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and a monthly treasurer report is issued. While no system is perfect, the city has taken
several positive steps to ensure all financial transactions are approved.

Gridley Electric Department

Gridley Electric Utility, operating since 1910, oversees the procurement and delivery of
wholesale power to the City of Gridley. Gridley is a member of the Northern California
Power Agency (NCPA) with ownership in a hydroelectric generator at the Shasta
Powerplant, two geothermal plants, two combustion turbines and 4% ownership in the
Lodi Energy Center.

Gridley contracted with BART to build two solar array systems: a 1.0 MW and a 2.5
MW solar array system. The solar plants were built at no cost to the city of Gridley.
Gridley Main 1, the 1.0 MW system, was placed in service in March 2013. The long-
term contract provides BART with 2.5 MW of power.

Besides the solar plant, Gridley owns and maintains two substations and the city’s
distribution lines. Gridley has a contract to maintain Biggs’ powerlines and substation.
Gridley consumers have a choice of purchasing their electricity from either the City of
Gridley or PG&E. Gridley rates are less than PG&E’s rates and the monies received by
the Gridley Electrical Fund subsidize the Gridley General Fund. This on-going stream of
income contributed $3 million to the city in calendar year 2012.

City of Oroville
In 1856, the town of Ophir was re-christened Oroville and became the county seat of
Butte County. It was one of the most populated mining towns in California and became
its fourth city in importance. Incorporated in 1906, it currently has an estimated
population of 16,000 and a total of 55,000 in the greater Oroville area.
Oroville is managed by a City Council consisting of seven members, including the
mayor. The mayor is elected separately and serves a four year term. Five council
members serve a four year term and the council member receiving the least amount
of votes serves a two-year term. As of April 2013, the City Administrator position is
filled with an Interim City Administrator.
The City of Oroville’s revenue sources include:

e Sales Tax —26%

e Utility User Tax — 15%

e Property Tax —11%

o Departmental Revenues, i.e. fees and fines — 9%
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e Transient Occupancy Tax — 3%

In connection with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing of
Oroville Dam, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) entered into an
agreement with the City of Oroville that was designed to benefit the local community.
The agreement established the Project Supplemental Benefits Fund (SBF) that DWR
funds on an annual basis and designated the City of Oroville as the Fund Administrator.
The City receives compensation for administering the fund. The SBF money is provided
as grants to organizations that stimulate recreation, tourism and economic development
to the community. From 2009 to 2012, DWR has funded the SBF $100,000 a year.
When the relicensing of Oroville Dam is completed, DWR will provide up to
$61,270,000, with a combination of initial payments and annual payments for the term
of the new license.

The City of Oroville is designated as one of 44 Enterprise Zones in the state and is
currently tracking 13 businesses. This classification provides many incentives for a new
business in the zone including wage credits, sales tax credits and business and
property expenses for a period of five years.

An issue that the City Council addressed in 2012-13 was fee waivers for the use of city
facilities and parks. Over the past 24 months, the City Council had granted fee waivers
in excess of $68,000 requested by various groups for special events, while they denied
others. In January 2013, the Council adopted a new Facility and Park Fee Waiver
Policy to be consistent on granting fee waivers.

The City of Oroville is facing fiscal problems due to the loss of RDA revenue. When the
RDA was started, the City loaned it $1.8 million for start-up costs. In 2012, the RDA
repaid the loan to the city. The State is now demanding that loan repayment money be
paid to the State with the rest of the RDA funds. This is in litigation with many other
cities in the State that started their RDA in the same fashion. Four percent of Oroville’s
2011-12 operating budget was funded by RDA revenue.

The City of Oroville has not seen reductions in other revenues; however, current annual
operating expenditures exceed revenues by approximately $4,300 per day. The City
has been using its contingency fund to balance the operating budget. The largest
operating expenditures are employee salaries (48%) and employee benefits (30%).

The Interim City Administrator is developing various options to address the projected
2013-14 budget deficit of $2 million. These were presented to the City Council for
review.

Town of Paradise

The Paradise community dates back to the Gold Rush days of the 1850’s. It once had
its own railroad station. Canals built for the hydraulic mining of gold still exist. However,
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Paradise did not become the incorporated Town of Paradise until 1979, which makes it
Butte County’s youngest incorporated area. The town of 18.2 square miles has a
population under 27,000. Although the Town is proud of its distinct character, it is still
basically a bedroom community with many of its citizens working and shopping in Chico
and Oroville. The largest employer in Paradise is Feather River Hospital and the
adjacent medical community.

The Town of Paradise’s management is in transition. The long-term Town Manager
retired as of December 31, 2012. As part of the budget process, the plan for the fiscal
year 2012-13 was for the Town Manager to work part-time from June through
December and then have the Assistant Town Manager become the Interim Town
Manager. As part of the 2013-14 budget process the Town Council will make plans for
procuring a new Town Manager.

