/-5.4 165 +/-124 8.7% +/-6.3
$35,000 to $49,999 +/-5.6 463 +/-179 24.4% +/-9.3
$50,000 to $74,999 +/-4.0 291 +/-158 15.3% +/-8.4
$75,000 to $99,999 +/-6.6 50 +/-45 2.6% +/-2.4
$100,000 to $149,999 +/-3.9 91 +/-61 4.8% +/-3.3
$150,000 to $199,999 +/-3.3 48 +/-44 2.5% +/-2.3
$200,000 or more +/-5.2 30 +/-37 1.6% +/-1.9
Median household income (dollars) X) 35,293 +/-10,283 (X) (X)
Mean household income (dollars) X) 42,905 +/-6,297 (X) (X)

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES AND PEOPLE WHOSE
INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS IS BELOW THE
POVERTY LEVEL

All families +/-8.4 X) (X) 27.5% +/-16.9

All people +/-5.0 (X) ) 37.1% +/-8.3

Under 18 years +/-14.5 (X) (X) 19.0% +/-17.0

18 years and over +/-4.7 X) X) 38.8% +/-8.4

18 to 64 years +/-5.3 (X) (X) 41.2% +/-8.8

65 years and over +/-10.0 X) X) 0.0% +/-13.8

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

Workers include members of the Armed Forces and civilians who were at work last week.

Occupation codes are 4-digit codes and are based on Standard Occupational Classification 2010.

Industry codes are 4-digit codes and are based on the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). The Census industry codes for 2013
and later years are based on the 2012 revision of the NAICS. To allow for the creation of 2010-2014 tables, industry data in the multiyear files (2010-
2014) were recoded to 2013 Census industry codes. We recommend using caution when comparing data coded using 2013 Census industry codes
with data coded using Census industry codes prior to 2013. For more information on the Census industry code changes, please visit our website at
http://lwww.census.gov/people/io/methodology/.

Logical coverage edits applying a rules-based assignment of Medicaid, Medicare and military health coverage were added as of 2009 -- please see
http://lwww.census.gov/hhes/www/hlthins/publications/coverage_edits_final.pdf for more details. The corresponding 2008 data table in American
FactFinder does not incorporate these edits and is therefore not comparable to this table in 2009, 2010, 2011, or 2012. Select geographies of 2008
data comparable to the 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012 tables are accessible at http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/hlthins/data/acs/2008/re-run.html.

The health insurance coverage category names were modified in 2010. See ACS Health Insurance Definitions for a list of the insurance type
definitions.
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While the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas; in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in
ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

1. An** entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.

2. An'-'entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.

3. An - following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.

4. An '+ following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.

5. An "** entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.

6. An "*****'aentry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.

7. An'N'entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of
sample cases is too small.

8. An'(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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Chico, California
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BICYCLE FRIENDLY COMMUNITY

in recognition of your outstanding efforts to encourage bicycling in your community
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Esplanade Workshop # 1 — Photos





SPLANADE CORRIDOR STUDY

Community Workshop #2 -
Survey Results and Alternatives

November 19, 2015
City of Chico
6:30-6:50 Open House
6:50-7:50 Presentation by Project Teal
7:50-8:00 Input Exercise
8:00-8:30 Q&A

ESPLANADE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT STUDY

> City Staff
— Brendan Ottoboni
— Wyatt West

— Tracy Bettencourt
> W-Trans
— Steve Weinberger

— Lauren Davini

v

v

v

\WORKSHOP AGENDA

Study Objectives

Workshop #1 Review

Justification for Change

Online Survey #1 Results

Traffic Signal Timing and Equipment Education
Alternatives

Input on Preferred Plan

Next Steps

Combine Elements into a Preferred Plan
Community Input

Online Survey #2

QRA

v

STUDY OBJECTIVES
To provide safe connectivity for all users between the downtown
and destinations along the corridor.
ADA Access Enhancements
Maintain acceptable vehicle traffic operations
Improve transportation safety around High School

Engage the community in envisioning the future and providing
input on preferences/priorities

Present a preferred street design for the corridor

Assist City in packaging the preferred plan into a future grant
application (Active Transportation Planning grant program or Highway
Safety Improvement Program)

PURPOSE OF THE MEETING

> Workshop #1 - Existing Conditions/Public Input
> Workshop #2 - November 19, 2015

- Present corridor alternatives

— Public Input on alternatives

- Combining alternatives
> Workshop #3 - February 2016

- Present the preferred plan






Esplanade Workshop # 2 — Photos










SPLANADE CORRIDOR STUDY

Workshop #3
City Council Meeting

April 5, 2016

ESPLANADE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT STUDY

STAFF REPORT
ATTACHMENTB

Street Cross Section - Signalized Intersection

ESPLANADE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT STUDY

Street Cross Section - Signalized Intersection






Esplanade Workshop # 3 — Photos
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REGULAR CHICO CITY COUNCIL MEETING — January 19, 2016
Chico Municipal Center, Council Chamber, 421 Main Street

1.1. ADJOURNED REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING - 6:30 p.m. SEE ITEM 2.2 -

1/19/16 Council Agenda School District is concerned
for safety of students, and

SEE ITEM 4.3

1.2. Call to Order - Mayor Sorensen called the January 19, 2016 - Reqular City Council
meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber, 421 Main Street.

2.3. Draft Minutes

1.3. Invocation - Police Chaplain

1.4. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag

1.5.  Roll Call

1.6. Closed Session Announcement

2. CONSENT AGENDA

2.1. ORDINANCE NO. 2475 - ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CHICO, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING CHAPTER 2.62 OF THE CHICO MUNICIPAL CODE
RELATING TO THE ARTS COMMISSION - Final reading and adoption

At its meeting of October 20, 2015, the Council directed staff to bring back an
ordinance implementing changes to the Chico Municipal Code which authorizes the
Arts Commission to meet in its current form four times a year as an advisory body
on _aesthetic treatments, memorials, gifts, tourism related items, with meetings to
last no more than two hours, with a majority vote of the commissionersr required to
go past 1.5 hours. In addition, the Council eliminated the special qualifications
originally set forth in the Chico Muncipal Code for three of the seven positions. The
City Manager has also confirmed that the City Clerk will continue serving as the
staff support for this commission. The amendment to the Chico Municipal Code
Chapter 2.62, as identified in the ordinance will memorialize and implement the
changes that Council has directed. The City Clerk recommended that Council adopt
the ordinance by reading of title only.

2.1. Arts Commission Ordinance

2.2. MINUTE ORDER NO. 02-16 - AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY MANAGER TO
EXECUTE A COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT IN CONNECTION WITH THE
INSTALLATION OF A FLASHING CROSSWALK WARNING DEVICE AT THE
INTERSECTION OF THE ESPLANADE AND W. SACRAMENTO AVENUE (CHICO
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT)

Approved - minute order authorizing the City Manager to execute a cooperative
agreement with the Chico Unified School District for the installation of a traffic
warning device at the intersection of W. Sacramento Avenue and the Esplanade.
The Public Works Director - Engineering recommended approval of the Minute
Order.

2.2. Minute Order - CUSD

http://chico-ca.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view id=2&clip 1d=595 6/14/2016
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1/19/16 City Council Meeting

2.3.

24.

3.1.

APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES

Approved - minutes from the City Council meeting held on 1/5/16. The City Clerk
recommended approval.

ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT - Item 2.2.

HEARINGS

HEARING TO CONSIDER INITIATING PROCEEDINGS TO ANNEX PROPERTY TO
THE INCORPORATED TERRITORY OF THE CITY OF CHICO: LASSEN AVENUE
ANNEXATION DISTRICT NO. 10

Hearing - to consider adopting a resolution initiating annexation of 7.13 acre area
located on East Lassen Avenue. The annexation was initiated to complete the
application process for sanitary sewer connection for one of the properties. The
proposed annexation falls within the scope of the Chico Urban Area Nitrate
Compliance Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH 99102080) Pursuant to
Section 15162 of the California Environmental Quality Act, no subsequent
environmental review was necessary. (Report - Jake Morley, Associate Planner)

Mayor Sorensen opened the hearing to the public. No one spoke and the hearing
was closed.

Recommendation : The Community Development Director recommended adoption
of the following resolution:

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO INITIATING
PROCEEDINGS TO ANNEX PROPERTY NOW LOCATED IN THE UNINCORPORATED
TERRITORY OF THE COUNTY OF BUTTE TO THE INCORPORATED TERRITORY OF
THE CITY OF CHICO: LASSEN AVENUE ANNEXATION DISTRICT NO. 10 (COUCH
HOUSE MOBILE ESTATES, APNs 007-150-098, 007-150-099, 007-320-002, 007-320-

001)

3.1. Annexation - E. Lassen Ave. Dist. 10

3.2.

http://chico-ca.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view id=2&clip 1d=595

HEARING TO CONSIDER A RESOLUTION APPROVING GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT 15-03 AND AN ORDINANCE TO RE-DESIGNATE THE ZONING OF
PROPERTY AFFECTING PORTIONS OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 2074 AND 2080
EAST 20TH STREET

Introductory Reading of an ordinance to re-designate the zoning of 12,238 square
feet of property from CC (Community Commercial) to OC (Office Commercial) and
re-designate 4,390 square feet of property from OC (Office Commercial) to CC
(Community Commercial) and Adoption of a Resolution Approving General Plan
Amendment 15-03 Affecting Portions of Property Located at 2074 and 2080 East
20th Street; APNs 002-730-073 and 002-730-072

Hearing - Regarding a proposal to change the zoning on portions of property
located at 2074 and 2080 East 20th Street from CC (Community Commercial) to OC
(Office  Commercial) and from OC (Office Commercial) to CC (Community
Commercial) and related portions of the General Plan designations from Office
Mixed Use to Commercial Mixed Use. The project is exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061.
(Report - Jake Morley, Associate Planner)

Page 2 of 5
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5/3/16 City Council Meeting Page 1 of 8

SEE ITEM 2.1

REGULAR CHICO CITY COUNCIL MEETING — May 3, 2016
Chico Municipal Center, Council Chamber, 421 Main Street

1.1. Special Council Meeting - 5:00 p.m.

1.2. Call to Order - Mayor Sorensen called the May 3, 2016 - Special City Council meeting
to order at 5:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber, 421 Main Street.