Paradise’s revenue sources include:
e Property Taxes — 46%
e Motor Vehicle Taxes - 21%
e General Sales & Use Taxes — 18%

As of February 2013, fiscal year 2012-13 expenses exceeded revenue by $294,000.
The Town management expects to be in balance by the end of the fiscal year by
reducing expenses. To save costs this fiscal year, the Town contracted with CAL FIRE
rather than operate a Town fire department. However, the non-recurring costs in
transitioning to CAL FIRE have been more than anticipated and could make it difficult to
balance the budget this fiscal year.

The Town lost $2.6 million in General Fund Revenue as the result of declining property
values since 2008-09. Budget analysis for the fiscal year 2013-14 indicates that there
should be a modest increase in its primary revenue income due to the improvement in
the economy. In preparing the 2013-2014 budget, the Town plans to continue to reduce
expenses. The Town continues to negotiate with employee bargaining units on salary
and benefit packages. This includes placing caps on medical insurance contributions,
having employees pay a greater percentage contribution to CalPERS, and establishing
a third tier of retirement benefits. Employee concessions have totaled $560,000 over
the last four years. The Town is also planning to defer maintenance and postpone
equipment purchases when possible. Further cuts in staffing will be a last resort.

The Town of Paradise’s diligence in solving immediate fiscal problems will not lead to
long-term fiscal health. The Town of Paradise is a bedroom community that is without
an adequate retail sales tax base. Paradise needs to increase its sales tax base. This
could be accomplished by attracting additional retailers. Paradise should be able to
attract new business investors due to its customer base which includes customers from
the Upper Ridge areas such as Magalia and Stirling City. The primary barrier to growth
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is the lack of a sewer system and possible water shortages. (For information about the
Town’s water situation, see the report Water: Butte County’s Vital Resource, Paradise
Irrigation District, found elsewhere in this Grand Jury Report.)

The Town, both residential and business districts, is on septic systems. The Town of
Paradise is the largest community west of the Mississippi River without a sewer system.
When a large retail complex wishes to locate in Paradise, it must build a self-contained
wastewater system. This is a costly challenge to these businesses. Lack of a sewer
system is also making growth difficult for the existing businesses whose septic systems
are reaching capacity. Some heavy-use businesses, such as restaurants, must pump
their systems daily. Due to the mountain topography, it is not practical to have a sewer
system for all residential areas. Paradise has been exploring the creation of a sewer
system for the business area. There are tentative talks with Chico about connecting to
Chico’s treatment plant, which has excess capacity. This could be beneficial to both
communities. Without solving the sewer/septic issues, business growth in Paradise is
limited. Without business growth, the Town of Paradise will have limited options for
solving its financial problem.

FINDINGS

Biggs

F1 The City of Biggs traditionally balances its General Operating Budget by
supplementing its revenue with monies from the Electric Utilities Fund.

F2 Biggs wastewater treatment facility is antiqguated and will need to be upgraded in
the near future.

F3 Many roads need maintenance and repair.

Chico

F4 Primary revenue sources of Chico are taxes which have been reduced by the
slowing economy.

F5 The City of Chico had a significant turnover in senior management in 2012-13
and is in the process of restructuring the city government.

F6 The City of Chico was slow to respond to the loss of RDA funding and of other
funding sources.

F7 City management provided the Grand Jury with some financial data that was
outdated, incomplete and misleading.
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F8 Shortfalls in operating revenues are being covered by transfers from non-general
revenue funds. Some of these funds continue to carry significant negative
balances.

Gridley

F9 Gridley traditionally balances its General Operating Budget by supplementing its
revenue with monies from the Electric Utilities Fund.

F10 Gridley strengthened its internal controls after an embezzlement discovered in
2010.

Oroville

F11 The City of Oroville, under contract with DWR, is the Fund Administrator for the
Project Supplemental Benefits Fund and will be disbursing grants to the
community to stimulate recreation, tourism and economic development.

F12 The City Council’'s adoption of a new Facility and Park Fee Waiver Policy will
bring consistency to this process.

F13 Although the City of Oroville has a shortfall in its annual operating expenditures
as compared to its revenues, City management is transparent about their steps
to correct the situation.

F14 The City of Oroville balanced its operating budget by using its Contingency Fund.

Paradise

F15 The Town of Paradise is primarily a residential community with minimal retail and
commercial businesses. Therefore, Paradise residents often work and shop
elsewhere, leaving their sales tax dollars in other jurisdictions.

F16 The Town of Paradise has experienced revenue challenges for many years,
which impact town services.

F17 The Town of Paradise carefully planned for the transition to a new town
manager.

F18 The Town of Paradise’s lack of a sewer system has been a barrier in attracting

significant new retail and commercial businesses.
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F19 A sewer system for the residential districts is impractical due to the Town of
Paradise’s topography.

RECOMMENDATIONS

BIGGS

R1  The City of Biggs should explore all funding possibilities for upgrading its
wastewater treatment facility and road maintenance.

CHICO

R2  The City of Chico should become more transparent in its financial condition,
reporting and budgeting process.

R3  The City of Chico should continue the process of restructuring the city
government.

R4  The City of Chico should develop a viable financial plan to replenish funds with
negative balances.

GRIDLEY

None.

OROVILLE

R5  The City of Oroville should develop a sustainable financial plan to replenish their
contingency fund.

PARADISE

R6  The Town of Paradise should explore all options for a sewage system in its
business districts and adopt a plan to resolve this problem.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSES

Pursuant to Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 the Grand Jury requests responses to
the recommendations as follows:

e Biggs City Council
o Aresponse to Findings F1 through F3 and Recommendation R1
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e Chico City Councll
o A response to Findings F4 through F8 and Recommendations R2
through R4

e Gridley City Council
o Aresponse to Findings F9 through F10

e Oroville City Council
o Aresponse to Findings F11 through F14 and Recommendation R5

e Paradise Town Councll
o Aresponse to Findings F15 through F19 and Recommendation R6

The governing bodies indicated above should be aware that the comment or response
of the governing body must be conducted subject to the notice, agenda and open
meeting requirements of the Brown Act.

Reports issued by the Civil Grand Jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal
Code Section 929 requires that reports of the Grand Jury do not contain the name of
any person of facts leading to the identity of any person who provides information to the
Civil Grand Jury.
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Appendix A

City of Chico's Response to the Butte County Grand Jury's
QUESTIONS FOR CITY MANAGERS

March 8,

2013

1. During the current fiscal year (ending [une 30, 2013), do your eperadon

expenditures exceed your revenues?

Mo, expenditares do not exceed revenues within the City's General /Park
Fund for Fiscal Year 2012-13. The table below provides the City's Adopted
Budget, Modified Adopred Budzet [which reflects the Adopted budget plus
any Council-approved medifications after budget adoption in July) as well as
the City's mid-year projection. The Net Revenue,/[Deficit) lme below
indicates that the City no longer has a sruciaral deficit

If 50, by hoowr muach?

Not applicable

GEMERAL & FARF FUNDE ADNFTED MODIFED PROJECTED |WARLANCE
Fraiz-12 BUNDEET EANDSET ADOPTED ACTUALE FROM
FUND &UMMERY bl 1 e B BUDGET (oG of Jan'1E | BUDMSET
Tiokal Taxy REvenues 38 917 487 2 8T 25T 38,501 B&1 215, 526
AJl Dfer REvenues 1,55 B0 1554 o0 1,554 05 |
e Firancing Sounces 2,541, 605 Z.541,605 2,541 505 0
TOTAL REVENUE EC0URCES 43 251 a0Z &1 453 BIZ 43,DETATE | (&15828]
Tiokal Cperating Expemdiures 42 SE3 073 &3 028 676 44,557 206 | (1,0683,470)
Capital Improvement Projecis 1000, 0d 122 458 174,468 Sz.000
ither Firaancing Lises ZEZERTT 23 &FT 2HFETT il
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 43,586 760 &1 43 B 42 814 351 | (1,017, 470)
HET REVENUENDEFRICIT] 8T.BEq H, 7581 I3 pIE 501,844
EEGINHING FUND EALANCE 174,055 254 28T 254 28T

Avaiabis Funds A BOT ¥7H,DER EIT A B B

If s, what is the source of fands you will use to balance the budget?

Not applicable

2, Forthe fiscal vear ending Junes 30, 2014, how do wou plan to balance your budges?

City staff is in the process of developing its FY2013-14 Budget, so figures are not yet

available for this fiscal year. The Cifty has only two metheds for balancing its badget;

reduce costs ar increase revenues, The Cigy's General Pand is comprised of 907 tax
revenue, which cannot be increased without & vote of the people, therefore if 3
srucral imbalance oocurs, the City must reduce expenditares to balance the

budget
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3. List all of your revenue sources.
See attached Exhibit A - General & Park Fund Fevenue

List the percentage of total revenue for each revenue source.
See attached Exhibit A - General & Park Fund Revenue

4. What percentage of your operating budget is spent on employee salaries?
For the General & Park Funds, 63% of the Total Operating Budget is allocated to pay
for salaries, including overtime.

What percentage of your operating budget is spent on employee benefits?
For the General & Park Funds, 25% of the Total Operating Budget is allocated to pay
for benefits.

5. Does the city pay all or part of the employee contribution to CALPERS?

The City has nine separate employee groups, and each group independently
negotiates the share of CalPERS that the City will pay.

If s0, how much does the city pay (break down by employee type, if appropriate)?
Below is the amount of the employee share of CalPERS that the City has agreed to
pay for each bargaining unit for Fiscal Year 2012-13. The information is also
summarized on the attached Exhibit B - FY2012-13 Summary of Employee Benefits.

safety Employees — 9% of wages is the Employee Portion:
- Chico Police Officers Association (CPOA) = 9%

- Public Safety Management (PSM) = 9%

- International Association of Firefighters (1AFF) = 7%

Miscellaneous (Non-Safety) Employvees — 8% of wages is the Emplovee Portion:
- Chico Public Safety Association (CPSA) = 8%

- Service Employees International Union - Trades & Crafts (SEIU-TC) = 5%

- Local 39 = 5%

- Management = 4%

- Chico Employees Association (CEA) = 2%

- Confidential Employees = 0%

6. Does the city pay all or part of the employee contribution to medical coverage?
The cost of health insurance is shared between the employee and the City, as is
subject to negotiations with each bargaining unit.