1.3. Roll Call

1.4. Pledge of Allegiance

2. REGULAR AGENDA

2.1. ESPLANADE CORRIDOR SAFETY AND ACCESSIBILITY STUDY - Reconsideration of
a prior action.

At its meeting of April 19, 2016, the City Council voted unanimously to suspend its
Council meeting procedures as outlined in AP&P 10-10 regarding reconsiderations
of prior actions. Council then voted unanimously to agendize reconsideration of
what was items # 9, 10, and 11 of the staff report for the April 14, 2016 Special
Council meeting, and thereby reconsider the alternatives presented. This is
effectively a reconsideration of the intersections at the Esplanade and E 1st Avenue,
Lincoln Avenue, Sacramento Avenue and Memorial Way. (Report - Brendan
Ottoboni, Public Works Director-Engineering)

Recommendation : The Public Works Director - Engineering recommends that the
City Council 1) modify its prior actions pertaining to Iltems 9-11; and 2) direct staff to
pursue other solutions and options to address the safety concerns at those
intersections and return with that information in the first quarter of 2017.

Iltem 2.1. Esplanade Reconsideration

3. ADJOURNMENT - Adjourned at 5:50 p.m. to the May 3, 2016 Reqular City Council
meeting in the Council Chamber.

1.1. REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING - 6:00 p.m.

1.2. Call to Order - Mayor Sorensen called the May 3, 2016 Regular City Council meeting
to order at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber, 421 Main Street.

1.3. Invocation - Police Chaplain

1.4. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag

1.5. Roll Call

2. CONSENT AGENDA

2.1. ORDINANCE NO. 2480 - ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CHICO AMENDING CHAPTER 14.60 OF THE CHICO MUNICIPAL CODE RELATING
TO THE USE OF CITY STREETS AND SIDEWALKS FOR SALES OF FOOD, CUT
FLOWERS, AND BEVERAGES - Final reading and adoption

Adopted - an ordinance amending Chapter 14.60 of the Chico Municipal Code (CMC)

http://chico-ca.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view id=2&clip 1d=618 6/14/2016
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5/3/16 City Council Meeting

to address public health and safety concerns related to street vendors within the
central business district. The amendments would allow the City to appropriately
respond to problem vendors on a case-by-case basis, without unnecessarily
impacting all vendors' ability to conduct business in the downtown area. The
Director of Public Works - Engineering recommended the final reading and adoption
of the ordinance by reading of title only.

ltem 2.1. Vendor Hawk Ordinance

2.2.

ORDINANCE NO. 2481 - ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CHICO REPEALING AND REPLACING CHAPTER 15.40 OF THE CHICO MUNICIPAL
CODE REGARDING SEWER DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS - Final reading and

adoption

Adopted - an ordinance that repeals and replaces Chapter 15.40 of the Chico
Municipal Code in its entirety to be consistent with the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) and the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), specifically
40.CFR 403, as required by the State Water Resources Board. The Director of Public
Works - Operations and Maintenance recommended the final reading and adoption
of the ordinance by reading of title only.

Iltem 2.2. Sewer Ordinance

2.3.

ADOPTION OF SEWER IN LIEU RESOLUTIONS - VARIOUS

Adopted- resolutions authorizing sewer assessments to be collected on the tax roll,
in lieu of full and immediate payment of the sewer system connection fees. The
Public Works Director-Engineering recommended adoption of the resolutions. (For
the record, the following resolutions were adopted in error and will be brought back
for Council consideration when corrected.)

Iltem 2.3. Sewer in Lieus

A.

http://chico-ca.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view id=2&clip 1d=618

RESOLUTION NO. 26-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 945 ASPEN STREET - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO. 004-
353-021 (Petition from property owner Philip Jameson)

RESOLUTION NO. 27-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 1088 EAST NINTH STREET - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL
NO. 004-320-022 (Petition from property owner Tom Steffen)

RESOLUTION NO. 28-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 758 EAST 20TH STREET - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.
005-442-016 (Petition from property owner Mary T. Johnson)

RESOLUTION NO. 29-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 1415 GUILL STREET - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO. 005-
417-006 (Petition from property owners Jane Annette and Keith Adison Willoughby

Woods)
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2.4.

http://chico-ca.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view id=2&clip 1d=618

RESOLUTION NO. 30-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 1459 GUILL STREET - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO. 005-
417-012 (Petition from property owner Matthew S. Benson)

RESOLUTION NO. 31-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 1825 LABURNUM AVENUE - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL
NO. 003-392-006 (Petition from property owners Norman B. and Sherry K. Atkin)

RESOLUTION NO. 32-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 5 MONTCLAIR DRIVE - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO. 015-
350-015 (Petition from property owner Nancy L. Strom)

RESOLUTION NO. 33-16 - RESOULTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 258 PANAMA AVENUE - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.
006-052-010 (Petition from property owners Richard Guevarra and Phil Guevarra)

RESOLUTION NO. 34-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 1287 PARQUE DRIVE - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO. 015-
420-027 (Petition from property owners Michael W. and Heidi Ann Hovey)

RESOLUTION NO. 35-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 151 SKYCREEK COURT - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.
047-560-106 (Petition from property owners Darby B. and Kathleen Makel)

RESOLUTION NO. 36-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 1628 SUNSET AVENUE - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.
003-423-001 (Petition from property owners Richard C. and Barbara Joyce Turner)

RESOLUTION NO. 37-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
LEVYING ASSESSMENT INSTALLMENTS IN LIEU OF THE PAYMENT OF SEWER
SYSTEM CONNECTION FEES INCIDENT TO THE CONNECTION OF PREMISES TO
THE CITY SEWER SYSTEM - 945 WEST 12TH AVENUE - ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.
043-040-072 (Petition from property owners Glenna G. and Harold W. Lombard)

RESOLUTION NO. 38-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CHICO INITIATING PROCEEDINGS AND ORDERING THE PRELIMINARY
ENGINEER'S REPORT FOR THE ANNUAL ASSESSMENTS FOR THE HUSA
RANCH/NOB HILL NEIGHBORHOOD PARK LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING
DISTRICT NO. LLD 001-08 FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016/2017

RESOLUTION NO. 39-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO
PRELIMINARILY APPROVING THE ANNUAL ENGINEER'S REPORT, AND
DECLARING THE CITY'S INTENTION TO LEVY ANNUAL ASSESSMENTS FOR THE
HUSA RANCH/NOB HILL NEIGHBORHOOD PARK LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING
DISTRICT NO. LLD 001-08 FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016/2017, AND APPOINTING A TIME
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AND PLACE FOR A PUBLIC HEARING

Adopted - resolutions to initiate proceedings and declare the Council's intent to levy
and collect the annual assessments for the Husa Ranch/Nob Hill Neighborhood Park
Landscaping and Lighting District No. LLD 001-08 for the 2016/2017 fiscal year, and
to set a public hearing on June 7, 2016 regarding this proposed assessment. The
Public Works Director - Operations recommended adoption of the resolutions.

ltem 2.4. Husa Ranch Resolution

2.5.

RESOLUTION NO. 40-16 - RESOLUTION OF INTENTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF CHICO TO ABANDON AND VACATE A PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT
PURSUANT TO THE PUBLIC STREETS, HIGHWAYS, AND SERVICE EASEMENTS
VACATION LAW (BROWN - USE PERMIT 15-09 / APNs 007-160-044)

Adopted - a resolution of intention to abandon and vacate a three foot wide public
utility easement located south of Eaton Road, between Burnap Avenue and
Cohasset Road. The Public Works Director recommended adoption of the
resolution scheduling a public hearing on June 7, 2016.

Iltem 2.5. Resolution of Intention

2.6.

3.

3.1.

3.2.

3.3

3.4.

3.5.
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ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT - None

CLOSED SESSION

Council recessed to Closed Session in Conference Room 2.

Public Comment - None

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR (Gov. Code Sec. 54957.6)

Negotiator: Mark Orme, City Manager and Jamie Cannon, Human Resources & Risk
Manager

Employee Organizations: Public Safety Management, Chico Employees Association,
Confidentials, Chico Public Safety Association, Service Employees International
Union - Trades & Craft Unit, Local 39

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION (1 case)

Pursuant to Cal. Gov. Code Sec. 54956.9(d)(1): BILL WEBB CONSTRUCTION, INC. V.
THE COUNTY OF BUTTE, ET AL. CASE NO. 16CV00186

PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION: The City Council reviewed the
City Manager's performance. (Gov. Code Section 54957) - This item was continued
to the Special May 9, 2016 Council meeting.

RECONVENED FROM CLOSED SESSION TO CITY COUNCIL MEETING

CLOSED SESSION ANNOUNCEMENT - The City Council met in Closed Session
regarding the items as noted above. No action was taken; direction was provided.

The Council voted unanimously to continue the personnel evaluation of the City
Manager to the Special Council meeting scheduled for Monday, May 9, 2016 at 6:00

p.m.

HEARINGS
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Iltem 4.1. Weed Abatement

4.1.

4.2.

HEARING ON RESOLUTION DECLARING WEEDS, RUBBISH, REFUSE, AND DEBRIS
TO BE A PUBLIC NUISANCE - ORDERING ABATEMENT AND REMOVAL, SETTING A
DEADLINE FOR ABATEMENT, AND PROVIDING ASSESSMENT OF THE COST OF
ABATEMENT

Hearing to consider all objections to a resolution adopted 4/19/16, which declared a
public nuisance relating to the abatement of weeds, rubbish, refuse and/or debris.
(Report - John Rollo, Code Enforcement Officer)

Recommendation : The Code Enforcement Officer recommends adoption of the
resolution which will: (1) overrule any objections to the previously adopted
resolution; (2) establish 6/01/16 as the last day for voluntary abatement; and direct
the Community Development Director to: (3) abate any item(s) not voluntarily
removed; (4) maintain an accounting of costs associated with the abatement; and
(5) provide the Council with a report of the costs to be recovered from property
owners.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO OVERRULING
OBJECTIONS TO RESOLUTION DECLARING WEEDS, RUBBISH, REFUSE, AND
DEBRIS TO BE A PUBLIC NUISANCE AND ORDERING ABATEMENT AND REMOVAL
OF THE WEEDS, RUBBISH, REFUSE, AND DEBRIS, AND PROVIDING FOR AN
ASSESSMENT OF THE COST OF SUCH ABATEMENT AND REMOVAL

HEARING TO CONSIDER DESIGNATING 799 HILL VIEW WAY (THOMSON) AS A
LANDMARK ON THE HISTORIC RESOURCES INVENTORY

The Architectural Review and Historic Preservation Board forwarded a unanimous
recommendation to designate the property located at 799 Hill View Way as a
landmark on the City of Chico Historic Resources Inventory. Based on the historical
information submitted with the application, the property qualifies for listing on the
City's Inventory by meeting two of the three significance criteria required by Chapter
19.37 (Historic Preservation) of the Chico Municipal Code. (Report - Bob
Summerville, AICP, Senior Planner)

Recommendation : The Community Development Director recommends that the
City Council conduct a public hearing and adopt the following resolution:
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO DESIGNATING 799
HILL VIEW WAY (THOMSON) AS A LANDMARK ON THE HISTORIC RESOURCES
INVENTORY

Iltem 4.2. Hearing Thomson Historic Resources Inventory

4.3.