If s0, how much does the city pay (break down by employee type, if appropriate)?
See attached Exhibit B - FY2012-13 Summary of Employee Benefits.

7. How much is your city’s unfunded pension liability?
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As of June 30, 2010, the unfunded pension liability for safety employees was
$30.206,458 and for non-safety employees it was $33,578,537

What is your plan to address it?

The CalPERS annual contribution rates are adjusted each year to pay the actuarially-
determined share of the unfunded pension liability. This share is expressed as a
percentage of payroll and is added to the Employer rate for current pension costs.
The City does not currently make additional contributions towards the unfunded
liability over and above what is incorporated into the annual contribution rates
determined by CalPERS each year.

8. What percent of your total operating budget was funded by RDA during the fiscal
year ending June 30, 20127

Prior to the dissolution of the Redevelopment Agency, 2.5% of the City's total
operations were funded by the RDA. as adopted in the FY2011-12 Annual Budget.

9. Apart from RDA, has your city recently lost any other sources of revenue?
Yes, the City has lost a substantial amount of revenue in recent years, as
summarized below. In addition, Exhibit C summarizes the fiscal impacts of
historical State legislation and their impacts on the City's revenue.

General Fund Revenue Losses:

FY2013-14 = ($900,000) in Utility Users Tax from the loss of Measure | (onogoing)
FY2012-13 = ($500.000) in Utility Users Tax from the loss of Measure ] (Nov'12)
FY2011-12 = ($750.000) in Vehicle License Fees - (ongoing revenue)

FY2010-11 = ($450,000) in Vehicle License Fees related to annexation

FY2005-06 = ($770,853) payment to the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund
FY2004-05 = ($770.853) payment to the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund
FY2002-03 - present ($100,000-150,000 /vear] in State Mandated Reimbursements.
(Outstanding receivable totals approximately $1.2 million owed from the State for
past years.)

If s0. what were they and what were the average annual amounts of those sources?
See above & attached Exhibit C

10. What other factors are affecting your ability to balance your budget?

The rising costs of health insurance, workers’ compensation, pension costs as well
as general inflationary factors are a continual challenge for municipalities. In
addition, the City of Chico must begin replenishing funds that have been depleted
through this past recession, including fleet replacement funds, facility improvement
funds, technology replacement funds and liability reserve funds.

11. Please provide a copy of your current fiscal year budget (ending June 30, 2013)
[ believe a copy of the City's FY12-13 Budget has been previously provided to a
member of the Grand Jury, and can also be accessed on the City's website at

http: / /www.chico.ca.us/finance /budget.asp
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City of Chico
201213 Annual Budget

General & Park Fund Revenue Sources

FY2ri2-13
Council % of
GEMERAL FUND Adoptad Todal

40101 Sales Tax 12,680,300 20018%
40102 Sales Tax Audit (5,500) -0.01%
40103  Public Safety Augmeniation 134600 0.31%
40104 Sales Tax Compensaton Fund 4254000 979%

Total Sakes Tax 17,063,400 3032T%
40201 Property Tax-Secured 3,524,100 a11%
40204 Property Tax-Unsec 324400 07F%
40205  Property Tas-Unitary 23400  040%
40206 Property Tax-Cur Sac Supple 22800 Q.49%
40215 RDA Pass Thiu 500,000 1.15%
40225  RDA Pass Th-Sec Imflation Allocation 248899 0.5T%
40278 CAMPRA Statubory Pass Through 147889 0.34%
40230 Propery Tax-Prior Sec 0 000%
40231 Property Tax-Prior Unsec 10,000 Q0%
40238 Property Tax-Prior Unsec Supol 1,000 0.00%
40265 Property Tax-inlieu Buile Housing Auth. 5700 001%
40270 Payment In Lieu of Taxes 3300 QD%
40790 Property Tax - in Liew of VLF 6,357,600 1463%
40295 Property Tax Admin Fee {289.700) LE6TH

Total Propedty Taxes 11,128,458 2561%
40301  Business License Tax 480600  1.13%
40302  DPBIA Bus Lic Tax-Zone A 19700 005%
40203 DPEBIA Bus Lic Tax-Zone B E. 100 0.02%
40403  Franchise Fees-Cabie TV 550400 1.20%
40404 Franchise Fees-GasTlechc 656300 1.51%
40407  Real Property Trarsfer Tax 170400  041%
40410 Transkent Gooupancy Tax 2023200 4.66%

Total Cther Tanss 3,935,600 5.DE%
40460  UUT Refunds (7.500) -0.01%
40490 Uty User Tax - Gas 055300 220%
40431 Utiity User Tax - Elaciric 3,690,000 3.45%
40452 Uty User Tax - Telecom 1,363,500 314%
40493 Uty User Tax - Waber TATS00  1.81%

Total Ltiity User Tames 6,786,600 15.62%
40501 Animal License 30,500 0.0
40504 Eicycle License 1700 0.00%
40506  Bingo License 100 000%
40500  Camiroom Llcense 1000 000%
40510 Camiroom Employes Work Permit 70a 0.00%
40513 Vending Permit 1,500 0.00%
40514 Solictor Pesmit 100 000%
40519 Uniform Fire Code Permit 36700 ODE%
40523 Alam Pammit 16,300 0D4%
40225 OwencadWWide Load Pemit £.000 0.01%
40523 Vehicle for Hire Permit 5000 001%
40538 Hydrant Permit 1300 000%
40540 Parage Pemmits 3100 0D1%
40599 Ofmer Licenses & Permiis 2300 001%

Total License & Panmits 107,000 0.25%
41290 Mobor Vehicke In Lieu 0 000%
41228  Homeowners Prop Tax Relief 51000 Q43%
41235  Peace Ofcers Standards & Trg 48,000 011%
4123 OF Highway Motor Vehice Fees 0 000
41245 Highway Maintenance St Payment 16,000 0D4%
41250  Mandaied Cost Reimbursement MHEND  0OT%
412355  Pers-Emengency Respanse 25000 0.DE%
41257 Supp-Emengency Resporss 1,100 0.00%
41253 Mgmt-Emergency Response 0 000
41291 BINTF OC.JR Bymes Grant 36400 ODE%
41399 Omer County Payments 0 o000%
41493 Omer Payments from Govt Agy 2,000 0.00%
44522  Buliet Proof West Grant Program 5,000 10.02%

Total Other Agencies 20,100 051%

1of3
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City of Chico
201212 Annual Budget

General & Park Fund Revenue Sources

FY2012-413
Councll % of
GEMERAL FUND Adoptsd  Tofal

42101 DUI Resporss Fea 0 0D0%
42102 Public Safety Ind Response Fae 0 0D0%
42104  Weed & Lot Cleaning Fae 0200 002%
42405 UFC Inspection Fes 23000 005%
42106  Code Enforcement Reinsp Fee 30 0D
42107 Animal Contoi Impound Fees 22000 0D5%
42103 Fead and Care 34000 0DE%
42109 Spay/Meuter Fing 12000 003%
42110 Impound Fees 50000 042%
42111 Reposession of Vehicle Fee a00  0D0%
42112 Parking Citation Sign OfFf Fee 200 0D0%
42113 VIN Vertfication Fea 300 0D0%
42120 Sumendars 1000 0D0%
42121 Animal Disposal Fees 1000  0D00%
42417 Abangonment Fee 3500 0D01%
42601  Parking Finz Admin Fee 0 0Di%
42603 Fingarprinting Fes 15000 003%
42604 Sale of DocsPublcations 13000 003%
42605  Appeals Fes 1000 0D00%
42670 Franchise Review Fee Event 1500  0.00%
42690  Heahh surance Admin Fase 700 0D0%
42659 Oer Service Charges £500  00i%

Total Changes For Curr Ser 195000 045%
40524 Faise Alam Fines 10000 002%
43001 Motor Vehisle Fines-Courd 0 0D0%
43004  Criminal Fines-Court 154800 038%
43011 Restitution-Court 1700  0.00%
43015 Parking Finzs Sa7AD0 121%
43013 Adminisiative Cltations 16000 0.04%

Total Fines, Pan & Forfetumss TI0AD] 166%
44901 Imterest on Investments 5200 O01%
44120 Interest on Loans Recelvable 0 0D0%
44120 Omer Interest Eamings 26400  0DE%
44130  Fentl & Lease Income 91179 021%
44140 Concesslon Income 0 0D0%
44202 Late FeeBusiness License 5000 001%
44203 Late FeeDPEIA 500 0D0%
44904 Late FeeDog License 1500  0D00%
44220 Bad Check Fee 0 000%

Total Lise Of Money & Prop 128873 030%
44501 Cash Over'Short 0 0D0%
44502 Refund from Comm Agy(i21) 0 000%
44504 Trading Card Revenus 0 0D0%
44505 Miscalianepus Revenuas 15000 0.03%
44512 Relmbursment-Subpeonaiury Dty 30 0D0%
44516 Polica OfMcer-Reimbursamant 27400 0DE%
44517 Firefighter-Relmbursement 500 0D0%
44519 Relmbursement-Other 5000 0D1%
44520 Eximtition Revenus 1000 0D0%
44521 Crossing Guard Reimbursement 12200 0D03%
44523 Relmbursemant-PiEnming 2000 0D0%
44573 Reftund-Other 0 0D0%
44531 Grami Relmoursement 500 0D0%
44580  Seffiement Proceeds 0 0D0%
45001  Donabion from Private Soure 13000 0D03%
45007  Sale of RealPersonal Property 40000 0.09%
46010 Reimb of Damage to Clty Prop 10,000 002%
40002 Principal on Loans Recelvabie 0 0D0%
40003 Revenus from Prior Year 0 000%

Total Other Revanues 126000 020%

Total Revenus-Ganaral Fund 0416767 S30T%

20f3
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City of Chico
201213 Annual Budget