HEARING ON CHICO SCRAP METAL DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

Hearing regarding a proposed architectural review, rezone (text amendment), and
development agreement for Chico Scrap Metal located on a 2.02 acre site. The
proposal includes: 1) approval of site improvements and landscaping to improve
aesthetics and neighborhood compatibility; 2) elimination of amortization
requirements found in the Chapman/Mulberry Neighborhood Plan and the Chico
Municipal Code; 3) approval of a Development Agreement under which Chico Scrap
Metal would modify and regulate its activities in order to improve its compatibility
with the surrounding neighborhood. A Negative Declaration has been prepared to
satisfy the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). (Report
- Jake Morley, Associate Planner)

Iltem 4.3. Chico Scrap Metal Dev. Agreement

http://chico-ca.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view id=2&clip 1d=618

Page 5 of 8

6/14/2016





5/3/16 City Council Meeting

Item 4.3. Chico Scrap - Attachments

Page 6 of 8

4.4. HEARING ON FINAL ANNUAL ACTION PLAN FOR THE USE OF FEDERAL

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) AND HOME INVESTMENT

PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM (HOME) FUNDS FOR 2016-2017

The City receives an annual award of community development and housing funds

from the Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The 2016-

2017 CDBG award will be $713,253 and $395,906 in HOME funds. At its April 5, 2016

meeting, the City Council conducted a hearing on the draft 2016-17 Annual Plan and

directed staff to: (1) amend CDBG Public Service allocations, (2) take public

comment during the 30-day period; and (3) schedule a second hearing for the

adoption of the final Annual Action Plan at its meeting of May 3, 2016. (Report -

Marie Demers, Housing Manager)

Recommendation : - The Community Development Director recommends that after

holding the public hearing, the Council approve the Plan and authorize its submittal

to the Department of Housing & Urban Development.

ltem 4.4. HUD Annual Hearing

5. REGULAR AGENDA

5.1. RATIFICATION OF MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING - CHICO EMPLOYEES'

ASSOCIATION

Adoption of a resolution which modified the pay and benefit provisions applicable

to the Chico Employees' Association, resulting from recently concluded

negotiations. (Report - Mark Orme, City Manager)

Recommendation : The City Manager recommends adoption of the following

resolution:

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO APPROVING

"MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN CITY OF CHICO AND CHICO

EMPLOYEES' ASSOCIATION REGARDING PAY, HOURS, AND OTHER TERMS AND

CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT FOR JANUARY 1, 2016 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2019

(2016 CEA MOU)"

Iltem 5.1.CEA MOU Ratification

5.2. RATIFICATION OF PAY AND BENEFITS RESOLUTION - CONFIDENTIALS

Adoption of a resolution which modified the pay and benefit provisions applicable

to the Confidential Unit, resulting from recently concluded negotiations. (Report -

Mark Orme, City Manager)

Recommendation : The City Manager recommends adoption of the following

resolution:

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO APPROVING "PAY AND

BENEFITS RESOLUTION BETWEEN CITY OF CHICO AND CONFIDENTIAL UNIT

REGARDING PAY, HOURS, AND OTHER TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF

EMPLOYMENT FOR JANUARY 1, 2016 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2019 (2016 CNF PBR)"

ltem 5.2. COnfidentials PBR

5.3. CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF A SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION/BUDGET

MODIFICATION NO. 2016-ASD-008 - Continued to a Special Meeting scheduled for
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May 9, 2016.

Recommendation : The Administrative Services Director recommends approval of
Supplemental Appropriation/Budget Modification No. 2016-ASD-008.

ltem 5.3. Supplemental Appropriation

5.4. PRESENTATION PART 2 OF 2 OF FY 2016-17 DRAFT PROPOSED BUDGET -
Continued to a Special Meeting scheduled for May 9, 2016.

Recommendation : No action is required.

Iltem 5.4. Budget Presentation #2

5.5. CONSIDERATION OF PARTICIPATING IN PG&E'S TURN-KEY PROGRAM TO
RETROFIT CITY STREETLIGHTS WITH LIGHT EMITTING DIODE (LEDS)

Staff proposed partnering with PG&E to take advantage of their LED Street Light
Turn-Key Replacement Program, and current incentives to replace the remaining
3,873 City-owned street lights with the latest Light Emitting Diode (LED)
technology. Retrofitting the street lights will save $243,183 (34%) in annual electric
utility costs, while providing improved nighttime visibility and public safety.
Additionally, LED fixtures last 3 to 5 times longer than the current legacy High
Pressure Sodium lights; saving significant maintenance costs and staffing
resources. (Report - Erik Gustafson, Public Works Direction - Operations)

Recommendation : The Public Works Director - Operations recommends that the
City Council 1) approve the project, and authorize the City Manager to enter into an
agreement with PG&E for the Turn-key Street Light Replacement Program, as
authorized by 2015-16 City of Chico Budget Policy G.6.c.; and 2) authorize one of the
following financing options: a) finance the project internally using Workers
Compensation Funds at 0% interest, with a return on investment (ROI) of 3.5 years;
or b) finance externally with PG&E's preferred investment firm at 2.58% interest for

7.75 years.

ltem 5.5. Streetlight Retrofit

5.6. CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST FROM COUNCILMEMBER STONE TO AGENDIZE
A DISCUSSION TO WAIVE CHAMBER FACILITY USE FEES - Continued to a Special
Meeting scheduled for May 9, 2016.

Iltem 5.6. Fee Waiver for Facility Use Fees

5.7. COUNCIL DIRECTION TO THE CITY ATTORNEY TO REVIEW A REQUEST FROM THE
PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR AND CITY CLERK FOR A POSSIBLE BALLOT
MEASURE AMENDING THE CHARTER - Continued to a Special Meeting scheduled
for May 9, 2016.

ltem 5.7. Ballot Measure

5.8. ITEMS ADDED AFTER THE POSTING OF THE AGENDA - None

6. BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR

Charles Withuhn addressed the Council regarding the Park's Department budget.
Mayor Sorensen noted that Mr. Withuhn was actually speaking to Iltem 7.2.b.
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REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS - The following reports and communication
items were provided for the Council’s information. No action can be taken on items
under this section unless the Council agrees to include it on a subsequent agenda.

7.1. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT - Verbal Report, City Manager Orme

7.2. CITIZEN REQUESTS - Pursuant to AP&P 10-10, a majority vote of Council was
needed in order to agendize this item for discussion at a future meeting. If
agendized, public comment will be taken at that meeting.

A. Doug Rowell, Chico Yellow Cab, submitted a request to agendize a discussion
regarding Uber drivers.

ltem 7.2. A - Chico Yellow Cab request

B. Chico Tree Advocates submitted a request to agendize a discussion regarding a
proposal for Chico’s trees.

Iltem 7.2.B Chico Tree Advocates Request

7.3. MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT AND BUDGET MONITORING REPORTS

The Council was provided with the Monthly Financial Report and Budget Monitoring
Reports through March 31, 2016 which were reviewed with the Finance Committee at
its meeting held on April 27, 2016. (Frank Fields, Administrative Services Director)

ltem 7.3. Monthly Financial Reports

8. ADJOURNMENT - Adjourned at 10:34 p.m. to an Adjourned Regular City Council
meeting on Tuesday, May 17, 2016, at 6:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber.
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1.1.

SEE ITEM 4.1

REGULAR CHICO CITY COUNCIL MEETING — April 14, 2016
Chico Municipal Center, Council Chamber, 421 Main Street

Special Council Meeting — 5:30 p.m.

4/14/16 Special Council Meeting Agenda

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

2.

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

41.
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Call to Order — Mayor Sorensen called the April 14, 2016 - Special City Council
meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber, 421 Main Street.

Consent Agenda Public Comment — None

Recess to Closed Session in Conference Room 2, 421 Main Street.

CLOSED SESSION

Roll Call

Staff Present - City Manager Orme, City Attorney Ewing, City Clerk Presson,
Assistant City Manager Constantin, Administrative Services Director Fields,
Accounting Manager Martin, Human Resources Manager Cannon

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR (Gov. Code Sec. 54957.6)

Negotiators: Mark Orme, City Manager and Jamie Cannon, Human Resources & Risk
Manager

Employee Organizations: Public Safety Management, Chico Employees Association,
Confidentials, Chico Public Safety Association, Service Employees International
Union - Trades & Craft Unit, Local 39

ADJOURNMENT - Adjourned to the April 14, 2016, Special City Council meeting in
the Council Chamber.

RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION AT 6:00 P.M.

ESPLANADE CORRIDOR SAFETY AND ACCESSIBILITY STUDY - Continued from
4/5/16 Council meeting.

The Council received public comment on this item at the 4/5/16 meeting and
continued the matter to this meeting for Council action.

At its meeting of 4/5/16, the Council was presented with an overview of the study, as
well as receiving public input on this matter. Based on the information received at
that prior meeting, Council directed staff to set up a special meeting where the
Council could consider all associated recommendations and options, intersection
by intersection, including information regarding any impacted trees.

As noted before at previous meetings, the overall goal of the study is to improve the
safety and accessibility of the Esplanade for all modes of transportation while
maintaining the tree-lined "Boulevard” design so iconic to Chico. Staff presented a
summary of the critical issues, options considered and a recommended package of
improvements for the Council's consideration. (Report - Brendan Ottoboni, Public
Works Director-Engineering)
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Recommendation : The Public Works Director-Engineering recommends that the
City Council select the preferred set of roadway improvements for inclusion in the
Draft Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Study.

Iltem 4.1. Esplanade Corridor Study

5. ADJOURNMENT - Adjourned at 9:51 p.m. to the April 19, 2016 Adjourned Regqular
City Council meeting in the Council Chamber.
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1.1.