General & Park Fund Revenue Sources

FY2012-13
Cosncll %% of
GENERAL FUND Adoptad Todal
PARK FUND
42441  Tree Replacement In-Lieu Fee 2000 0.00%
42501 Park Lse Fess 30,500 0.0M%
42604  Sales of DocsPublcations 1,000 0.00%
42659  OMer Senvice Changes B.700 0.02%
43018  Adminkstrative Chiatlions 12,000 0.03%
44101 Imtevest on Invesiments (168,850) -DL04%
44131 Leass-Bdwell Park Golf Course 46,380 011%
44140  Concession Income (Eidwel Pk Riding Stable) B.200 0.02%
44501  Cash Owen'Short 1] 0.00%
44505  Miscailanspus Revennes 1,000 0.00%
46002  Caper Acres Donations o 0.00%
46003 General Park Donatons 1] 0.00%
45010 Reimb. of Damage to City Proparty 1000 0.D0%
Total Revenus-Park Fund 2523 0.22%
OTHER FINANCING SOURCES
Fund 211 TrafMc Safety Fund 120,000 0L2B%
Fund 212 Trarsportation Fund 250,000 D.58%.
Fund 214 Private Acthity Bond Fund 45,505 i1k
Fund 307 Gas Tax Fund 2,522,000 5.00%
Total Other Financing Sourcas 2,541,605 BTT%

Todal Rewenue Sources - General & Park Funds 43,453 602
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CITY OF CHICO

FY 2012-13 ANNUAL BUDGET

SCHEDULE OF EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

MONTHLY CONTRIBUTION i$ or %)
2012-13 RATES

BENEFIT CATEGORY cImY EMPLOYEE REMARKS
RETIREMENT Rates per Contraciual Agre=ment wih PERS. Clty pays 9% of employes contibution Tor
A, Safety 31.006% %% + §.93/Pay Period P3M, 2% for CEA. 5% for SEIU-TC, 7% Tor IAFF employees, 9% for CPOA employeas, 3%
5. Miscellaneous 23831% B% + 5.53/Pay Perlod for CPSA employess, 0% for Confidential employees, and 4% for Management employees
pursisant to provisions of Memorandum of Understanding and Pay and Benefit Resolutions.
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE DA |As Dllled by Siate - Dinect Raimbursemant.
GROUP HEALTH INSURANCE
Anthem Blue Cross
3010 PPO
Sngla 3335.30 $267.98
Dioubie 3T09.43 T
Family F223.71 72843
% 533324 $173.64 Per Insurance Agreement - CSAC-ElAMANThem Blue Cross and Memorandum of
Double 581375 537023 Understanding Chico Pollce Officers Assoclation, Chico Public Safely Association,
Famity $1.05565 458,41 Intemational Firenghters Association, Confdentlals, Chico Employeas AsSs0Haton, Service
PO . Empioyes Intemagonal Unlon units, and by Coungll Resclution for Managament, and Publie
Satety Management.
Single 352017 SE3.TT
Double $1,120.84 $163.20
Famity 143777 21617
HDHP
Sngla 338982 S0.0a
Dioubie 3828.7E S0.0a
Family $1.067.54 50,00
HEALTH SAVINGS ACCOUNT
A IAFF
Single SiD0.0O
Dioubie F160.00 Per Stering HSA agreement, and Memorandwm of Undersianding and Council Resolutions.
Famity $200.00 Empioyees musi be enroliad In the Anthem HDHP Inswr@ance pian o be eligibie for the Haamn|
A AN Other Groups Savings Account.
Singla 383.13
Double $133.00
Family F166.25
GROUP DENTAL INSURANCE
A. CNF, MGT, PSM, IAFF, SEIU. CEA $56.53 519.52 Per Deita Dental agreement, and Memorandum of Undersianding and Councl Resolutlons.
B. CPOA, CP3A $3.96 §74.08
GROUP LIFE INSURANCE $0.104/month per 51,000 Emp a Per Insurance Agreement- Unum, and Memorandum of Understanding and Councll
Annual Salary + 50.46 Resolutons.
Page 1072 Appendix B-3
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CITY OF CHICO
FY 2012-13 ANNUAL BUDGET

SCHEDULE OF EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

MONTHLY CONTRISUTION (§ or %)

2012-13 RATES
BENEFIT CATEGORY cimy EMPLOYEE REMARKS
GROUP SHORT-TERMLONG-TERM
DISABILITY INSURANCE
A %r;':,'ﬁMGT' P3M (PO}, SEIU-TC, 1% of salary .15% of salary Unum Insurance Company. &FF rapresenied employess and CPOA employees have an
= altsrnative pian under which the City pays full cost.
B. CEA 0 1.15% of salary
C. CPOA $13.50/month
D. IAFF $20.00/month

GROUP VIZION INSURANCE
Al permanent employess

35.41 1 dependent
$3.75 2+ depandents

$EA0/=mp per monih

Per SafeGuard Vision Plan agreement, and Memorandum of Undersiandng and Councl
Rasaluions.

RETIREE MEMMCAL TRUST

A CPOA $300/month
H. PSM [PD] S300/Mmanin Per Memorandum O’Unxﬁmdhg
C. IAFF 5350/manth
FICAﬁ: “CENE:.-IC;;E- PSM, SEIL-TC 280% Per Federal Insurane Conrioution At for all employ=es hived after 4/1/36 only. A number o
B. CPOA, CPSA, CEA 1.45% - pcer'ra;E;dgmé;yﬁill{;d)th?ﬁc;:-m: have elested to be subject to Madicare, with the
€. Howty-Exempt Emaloyees 1.45% 1.45% ¥ payng 1 ! -
FICA - SOCIAL SECURITY
A Houry-Exempt Employees 5.20% 420% For all emgloyees nat subject to PERS.
UHIFORM ALLOWANCE
A. Puillcs Personnel
1. CROA S500/year Per Resolullon #27-11, adopted 03/1
2. CFSA S55hyear Per Resolutlon #02-11, adopied 01
3. PaM SOiyear
8. Firz Personng
1. IAFF SSOlyear
2. PSM

C. Misc. Personnel

1. Parking Mater Col'Rep S3ohiyear Per Resolution #31-11 adopied 1220011,
2. Tree Malntenancs Worker S2sliyear Per Resolution #91-11 adopied 1220011,
D. Park Ranger S3oliyear Per Resolution #21-11 adopied 1220011,
TOOL ALLOWANCE S400/year Mechanics only. Per Mamorandum of Undersianding (SEIU-TC) Per Resolution #81-11
adoptad 12720011,
Per Budget Appropriation. Remmbursement made o employes for approved tuition, books,
EDUCATIONAL REIMEURSEMENT 0% 100% ebc., per provisions of Administrafve Procadures and Pallcy No. 15-5 for qualifying courses.

Page20f2
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CITY OF CHICOD EXHIBIT &
FY2012-13 ANNUAL BUDGET
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF STATE LEGISLATION
— Projected —
Desaription 1280-1685 | 1886-2000 | 200041 200102 200283 200304 200405 200508 200807 200708 200808 2008-10 201142 201213 Todal
GENERAL FUND:
Fines and Forieftures 422000 2000 el
Cigaretis Tax 335,000 455,000 57,000 97.000 T 57,000 &7.000 97.000 57000 57,000 57,000 S7.000 57,000 22,0840
ERAF" Shift 1018518 | 3385974 e84 101230 1R 1991627 1,343481 1483700 1564140 1.558,618 1,509,506 1,505,435 150,425 22,867.00
ERAF" Shift - Prop. Tax - Per Capits Reduction 325,505 SERE
Motor Vehicie Licenze Fess 128,550 1963084 (1,163,084} 450,000 TEO.O0D 70,000 18814
Trarsportation Flarning & Deveiopment 52,000) (-1
Saies Tax [Fropossion 172) quazzez|  ssesn|  MBIES, (4TS (NITEDM) (2830 (M4SE1 (IE3EIT (ISETIH (MERSEI)  (IBEIEY) (126398 (135043 (122400 (134,500) LR
Traller Coach in Lieu Faes 7,800 Ta
Property Tar Administabon Fees (S8 2557) 256,054 267,751 TBAT 81,767 53,173 62,738 E331T  Z@A12 AT 6166 [EAM  TZOSI  ZEIT06 258,700 2,886,8
EBiooking Fees (38 2457) 115,238 g0z 1,342 28,210 1,160 65,584 T SnEEE 5,153 - - - - - - &390
Local Govemnmert Fiscal Rele! - 355811 981204y fiabh
Total General Fund| 4428451 TIas 256,307 1055640 405307 TI03E9 2045930 1535307 1676460 1800973 1787055 2133411 3512741 2507535 28,8118
\REDEVEL OFMENT AGENCY™
ERAS" Shift 545,752 3z £az4IT 28517 83,110 n'a amnTo
Property Tax Agministration Fee SET. 122 1012.856 275582 mnEN 295705 240432 478N 478,061 424322 487,384 fa 202 23,7 240,39 7e.630 n's 862100
SERAF" Tax Increment Shift (ABN4-26) - 224848 1204010 n'a 11,1820
ReEzgus Tax Increment Payment (AE1482) .20 B2
Taotal Redevsicpment Agenay (ROAN 1535544 ] 1012855 275592 282630 05,462 ET255% 1,366.548 1471171 424323 487384 S44003 971,842 2444979 272,630 251,208 2613
TOTAL IMPACTS (Gemeral Fund & RDW)| 3.535.786 | 5141357 | 1015143 1335,537 168002 3078166 2096807 3501101 1850630 2963844  J34ceer  11.566,838  dEaB30  Jorendrl 3488743 B0.7EL30

" Effctive Fabruiry 1, 2012, e Redeoosimdt Agancy wi dsohid furient o Adsembly B0 No. 1228

* Dufrkiona.
ERAF - Esucaton Rmvenus fusy
EERAF - Buppim

o Safety Conde § 53831 7)
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APPENDIX B

City of Chico
Budget Session

Condition: In five years, the City has deficit spent or reduced
their cash basis by $20.5 million. This represents a
deficit spend of about $4.1 mullion annually.