REGULAR CHICO CITY COUNCIL MEETING — April 5, 2016
Chico Municipal Center, Council Chamber, 421 Main Street

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING - 6:00 p.m. SEE ITEM 5.2

4/5/16 Agenda

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

Call to Order - Mayor Sorensen called the April 5, 2016 - Regular City Council
meeting to order at 6:25 p.m. in the Council Chamber, 421 Main Street.

Invocation — Police Chaplain

Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag

Roll Call

Special Closed Session Announcement - City Attorney Ewing announced that Council met

in a Special Closed Session at 5:00 p.m. Item 3.1., regarding labor negotiations, was not
heard during this meeting. On Item 3.2., an update was provided regarding the existing

litigation cases of Stephen Grant. et al. versus the City of Chico, et al. Case No. 162557

and Akbrarieh v. City of Chico, et al., File No. 2:13-CV-01816-KJM-DAD.

No action was taken on either of the cases; direction was provided.

1.6.

o 0o w »

N

Proclamations

Child Abuse Prevention Month

Peqg Taylor Center

National Public Safety Telecommunicator's Week

Pleasant Valley High School House of Blue Student Program — Storm Water Education

CONSENT AGENDA

ORDINANCE NO. 2479 - ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CHICO, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING SECTIONS OF THE CHICO MUNICIPAL CODE
RELATING TO THE EXPANSION OF OFFENSES AGAINST PUBLIC PROPERTY -
Final reading and adoption

Iltem 2.1. Ordinance - Offenses Against Public Property

2.2.

RESOLUTION NO. 22-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CHICO AUTHORIZING SUBMITTAL OF APPLICATIONS FOR CALRECYCLE
PAYMENT PROGRAMS AND RELATED AUTHORIZATIONS

Adopted - a resolution authorizing the submittal of applications for CalRecycle
payment program funds and the execution of related documents. The Director of
Public Works — Operations & Maintenance recommended adoption of the resolution.

ltem 2.2. Resolution - CalRecycle
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2.3.

APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES OF MARCH 1, 2016, as amended.

Iltem 2.3. Draft Minutes

24.

3.

3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

3.4.

4.

ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT - Item 2.1.

CLOSED SESSION - Council did not adjourn into Closed Session at this time, but
instead addressed Item 3.2. in a Special Closed Session held at 5:00 PM prior to the
4/5/16 reqular City Council meeting.

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR (Gov. Code Sec. 54957.6) - Item
continued

Negotiator: Mark Orme, City Manager and Jamie Cannon, Human Resources & Risk
Manager

Employee Organizations: Public Safety Management, Chico Employees Association,
Confidentials, Chico Public Safety Association, Service Employees International
Union — Trades & Craft Unit, Local 39

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXISTING LITIGATION (2 cases);pursuant
to Cal. Gov. Code Sec. 54956.9(d)(1):

STEPHEN GRANT, ET AL. V. CITY OF CHICO, ET AL. CASE NO.162557

AKBARIEH V. CITY OF CHICO, ET AL. FILE NO. 2:13-CV-01816-KJM-DAD

RECONVENE TO CITY COUNCIL MEETING

CLOSED SESSION ANNOUNCEMENT - The Closed Session announcement was
made at the beginning of the meeting as Council had met in a Special Closed
Session to consider Item 3.2. Item 3.1. related to labor negotiations was not heard
and continued to a future meeting.

HEARINGS

Iltem 4.1. Resolution - Mountain Vista TSM

4.1.
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RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO APPROVING A
MODIFICATION OF THE MOUNTAIN VISTA VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP
-S 01-12 (EPICK HOMES)

Epick Homes was requesting to modify the Mountain Vista Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map to 1) Allow existing improvements along the site’s Floral Avenue
frontage to remain resulting in a narrower future linear park; 2) allow solid wood
fencing in the rear yards of new lots along Floral Avenue instead of view permeable
(wrought-iron) fencing; and 3) allow existing street lights along Floral Avenue to
remain instead of new low-level light fixtures. Community Development and Public
Works staff support the requests since existing improvements along the project’s
Floral Avenue frontage are operating appropriately; the installation of solid wood
fencing instead of view permeable fencing will reduce traffic-related noise impacts
and maintain back yard privacy for new residents; and existing street lights will
adequately illuminate the linear park for public and police surveillance. (Report —
Bob Summerville, AICP, Senior Planner)

Recommendation : The Community Development Director recommends that the City
Council conduct a public hearing and adopt the following resolution: RESOLUTION
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO APPROVING A MODIFICATION OF
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4.2.

THE MOUNTAIN VISTA VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP - S 01-12 (EPICK
HOMES)

2016-17 DRAFT ANNUAL PLAN HEARING FOR THE USE OF FEDERAL COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) AND HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS
PROGRAM (HOME)

The City receives an annual award of community development and housing funds
from the Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Each year,
the City must submit an Annual Plan to HUD describing the City’s plans for using
these funds in the upcoming year. (Report - Marie Demers, Housing Manager)

Recommendation : The Finance Committee recommends (3-0) that the Council
conduct a public hearing on the Draft Plan. The Community Development Director
recommends that after the public hearing, Council direct staff to: (1) include any
comments received during the 30-day public comment period into the Draft Plan;
and (2) schedule a second hearing for adoption of the Final Annual Plan at its
meeting of May 3, 2016.

Iltem 4.2. Draft Annual Plan

5.

5.1.

REGULAR AGENDA

CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENT OF FOUR ARTS COMMISSION MEMBERS

The Council was asked to consider confirmation of appointments to fill four
vacancies on the Arts Commission. As the Council was aware, the Council held off
on filling these positions until such time the restructuring of the Arts Commission
was finalized.

At its meeting of January 19, 2016, the Council approved the final reading and
adoption of Ordinance No. 2475, with the changes to the Commission going into
effect on February 18th.

Between January 19th and February 29th, a 30-day recruitment was held and eight
applications were received. Applicants Shannon Ames, Stephen Cummins, Marc
Edson, Donna Gauthier, Debra Lucero, Kelly Murphy, Kimberly Ranalla, and Jason
Tannen met the necessary requirements to be considered for appointment.

Recommendation : The City Clerk recommends that the Council: (1) hear from the
applicants in attendance; (2) take public comment, if any; (3) confirm the
appointments made by Councilmember Coolidge, Councilmember Fillmer and
Mayor Sorensen; and (4) using a balloting procedure, appoint one member to
complete the remaining year of the fourth position.

ltem 5.1. Arts Commission Appointments

5.2.
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ESPLANADE CORRIDOR SAFETY AND ACCESSIBILITY STUDY

The City continues to be engaged in a transportation safety and accessibility study
of the Esplanade corridor between Memorial Way and 11th Avenue, including a
segment of Oleander Avenue. The overall goal of the study is to improve the safety
and accessibility of the Esplanade for all modes of transportation while maintaining
the tree-lined “Boulevard” design so iconic to Chico. Staff will present a summary of
the critical issues, options considered and a recommended package of
improvements for the Council’s consideration. (Report - Brendan Ottoboni, Public
Works Director-Engineering)

Recommendation : The Public Works Director-Engineering recommends that the
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City Council select the preferred set of roadway improvements for inclusion in the
Draft Esplanade Corridor Safety and Accessibility Study.

ltem 5.2. Esplanade Corridor Study

5.3.

CONSIDERATION OF AN ORDINANCE THAT WILL REPLACE CHAPTER 15.40 OF
THE CHICO MUNICIPAL CODE REGARDING SEWER DISCHARGE REGULATIONS -
This item was continued to the April 19, 2016 City Council meeting.

Recommendation : The Director of Public Works O & M recommends that the
Council introduce the following ordinance by reading of title only: ORDINANCE OF
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO REPEALING AND REPLACING
CHAPTER 15.40 OF THE CHICO MUNICIPAL CODE REGARDING SEWER
DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS - Introductory Reading

Iltem 5.3. Ordinance - Sewer Discharge Regulations

5.4.

6.

7.1

7.2.

ITEMS ADDED AFTER THE POSTING OF THE AGENDA - None

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR - None

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

The following reports and communication items were provided for the Council’s
information. No action can be taken on items under this section unless the Council
agrees to include it on a subsequent agenda.

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT - Verbal Report, City Manager Orme

COUNCIL REQUESTS - Pursuant to AP&P 10-10, a majority vote of Council is
needed in order to agendize this item for discussion at a future meeting. If
agendized, public comment will be taken at that meeting.

Councilmember Stone submitted a request to agendize a discussion regarding the
waiver of Chamber Facility Use Fees.

7.2.A. Councilmember Stone request

7.3.

http://chico-ca.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view id=2&clip 1d=609

MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT AND BUDGET MONITORING REPORTS

The Council was provided with the Monthly Financial Report and Budget Monitoring
Reports through February 29, 2016 which were reviewed with the Finance
Committee at its meeting held on March 23, 2016. (Frank Fields, Administrative
Services Director)

ADJOURNMENT - Adjourned at 10:46 p.m. to an Adjourned Regular City Council
meeting on Tuesday, April 19, 2016, at 6:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber.
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1/19/16 City Council Meeting

Mayor Sorensen opened the hearing to the public. No one spoke and the hearing
was closed.

Recommendation the following resolution, and introduce the ordinance by reading
its title only:

RESOLUTION NO. 3-16 - RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CHICO APPROVING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 15-03 (Brouhard)

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO REZONING A
PORTION OF PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO. 002-730-073
FROM CC (COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL) TO OC (OFFICE COMMERCIAL) AND A
PORTION OF PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO. 002-730-072
FROM OC (OFFICE COMMERCIAL) TO CC (COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL) (Brouhard)
- Introductory Reading

3.2. GPA/Rezone E. 20th St.

3.3.

HEARING TO A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION AND
AN ORDINANCE REZONING VARIOUS PROPERTIES (REIBE)

Hearing - Proposal to amend the Chico General Plan Land Use Diagram from
Manufacturing & Warehousing to Commercial Services and to rezone the property
from ML (Light Manufacturing) to CS (Commercial Services) to allow a retail auto
parts store. Planning staff recommends 10 additional surrounding properties be
included in the proposal for better utilization of land uses along a commercial
arterial, consistent with General Plan goals and policies. The Planning Commission
conducted a public hearing on the proposal at its December 17, 2015 meeting and
forwarded a unanimous recommendation to the City Council to adopt a mitigated
negative declaration and approve the project. (Report - Bob Summerville, AICP,
Senior Planner)

Mayor Sorensen opened the hearing to the public. No one spoke and the hearing
was closed.

Recommendation : The Planning Commission and Community Development
Director recommend the City Council adopt the following resolution adopting a
mitigated negative declaration and approving General Plan Amendment 15-01
(Riebe) and introduce the following ordinance to approve Rezone 15-01 (Riebe) by
reading of the title only:

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO APPROVING
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 15-01 (REIBE)

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICO REZONING OF
VARIOUS PROPERTIES FROM ML (LIGHT MANUFACTURING/INDUSTRIAL) TO CS
(COMMERCIAL SERVICES) (RIEBE) -Introductory Reading

3.3. GPA/Rezone - Country Drive

4.

41.

http://chico-ca.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view id=2&clip 1d=595

REGULAR AGENDA

PRESENTATION OF THE CITY'S AUDITED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR THE
FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2015
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1/19/16 City Council Meeting

Staff provided a presentation on the significant items included in the audited
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the City of Chico as of June 30, 2015.

At its meeting on December 15, 2015, and in accordance with Sections 908 and 1109
of the City's Charter, the City's auditors Vavrinek, Trine, Day and Company
presented the audit reports to the Council as required. The City received unmodified
("clean") audit opinions. (Report - Frank Fields, Administrative Services Director)

4.1. Audit Report

4.2.

CITY PROPERTY UPDATE - This item was continued to the February 2, 2016
meeting.

Recommendation : The City Manager recommends that the City Council: 1) provide
further direction regarding the disposition of these specified properties; and 2)
authorize the City Manager to further explore discussion with Transfer Flow, Inc.
regarding the sale of the City property and for the City to engage with the Federal
Aviation Administration on transacting this Airport property.

4.2. City Property Update

4.3.

UPDATE ON THE ESPLANADE CORRIDOR SAFETY AND ACCESSIBILITY STUDY

The City is currently conducting a transportation safety and accessibility study of
the Esplanade corridor between Memorial Way and 11th Avenue, including a
segment of Oleander Avenue. The overall goal of the study is to improve the safety
and accessibility of the Esplanade for all modes of transportation while maintaining
the tree-lined "Boulevard" design so iconic to Chico. Staff will provide an update on
the status thus far and will return in spring 2016 with a comprehensive
recommendation for Council consideration. (Report - Brendan Ottoboni, Public
Works Director-Engineering)

Recommendation : No action requested.

4.3. Esplanade Corridor Study

4.4.

CONSIDERATION OF RED TOP METER DONATIONS - This item was continued to
the February 2, 2016 meeting.

Recommendation : The Public Works Director - Engineering, recommends approval
of the following:

1) Donate the collected funds for 2015 to the three major service programs in our
community in _equal amounts, including: Torres Shelter, Jesus Center and
Stairways; and

2) Discuss and determine service programs for future disbursements of collected
donations, including frequency of disbursements.

4.4. Red Top Meter Donations

4.5.

5.

6.

6.1.

6.2.
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ITEMS ADDED AFTER THE POSTING OF THE AGENDA - None

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS - The following reports and communication
items were provided for the Council’s information.

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT - Verbal Report, City Manager Orme

COUNCIL MEETING START TIME - Verbal Report, City Clerk Presson
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1/19/16 City Council Meeting Page 5 of 5

ADJOURNMENT - Adjourned at 10:04 p.m. to an adjourned regularly scheduled City
Council meeting on Tuesday, February 2, 2016, for Closed Session at a time to be
determined if needed, followed by a reqular City Council meeting at 6:30 p.m. in the
City Council Chamber.

CLOSED SESSION AGENDA

Chico Municipal Center, Conference Room #2, 421 Main Street

January 19, 2016 - Adjourned Reqular City Council Meeting

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.

1.1.

1.2.

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

Call to Order - 5:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber, 421 Main Street

Public Comment - None Received

Adjourned to Closed Session in Conference Room 2, 421 Main Street

CALL TO ORDER - 5:30 p.m. in Conference Room 2, 421 Main Street

Roll Call

Staff Present - City Manager Orme, City Attorney Ewing, City Clerk Presson,
Assistant City Manager Constantin, Administrative Services Director Fields, Human
Resources Manager Cannon

CLOSED SESSION MATTERS

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL AND RISK MANAGER - PENDING
LITIGATION:

The City Attorney and Risk Manager reviewed settlement of two workers'
compensation claims pursuant to Gov. Code Sec. 54956.9(d)(1).

1) XXXXX vs. City of Chico: (WC Claim No. CFCH-549728)
2) XXXXX vs. City of Chico: (WC Claim No: CFCF-549662)

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR (Gov. Code Sec. 54957.6)

Negotiator: Mark Orme, City Manager and Jamie Cannon, Human Resources & Risk
Manager

Employee Organizations: Public Safety Management, Chico Employees Association,
Confidentials, Chico Public Safety Association

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - Anticipated Litigation: pursuant to Gov.
Code Sec. 54956.9(d)(2): Two cases.

ADJOURNMENT - Adjourned at 6:27 p.m. to the January 19, 2016 Adjourned Regular
City Council meeting in the Council Chamber.
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q1 Indicate the condition which applies to
the location of your residence:

Answered: 661 Skipped: 5

In Chico,

0,
within ¥z mile 44.2%

In Chico, more

0,
than %z mile 50.1%

I do not live

0,
in Chico e

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Answer Choices
In Chico, within %2 mile
In Chico, more than % mile

| do not live in Chico

Total

1/28

70%

80%

Responses

44.2%

50.1%

5.7%

90% 100%

292

331

38

661





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q2 Indicate the condition which applies to
the location of your employment:

Answered: 654 Skipped: 12

In Chico,
within %2 mile

41.59%

In Chico, more
than %2 mile

37.92%

| do not work

0,
in Chico AN

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Answer Choices Responses
In Chico, within %2 mile 41.59%
In Chico, more than %2 mile 37.92%
20.49%

| do not work in Chico

Total

2/28

100%

272

248

134

654





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q3 Do you have a child that goes to Chico
Senior High School?

Answered: 656 Skipped: 10

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 18.90% 124
No 81.10% 532
Total 656

3/28





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q4 Do you have a child that goes to Chico
Junior High School?

Yes . 8.87%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answered: 654 Skipped: 12

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 8.87% 58
No 91.13% 596
Total 654

41728





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q5 How do you travel on the Esplanade?
(can choose more than one response)

Answered: 663 Skipped: 3

Drive
Bicycle 30.77%
Walk 31.37%
Transit
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Answer Choices Responses
Drive 98.04% 650
Bicycle 30.77% 204
Walk 31.37% 208
Transit 4.07% 27
Total Respondents: 663
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q6 How often do you drive the Esplanade?

Answered: 665 Skipped: 1

Multiple times 48.87%
per day

Approximately 17.14%

once per day e
A few times a 31.43%
week S

Almost never 2.56%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Multiple times per day 48.87% 325
Approximately once per day 17.14% 114
A few times a week 31.43% 209
Almost never 2.56% 17
Total 665
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q7 How often do you or your school
children walk along the Esplanade?

Answered: 650 Skipped: 16

On a daily

- 13.38%
basis

Several times

16.62%
per week
Mostly on 12.15%
weekends

Almost never 57.85%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
On a daily basis 13.38% 87
Several times per week 16.62% 108
Mostly on weekends 12.15% 79
Almost never 57.85% 376
Total 650
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q8 How often do you or your school
children cross the Esplanade as a
pedestrian?

Answered: 650 Skipped: 16

On a daily

; 10.92%
basis

Several times

o wook 19.54%

Mostly on

0,
weekends et g

Almost never 58.00%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices

Responses
On a daily basis 10.92% 71
Several times per week 19.54% 127
Mostly on weekends 11.54% 75
Almost never 58.00% 377

Total 650
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q9 How often do you or your school
children bike the Esplanade?

Answered: 650 Skipped: 16

On a daily 7.23%
basis s

Several times

per week 12.15%

Mostly on

0,
weekends e

Almost never 64.00%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
On a daily basis 7.23% 47
Several times per week 12.15% 79
Mostly on weekends 16.62% 108
Almost never 64.00% 416
Total 650
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On a daily
basis

Several times
per week

Mostly on
weekends

Almost never

Answer Choices
On a daily basis
Several times per week
Mostly on weekends

Almost never

Total

City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q10 How often do you or your school
children use transit along the Esplanade?

0%

6.31%

4.15%

2.46%

10%

20%

30%

40%

10/28

Answered: 650 Skipped: 16

50%

60%

70% 80% 90%

Responses

6.31%
4.15%
2.46%

87.08%

100%

41

27

16

566

650





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q11 Do you, or a friend or relative, use the
corridor and have a disability which could
affect your safety in crossing any of the
streets?

Answered: 653 Skipped: 13

Yes 20.37%

" _ 79-63%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 20.37% 133
No 79.63% 520
Total 653
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q12 Why do you travel on the Esplanade?
(can choose more than one response)

Answered: 662 Skipped: 4

Travel for 72.96%
Shopping .

Patronizing 73.41%
local business .

Travel to/from

53.47%
work

Travel to/from

0,
school 29.15%
For physical 25.38%
activity
Other 27.64%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
Answer Choices Responses

Travel for Shopping 72.96%
Patronizing local business 73.41%
Travel to/from work 53.47%
Travel to/from school 29.15%
For physical activity 25.38%
Other 27.64%

Total Respondents: 662

12 /28

100%

483

486

354

193

168

183





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q13 Would you like to see ADA compliant
curb ramps?

Answered: 655 Skipped: 11

Yes 51.60%
No
Indifferent 32.21%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes 51.60% 338

No 16.18% 106

Indifferent 32.21% 211
Total 655
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Q14 Would you like to see improved
sidewalks along the corridor?

Answered: 658 Skipped: 8

0%

City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

10%

20%

30%

40%

50% 60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 55.32% 364
No 20.52% 135
Indifferent 24.16% 159
Total 658
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Answer Choices

Yes

No

Indifferent

Total

City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q15 Would you like to see pedestrian
crossing signal indications equipment at
the signalized intersections, similar to what

has already been installed at

Esplanade/Memorial Way (i.e. Walk/Don’t
Walk pedestrian signals, pedestrian push-

Yes

buttons)?

Answered: 657 Skipped: 9

Indifferent

0%

10%

14.00%

20%

30%

40%

15/28

50% 60%

Responses

66.21%

19.79%

14.00%

66.21%

70% 80% 90% 100%

435

130

92

657





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q16 Would you like to see more refuge
medians for pedestrians crossing the
Esplanade?

Answered: 657 Skipped: 9

Yes 48.25%

Indifferent - 19.18%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Answer Choices Responses
Yes 48.25% 317
No 32.57% 214
Indifferent 19.18% 126
Total 657
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q17 Would you like to see clearly marked
bicycle facilities?

Answered: 657 Skipped: 9

Indifferent - 13.24%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50% 60%

70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 66.36% 436
No 20.40% 134
Indifferent 13.24% 87
Total 657
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q18 Would you like to see alternatives with
bike lanes within the primary travel way
(i.e., adjacent to the through travel lanes)?

Answered: 659 Skipped: 7

Yes 34.60%

Indifferent - 16.84%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 34.60% 228
No 48.56% 320
Indifferent 16.84% 111
Total 659
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q19 Would you like to see alternatives with
marked bike facilities on the frontage
roads?

Answered: 654 Skipped: 12

Indifferent - 17.13%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Answer Choices Responses
Yes 59.17% 387
No 23.70% 155
Indifferent 17.13% 112
Total 654
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q20 Would you like to see alternatives with
the old railroad right-of-way (eastern
median separating the northbound main
travel lanes from the northbound frontage
road) as a two-way bike facility?

Answered: 653 Skipped: 13

Yes 52.53%
Indifferent 19.14%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 52.53% 343
No 28.33% 185
Indifferent 19.14% 125
Total 653
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q21 Would you like to see alternatives with
the old railroad right-of-way used for B-line
transit stops?

Answered: 654 Skipped: 12

Yes 27.37%

No 38.07%

Indifferent 34.56%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 27.37%
No 38.07%
Indifferent 34.56%
Total

21/28

100%

179

249

226

654





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q22 Would you like to see alternatives with
the reorientation of the on-street parking to
the inside of the frontage roads?

Answered: 649 Skipped: 17

Yes 23.42%

No 41.60%

Indifferent 34.98%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 23.42% 152
No 41.60% 270
Indifferent 34.98% 227

Total 649
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Answer Choices

Yes

No

Indifferent

Total

City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q23 Would you like to see alternatives with
left-turns allowed on the Esplanade at
existing signalized intersections such as

Yes

42.12%

Indifferent . 10.61%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

23128

50% 60%

Responses

42.12%
47.27%

10.61%

1st Avenue and Memorial Way?

Answered: 660 Skipped: 6

70% 80% 90% 100%

278

312

70

660





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q24 Would you like to see alternatives with
more green light time given to the east-west
direction at 1st Avenue?

Answered: 660 Skipped: 6

Yes 42.12%

No 38.03%

Indifferent 19.85%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 42.12% 278
No 38.03% 251
Indifferent 19.85% 131
Total 660
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q25 Would you like to see alternatives with
conversion of the frontage roads north of
9th Avenue to one-way operations?

Answered: 657 Skipped: 9

Yes 26.48%

No 38.66%

Indifferent 34.86%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 26.48% 174
No 38.66% 254
Indifferent 34.86% 229
Total 657

25/28





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q26 Would you like to see an alternative
with roundabout intersections at the
intersections of Esplanade/1st Avenue
and/or Esplanade/Memorial Way (as long as
the modifications improve safety, help
improve school access, improves vehicle
delay, and help to maintain signal
progression on the corridor)?

Answered: 658 Skipped: 8

Yes 32.22%
Indifferent 6.69%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 32.22% 212
No 61.09% 402
Indifferent 6.69% 44
Total 658
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q27 Would you accept longer travel times
driving north-south on the Esplanade in
favor of safer pedestrian and bicycle
crossings, and more capacity for local east-
west traffic? (Note: Average vehicle travel
time in each direction on the corridor during
peak periods is currently approximately 175
seconds.)

Answered: 649 Skipped: 17

Under no
circumstances.

Added delay of o
15 to 30 sec... - g0

Added delay of
30-60 secs o...

26.50%

14.33%
Added delay of o
60-120 secs ... I A

Accept any 39.60%
delay increase. :

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Under no circumstances. 26.50% 172
Added delay of 15 to 30 secs or less 14.64% 95
Added delay of 30-60 secs or less 14.33% 93
Added delay of 60-120 secs or less. 4.93% 32
Accept any delay increase. 39.60% 257
Total 649
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study

Q28 Provide your general comments,
issues and/or ideas which should be
considered for the corridor.

Answered: 347 Skipped: 319
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q1 Indicate the condition which applies to
the location of your residence:

Answered: 508 Skipped: 3

In Chico,
within 1/2 m...
In Chico,
farther than...
I do not live
in Chico
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Answer Choices Responses
In Chico, within 1/2 mile of the corridor 36.81%
In Chico, farther than 1/2 mile of the corridor 56.69%
| do not live in Chico 6.50%

Total

11724

187

288

33

508





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q2 Indicate the condition which applies to
the location of your employment:

Answered: 505 Skipped: 6

In Chico,
within %2 mil...

In Chico,
farther than...

| do not work
in Chico

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices
In Chico, within %2 mile of the corridor
In Chico, farther than %z mile of the corridor

| do not work in Chico

Total

2/24

Responses

44.75%

36.44%

18.81%

226

184

95

505





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q3 Do you have a person in your house that
attends one of the following schools? (can
choose more than one response)

Chico Senior
High School

Chico Junior
High School

Citrus Avenue
Elementary...

Chico State
University

Another school
away from th...

None of the
above.

Answer Choices
Chico Senior High School
Chico Junior High School
Citrus Avenue Elementary School

Chico State University

0% 10%

Another school away from the Esplanade corridor

None of the above.

Total Respondents: 506

20%

Answered: 506 Skipped: 5

30%

40%

3/24

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

15.02%
5.73%
1.38%
15.42%
16.01%

59.88%

76

29

78

81

303





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2
Q4 Are you a current student at Chico State

University?

Answered: 504 Skipped: 7

Yes I

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 4.56%
No 95.44%
Total

4 /24
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q5 How do you travel on the Esplanade?
(can choose more than one response)

Answered: 508 Skipped: 3

Drive a motor
vehicle

Bicycle

Walk

Transit Bus

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Drive a motor vehicle 97.83% 497
Bicycle 34.06% 173
Walk 28.15% 143
Transit Bus 3.94% 20

Total Respondents: 508
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q6 How often do you drive a motor vehicle
the full length of the Esplanade corridor
(between 11th Avenue and downtown) in

one continuous trip?

Answered: 509 Skipped: 2

On a daily
basis.

Two to three
times per week.

About once per
week.

Two to three
times per mo...
Never. I

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Answer Choices
On a daily basis.
Two to three times per week.
About once per week.
Two to three times per month or less.

Never.

Total

6/24

60%

70%

80% 90% 100%

Responses

32.42%
34.38%
20.83%
11.39%

0.98%

165

175

106

58

509





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q7 Sidewalks in the corridor are in need of
ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act
guidelines) compliant curb ramps (see
image). These ramps will be recommended
for the Preferred Plan. Do you agree with
this recommendation?

Answered: 503 Skipped: 8

Yes

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 80.12% 403
No 19.88% 100
Total 503

7124





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q8 Pedestrian crossing conditions in the
corridor are not up to current standards due
to the absense of "Walk/Don't Walk” signal
indications and not enough green time to
cross the Esplanade at traffic signals.
Pedestrian crossing equipment with
“countdown” signals, similar to what has
already been installed at
Esplanade/Memorial Way (see image), and
increased crossing time are recommended
as part of the Preferred Plan. This will
require more advanced signal controller
equipment including vehicle detection
which will require a different signal timing
pattern, but will be able to maintain some
“progression (free flow)” on the corridor. It
is estimated that the new signal timing
pattern will result in 20-30 seconds of extra
travel time for those travelling through on
the corridor. (Existing average vehicle
travel time in each direction on the corridor
is currently approximately 175 seconds).
Do you agree with this approach to
improve pedestrian crossing conditions
with the longer travel times?

Answered: 496 Skipped: 15

Yes

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes 68.55%

No 31.45%

8/24

90% 100%

340

156
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Total 496

9/24





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q9 If you answered no to the previous
question, please provide comments and/or
your suggestions for improving pedestrian
safety and accomodation on the Esplanade.

Answered: 154 Skipped: 357
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q10 Bicycle traffic currently on the
Esplanade corridor ranges from 500 bikes
per day near 4th Avenue to approximately

1,000 bikes per day between Chico High
School and the Memorial Avenue. Which
one of the following strategies is most
appropriate for the Esplanade:

Answered: 498 Skipped: 13

9A_zpslpjw7pem.
ipg

9B_zps2ko1fkj1.
ipg

Installation
of a two-way...

Installation
of a one-way...

No bike
improvements...

Other ideas

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

19.88%
99

26.51%
132

17.67%

Installation of a two-way bike facility on the old rail right-of-way on the east side of the Esplanade and bike markings on the west side frontage road in 88

the southbound direction.

Installation of a one-way bike facility on the old rail right-of-way in the northbound direction and bike markings on the west side frontage road in the 6.83% 34
southbound direction.
18.67%
No bike improvements on the Esplanade and bicycle travel enhancements to the Oleander corridor, just east of the Esplanade. 93
10.44%
Other ideas 52
Total 498
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q11 Realignment of the Frontage Road
entrance and exits could result in
elimination of the intersections with the
East-West Avenues closely spaced with the
Esplanade intersection. (see image) Would
you like to see this modification as part of
the plan?

Answered: 482 Skipped: 29

Yes

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Yes 36.10% 174
No 63.90% 308
Total 482

12/ 24





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q12 At stop controlled intersections
approaching the Esplanade (2nd Avenue,
4th Avenue, etc.), there are very minor
traffic volumes turning left and crossing the
Esplanade. Prohibiting these through and
left-turns would simplify conflicts at the
frontage road intersections. Would you like
to see these movements:

Answered: 480 Skipped: 31

Maintained

11A_zps2gnpvwb2
irg

11B_zpsriv5xdo0
Jpg

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Answer Choices Responses
Maintained 61.04%
22.29%
6.88%
Other (please specify) 9.79%
Total

13/24

90% 100%

293

107

33

47

480





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q13 Northbound and southbound left-turn
movements from the Esplanade onto First
Avenue and Memorial Way are currently
prohibited. These movements can be
added to enhance vehicle circulation while
still maintaining traffic flow with the new
signal timing required with the pedestrian
signal enhancements. Indicate your
preference:

Answered: 482 Skipped: 29

Allow these
northbound a...

12A_zpskulyxir1
Jpg

Continue to
prohibit the...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices

Allow these northbound and southbound left-turn movements from the Esplanade onto First Avenue and Memorial Avenue through the use of traffic
signals. (This may require the elimination of some trees on the Esplanade medians in order to create left-turn lanes).

Continue to prohibit these left-turn movements.

Total

14 /24

Responses

21.16%
102

29.88%
144

48.96%
236

482





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q14 Please rank the Esplanade Corridor
Improvement Alternatives from most
important (first) to least important (10th).
(Can choose to leave some blank.)

Answered: 467 Skipped: 44

ADA Compliant
Curb Ramps (...

Pedestrian
Crossing...
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Sidewalk
Rehabilitiation

Pedestrian
Refuge...
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Bicycle
Improvements...

Realignment of
the Frontage...

17 124
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Access
Restrictions...

Left-turn
Access at Fi...

18 /24





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

High School
Access and...

Minimize
Vehicle Trav...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

19/ 24





ADA Compliant Curb
Ramps (see Quesiton
6)

Pedestrian Crossing
Signals and Revised
Signal Timing to
Accomodate
Pedestrian
Crossings. (see Q7)

Sidewalk
Rehabilitiation

Pedestrian Refuge
Islands/Medians

Bicycle
Improvements to
Esplanade (see
Question 9)

Realignment of the
Frontage Roads (see
Question 10)

Access Restrictions
from Stop Controlled
Intersections (See
Question 11)

Left-turn Access at
First Avenue and
Memorial Avenue
(see Question 12)

High School Access
and Pick-Up/Drop-off
Improvements

Minimize Vehicle
Travel Time
Travelling North-
South

City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Most Important improvement option (1st)

@ th

Important
improvement
option (1st)

19.26%
68

21.13%
75

8.14%
28

5.56%
19

17.25%
64

3.92%
13

1.92%

8.85%
30

18.80%
72

9.44%
34

8th

2nd

13.31%
47

20.28%
72

11.63%
40

10.53%
36

15.09%
56

6.02%
20

2.88%

7.96%
27

15.14%
58

8.33%
30

@ oth

3rd

9.92%
35

12.39%
44

15.41%
53

17.84%
61

16.71%
62

5.12%
17

4.79%
15

6.19%
21

10.18%
39

7.50%
27

@ 2nd

3rd

@ 4th

| st

@ Least important improvement option (10th)

4th

11.33%
40

8.45%
30

11.92%
41

18.42%
63

13.48%
50

11.75%
39

6.71%
21

5.01%
17

9.66%
37

6.11%
22

5th

11.05%
39

7.89%
28

12.21%
42

12.57%
43

10.24%
38

10.24%
34

7.67%
24

8.55%
29

10.18%
39

8.33%
30

20/ 24

6th

6.52%
23

6.76%
24

12.79%
44

9.06%
31

7.82%
29

10.84%
36

10.54%
33

7.96%
27

9.14%
35

8.06%
29

7th

4.53%
16

6.48%
23

7.85%
27

10.82%
37

4.58%
17

13.55%
45

17.25%
54

10.32%
35

8.62%
33

5.56%
20

8th

5.67%
20

5.35%
19

6.98%
24

6.73%
23

5.39%
20

12.65%
42

21.09%
66

16.22%
55

4.96%
19

9.44%
34

9th

5.10%
18

4.51%
16

7.27%
25

6.14%
21

5.39%
20

12.35%
41

17.57%
55

17.70%
60

9.92%
38

8.06%
29

6th

Least
important
improvement
option (10th)

13.31%
47

6.76%
24

5.81%
20

2.34%

4.04%
15

13.55%
45

9.58%
30

11.21%
38

3.39%
13

29.17%
105

Total

353

355

344

342

371

332

313

339

383

360





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q15 Indicate if any of the Esplanade

Corridor Improvement Alternatives should
not be included in the ultimate plan. (Can

ADA Compliant
Curb Ramps

Pedestrian
Crossing...

Sidewalk
Rehabilitiation

Pedestrian
Refuge...

Bicycle
Improvements...

Realignment of
the Frontage...

Access
Restrictions...

Left-turn
Access at Fi...

High School
Access and...

Minimize
Vehicle Trav...

None of the
above.

Other (please
specify)

Answer Choices

ADA Compliant Curb Ramps

choose more than one option.)

Answered: 384 Skipped: 127

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Pedestrian Crossing Signals and Revised Signal Timing

Sidewalk Rehabilitiation
Pedestrian Refuge Islands/Medians

Bicycle Improvements to Esplanade

Realignment of the Frontage Roads

Access Restrictions from Stop Controlled Intersections

21/24

90% 100%

Responses

10.42%
19.53%
11.72%
13.80%
18.75%

41.93%

26.30%

40

75

45

53

72

161

101





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Left-turn Access at First Avenue and Memorial Avenue
High School Access and Pick-Up/Drop-off Improvements
Minimize Vehicle Travel Time Travelling North-South
None of the above.

Other (please specify)

Total Respondents: 384

22124

36.46%

11.46%

25.00%

20.31%

15.10%

140

44

96

78

58





City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q16 The ultimate plan could result in longer
travel times driving north-south on the
Esplanade in order to serve safer
pedestrian and bicycle crossings, more
accessibility for school access, safety
around the high school, and access for
local traffic. (Note: Average vehicle travel
time in each direction to drive the full
corridor during peak periods is currently
approximately 175 seconds.) Would you be
willing to accept longer travel times driving
north-south on the Esplanade in exchange
for these modifictions?

Answered: 473 Skipped: 38

Under no
circumstances.

Only if the
increase in...

Only if the
increase in...

Only if the
increse in...

| would accept
any increase...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Under no circumstances. 19.66% 93
Only if the increase in delay is 30 seconds or less for the corridor. 19.24% 91
Only if the increase in delay is 60 seconds or less for the corridor. 11.84% 56
7.19% 34

Only if the increse in delay is 120 seconds or less for the corridor.

| would accept any increase in delay to provide better safety and service for pedestrians, bicyclists, school circulation, and local traffic. 42.07% 199

Total 473
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City of Chico - Esplanade Corridor Study, Survey #2

Q17 Provide your general comments,
issues and/or ideas which should be
considered for the Esplanade corridor
between Memorial Way and 11th Avenue.

Answered: 246 Skipped: 265

24 |24





Stakeholder #
1

N o oW

10
11

12
13

Esplanade Corridor Traffic Safety Study Confirmed Stakeholders Meeting Attendance

Organization

Contact Name

Title

Phone

email

Meeting Date/Time

Butte County Association of Gov'ts Ivan Garcia Programming Manager (530) 879-2468 igarcia@bcag.org
. . . . . 6/15/2015; 2:00pm
Jim Peplow Senior Planner, Transit Operations Same as above ipeplow@bcag.org
Mike Rosson Transit Manager Same as above mrosson@bcag.org
CA State Parks Matt Teague Engineer (530) 538-2200 matt.teague@parks.ca.gov

Aaron Wright
Natania Forbes
Eddy Guaracha

6/15/2015; 12:00 pm

CA State University, Chico

Lori Lynda Miracle

AVP Planning, Design &
Construction

(530) 898-3466

Lmiracle@csuchico.edu

7/24/2015: 3:00 pm

Chico Avenues Neighborhood Ass'n

John Whitehead

Board President

(530) 680-4505

jockbaw@sbcglobal.net

Chico Chamber of Commerce

Katie Simmons

CEO

(530) 891-5556

katie@chicochamber.com

6/16/2015; 11:00 am

Chico Heritage Association Mike Magliari (530) 345-7522
Julie Kistle Facilities Director (530) 891-3140 jkistle@ChicoUSD.org
Chico Jun'lor H!gh School Pedro Caldera PrlnC|p?I ' pcaldera@C.hlcoUSD.org 6/15/2015; 10:00-11:30 am
Chico High School Reg Govan Vice Principal rgovan@ChicoUSD.org
Bob Ontiveros Transportation Supervisor bontiveros@ChicoUSD.org
Chico VELO Janine Rood Executive Director (530) 864-3737 janinerood@chicovelo.org 6/15/2015; 3:00 pm
City of Chico - Fire Shane Lauderdale Fire Chief (530) 897-3402 shane.lauderdale@chicoca.gov
City of Chico - Police Mike O'Brien Police Chief (530) 897-5803 mike.obrien@chicoca.gov

City of Chico - Public Works

Brendan Ottoboni

Acting Director of Public Works

To Be Determined

Enloe Hospital

Bill Seguine

Director of Property Development
and Facilities Management

(530) 864-1322

bill.seguine@enloe.org

6/15/2015; 9:00 am

Gateway Science Museum (CSUC)

Dr. Reneé Renner

Executive Director

(530) 898-3273

rrenner@csuchico.edu

6/15/2015; 1:00 pm
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As Required by Attachment “B” Engineer's Checklist Item 7

Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis:

1. W. Sacramento & Esplanade

2. E. 1°* Ave & Oleander Ave.
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Warrant 3: Peak-Hour Volumes and Delay

City of Chico CHI900-17
Esplanade & Sacramento Avenue
Major Street Minor Street
Street Name Esplanade Sacramento Avenue
Direction N-S E-W
Number of Lanes 2
Approach Speed 30
Population less than 10,000? No
Date of Count: Monday, May 04, 2015
Scenario: AM Existing

Warrant 3 Met?: Met when either Condition A or B is met
Condition A: Met when conditions A1, A2, and A3 are met
Condition A1

Not Met
Not Met

The total delay experienced by traffic on one minor street approach (one direction only)
controlled by a STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one lane approach,

or five vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach

Minor Approach Delay: 0.37 vehicle-hours
Condition A2

Met

The volume on the same minor street approach (one direction only) equals or exceeds

100 vph for one moving lane of traffic of 150 vph for two moving lanes

Minor Approach Volume: 118 vph
Condition A3

Met

The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph for
intersections with four or more appraches or 650 vph for intersections with three

approaches

Total Entering Volume: 1899 vph
Condition B
The plotted point falls above the curve

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

Met
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Warrant 3: Peak-Hour Volumes and Delay

City of Chico
1st Avenue & Oleander
Major Street
Street Name 1st Avenue
Direction E-W
Number of Lanes 1
Approach Speed 25
Population less than 10,000? No
Date of Count: Monday, May 04, 2015
Scenario: AM Existing

CHI900-17

Minor Street

Oleander

N-S
1
25

Warrant 3 Met?: Met when either Condition A or B is met
Condition A: Met when conditions A1, A2, and A3 are met
Condition A1

Not Met
Not Met

The total delay experienced by traffic on one minor street approach (one direction only)
controlled by a STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one lane approach,

or five vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach

Minor Approach Delay: 0 vehicle-hours

Condition A2

Met

The volume on the same minor street approach (one direction only) equals or exceeds
100 vph for one moving lane of traffic of 150 vph for two moving lanes

Minor Approach Volume: 203 vph

Condition A3

Met

The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph for
intersections with four or more appraches or 650 vph for intersections with three

approaches

Total Entering Volume: 1464 vph

Condition B
The plotted point falls above the curve

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

Met
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Additional Attachments “J”

Draft Esplanade Corridor Safety
and Accessibility Study — Excerpt
from Draft Executive Study

| DRAFT |
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Esplanade Corridor Safety
and Accessibility Study

Prepared for the City of Chico

| DRAFT |

June 15,2016

/_\ TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
Balancing Functionality and Livability since 1995

w-trans.com
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2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Data and Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Census Tract 6.01, Butte County, California Census Tract
6.03, Butte
County,
_ California
Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of Estimate
Error
EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Population 16 years and over 2,833 +/-239 2,833 (X) 3,251
Own children under 6 years 303 +/-118 303 (X) 100
Own children 6 to 17 years 374 +/-122 374 (X) 78

INCOME AND BENEFITS (IN 2014 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

Total households 1,355 +/-70 1,355 (X) 988
Less than $10,000 15 +/-26 1.1% +/-1.9 151
$10,000 to $14,999 27 +/-26 2.0% +/-1.9 213
$15,000 to $24,999 167 +/-93 12.3% +/-6.7 127
$25,000 to $34,999 137 +/-82 10.1% +/-6.0 155
$35,000 to $49,999 235 +/-88 17.3% +/-6.6 64
$50,000 to $74,999 195 +/-86 14.4% +/-6.3 161
$75,000 to $99,999 229 +/-80 16.9% +/-5.8 44
$100,000 to $149,999 202 +/-79 14.9% +/-5.8 62
$150,000 to $199,999 115 +/-55 8.5% +/-4.0 7
$200,000 or more 33 +/-37 2.4% +/-2.7 4
Median household income (dollars) 60,179 +/-14,430 X) (X) 25,1153
Mean household income (dollars) 74,319 +/-7,227 X) X) 35,765

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES AND PEOPLE WHOSE
INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS IS BELOW THE
POVERTY LEVEL

All families (X) (X) 5.5% +-4.7 (X)
All people (X) (X) 12.2% +/-5.5 (X)
Under 18 years X) X) 11.2% +/-11.5 X)
18 years and over X) X) 12.5% +/-4.8 (X)
18 to 64 years (X) (X) 14.7% +/-5.5 (X)
65 years and over X) X) 0.0% +/-8.2 (X)
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Subject Census Tract 6.03, Butte County, California Census Tract 6.04, Butte County,

California
Margin of Error Percent Pefcenér';ﬂoéll’fgin of Estimate Margin of Error
EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Population 16 years and over +/-405 3,251 ) 3,771 +/-463

Own children under 6 years +/-68 100 X) 339 +/-99

Own children 6 to 17 years +/-67 78 (X) 280 +/-178

INCOME AND BENEFITS (IN 2014 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

Total households +/-113 988 X) 1,493 +/-120
Less than $10,000 +/-58 15.3% +/-5.6 350 +/-98
$10,000 to $14,999 +/-88 21.6% +-7.9 252 +/-91
$15,000 to $24,999 +/-55 12.9% +/-5.5 287 +/-100
$25,000 to $34,999 +/-58 15.7% +/-6.0 179 +/-90
$35,000 to $49,999 +/-38 6.5% +/-3.7 159 +/-75
$50,000 to $74,999 +/-66 16.3% +/-6.6 100 +/-68
$75,000 to $99,999 +/-36 4.5% +/-3.6 50 +/-35
$100,000 to $149,999 +/-37 6.3% +/-3.8 60 +/-54
$150,000 to $199,999 +-7 0.7% +/-0.7 56 +/-39
$200,000 or more +/-7 0.4% +/-0.7 0 +/-12
Median household income (dollars) +/-6,078 X) ) 20,608 +/-5,349
Mean household income (dollars) +/-5,081 X) X) 33,823 +/-5,380

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES AND PEOPLE WHOSE
INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS IS BELOW THE
POVERTY LEVEL

All families (X) 17.7% +/-14.2 (X) (X)

All people (X) 50.0% +/-9.0 (X) )

Under 18 years (X) 35.0% +/-27.2 (X) (X)

18 years and over (X) 51.3% +/-8.7 X) (X)

18 to 64 years (X) 54.2% +/-9.2 (X) (X)

65 years and over (X) 15.5% +/-15.8 (X) (X)
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Subject Census Tract 6.04, Butte County,
California
Percent Percent Margin of
Error
EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Population 16 years and over 3,771 X)

Own children under 6 years 339 (X)

Own children 6 to 17 years 280 (X)

INCOME AND BENEFITS (IN 2014 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

Total households 1,493 (X)
Less than $10,000 23.4% +/-6.3
$10,000 to $14,999 16.9% +/-5.9
$15,000 to $24,999 19.2% +/-6.4
$25,000 to $34,999 12.0% +/-5.8
$35,000 to $49,999 10.6% +/-5.1
$50,000 to $74,999 6.7% +/-4.5
$75,000 to $99,999 3.3% +/-2.3
$100,000 to $149,999 4.0% +/-3.7
$150,000 to $199,999 3.8% +/-2.6
$200,000 or more 0.0% +/-2.3
Median household income (dollars) X) X)
Mean household income (dollars) X) (X)

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES AND PEOPLE WHOSE
INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS IS BELOW THE
POVERTY LEVEL

All families 52.3% +/-12.8

All people 59.8% +/-6.6

Under 18 years 74.3% +/-14.1

18 years and over 57.2% +/-5.9

18 to 64 years 60.4% +/-6.2

65 years and over 9.8% +/-9.3

Census Tract 7, Butte County, California

Estimate

4,219

371

556

2,142
175
109
185
339
400
228
334
165
102
105

45,586
67,942

X)

X)
X)
X)
X)
)

Margin of Error

+/-458

+/-165

+/-125

+/-141
+/-81
+/-79
+/-93
+/-119
+/-121
+/-85
+/-147
+/-83
+/-71
+/-111
+/-6,975
+/-14,669

*)

*)
X)
*)
X)
*)

Percent

4,219

371

556

2,142
8.2%
5.1%
8.6%

15.8%

18.7%

10.6%

15.6%
7.7%
4.8%
4.9%

)
)

11.4%

20.4%
19.1%
20.7%
21.3%
16.6%
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Census Tract 7,
Butte County,
California

Subject Census Tract 10, Butte County, California

Percent Margin of Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of
Error Error
EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Population 16 years and over (X) 4,550 +/-687 4,550 )

Own children under 6 years (X) 229 +/-104 229 )

Own children 6 to 17 years (X) 177 +/-114 177 )

INCOME AND BENEFITS (IN 2014 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

Total households (X) 1,898 +/-231 1,898 (X)
Less than $10,000 +/-3.7 239 +/-104 12.6% +/-5.2
$10,000 to $14,999 +/-3.6 378 +/-197 19.9% +/-9.6
$15,000 to $24,999 +/-4.3 143 +/-95 7.5% +/-4.8
$25,000 to $34,999 +/-5.4 165 +/-124 8.7% +/-6.3
$35,000 to $49,999 +/-5.6 463 +/-179 24.4% +/-9.3
$50,000 to $74,999 +/-4.0 291 +/-158 15.3% +/-8.4
$75,000 to $99,999 +/-6.6 50 +/-45 2.6% +/-2.4
$100,000 to $149,999 +/-3.9 91 +/-61 4.8% +/-3.3
$150,000 to $199,999 +/-3.3 48 +/-44 2.5% +/-2.3
$200,000 or more +/-5.2 30 +/-37 1.6% +/-1.9
Median household income (dollars) X) 35,293 +/-10,283 (X) (X)
Mean household income (dollars) X) 42,905 +/-6,297 (X) (X)

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES AND PEOPLE WHOSE
INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS IS BELOW THE
POVERTY LEVEL

All families +/-8.4 X) (X) 27.5% +/-16.9

All people +/-5.0 (X) ) 37.1% +/-8.3

Under 18 years +/-14.5 (X) (X) 19.0% +/-17.0

18 years and over +/-4.7 X) X) 38.8% +/-8.4

18 to 64 years +/-5.3 (X) (X) 41.2% +/-8.8

65 years and over +/-10.0 X) X) 0.0% +/-13.8

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

Workers include members of the Armed Forces and civilians who were at work last week.

Occupation codes are 4-digit codes and are based on Standard Occupational Classification 2010.

Industry codes are 4-digit codes and are based on the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). The Census industry codes for 2013
and later years are based on the 2012 revision of the NAICS. To allow for the creation of 2010-2014 tables, industry data in the multiyear files (2010-
2014) were recoded to 2013 Census industry codes. We recommend using caution when comparing data coded using 2013 Census industry codes
with data coded using Census industry codes prior to 2013. For more information on the Census industry code changes, please visit our website at
http://lwww.census.gov/people/io/methodology/.

Logical coverage edits applying a rules-based assignment of Medicaid, Medicare and military health coverage were added as of 2009 -- please see
http://lwww.census.gov/hhes/www/hlthins/publications/coverage_edits_final.pdf for more details. The corresponding 2008 data table in American
FactFinder does not incorporate these edits and is therefore not comparable to this table in 2009, 2010, 2011, or 2012. Select geographies of 2008
data comparable to the 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012 tables are accessible at http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/hlthins/data/acs/2008/re-run.html.

The health insurance coverage category names were modified in 2010. See ACS Health Insurance Definitions for a list of the insurance type
definitions.
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While the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas; in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in
ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

1. An** entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.

2. An'-'entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.

3. An - following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.

4. An '+ following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.

5. An "** entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.

6. An "*****'aentry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.

7. An'N'entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of
sample cases is too small.

8. An'(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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