Exhibit1 Cash Balances
Fund Fund # Acmal Acmal 6,/30/12 Comment
6,/30/07

General Pund 001 £3,170,346 245 502

Emergency Reserve 003 5568153 5,566,104

Fuand

Transportation Fand 212 1,428,079 47,400

Gas Taxz Pund 207 1,744,844 3,636

Capital Projects Fand 200 010,740 Ealance could deuble depending

B ST on ability to fully alloeate all O/ H

Airport Fund 856 183,650 774,438

Private Development 862 3A427.785 9,004,194

Fund

Subdivizion Pund 863 677127 742 €92 E?_a.u.c'.e_esum.lrec at <§1. 10> at

: 6/30/13

General Liahility 200 2,000,000 291,847

Workers Comp Ins N Dy e Acmary determined tarpet of

Reserve P01 4,877,730 3,723,079 $4.93 million

Equipment Replacement Ealance estimated at <81 20 at

Fund 232 3,186,773 2,683,210 6/30/14 if budgeted (CIP

schedule) replacements oocur

Facility Maintenance Ealance estimated at <5400k at

Fund 233 T80.426 200,648 6/30/14 if budgeted (CIP

schednle) replacements ocour
Totals $21931,052 | $1,459,347

** “Cash™ — MNet working capital (short-term assets less short-term habilities)

Action Plan:

Alternative:

Establish a 10-year plan to restore deficit balances

and begin funding the plan.

Continue mcreasing the deficit until cash runs out.
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As a result: The City has nisked fiscal solvency by degrading

cash available to transact daily business.

Since the timing of revenue receipts and cash disbursements varies, it is critical to
have sufficient cash to pay bills and sustain any abnormal expenditures (for
example, capital expenditures that take 90+ days for reimbursement) and any
negative impacts to revenue.

Exhibit 2 Cash flow Balance Estimates

Month Cash Balance Inflows Outflowrs Balance

Macch 2013 $£17.875,000 517,875,000
April 17,875,000 5,000,000 {7.,000,000) 15,875,000
May 15,875,000 12 320,000 (6,400,000) 21,795,000
June 21,795,000 5,450,000 (5,300,000 21,945 000
July 21,945 000 5,880,000 (6,900,000} 20,925 000
Angnst 20,925,000 5,350,000 (7,700,000, 158,775,000
September 18,775,000 4 500,000 (6,400,000 16,875,000
Cuctober 16,875,000 5,175,000 (9. 400,000) 12 650,000
November 12,650,000 5,300,000 (6,750,000} 11,400,000
December 2013 11,400,000 3,400,000 (8,500,000 6,300,000

** Estimates and subject to change
**December 2013 — about 35 million of cash balance represents restricted bond proceeds.

Action Plan: Long-term: Establish a 10-year plan to restore
deficit balances and begin funding the plan.
Restored deficit balances represents cash in the
bank available for City use.

Short-term: Obtain a Tax Revenue Anticipation
Note or Line of Credit to buffer cash needs

Alternative: Continue increasing the deficit until cash runs out.

Utilized legally restricted money to pay ongoing
operational cost (dlegal).
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What are we projecting?
The City is looking at about 4.2 million increases in deficits due
to operations for FY2013-14.

Exhibir 3 FY2013-14 Preliminary Budger

Revenue vs. Expenditures by Fund before Transfers

Fund Revenue Expencec Net
001 & 002 General/ Parks Fund $41,359,993 3 §4,773,850
030 Donations $20,000 $16,401 §3,599
210 PEG Fund $106,000 5400279 382279
212 Remediation $2,933,859 53,199,920 266,080
213 Abandon Vehicls Abatament 260,900 £13,554
217 Asset Porfeitore 235,000 £67,350
303 Passenger Pacility Charges 267,000 24630237
305 Bikeway Improvement $80,000 §13.919 S66,081
307 Gas Tax $3,408,546 $1,659,375 $1,748,971
308 Street Facility Improvement $600,000 §354,1900 §245,301
309 Stomm Dirain Facility $20,000 §381,33 61,330
312 Remediation 50
320, 321, 322, 323, B30 Sewer Fands $14.282 627
330 Community Park $275,000
332 Bidwell Park land Acquisition $25,250
333 Linear parks/ Greenways 435,000
335 Street Maintenance Equipment 525,000
336 Administrative Bldz 40,400
337 Fire Protection Eldg & Equip 5110000
338 Police Protection Eldp & Equip $202,000
;:-:}—s.z—is Zones A-I Neighborhood $75.554
302 Affordable Housing §$276.648
B33 Parking Revenue £033,900
536 Airport $631.425
B62 Private Development 31,674,000
§63 Subdivisions $130,000
TOTALS 367,662,252 ($76,753,103) ($9,090,821)
TOTALS w/o Sewer Funds $53,379,655 | (557,582,740) | ($4,203,085)

Action Plan: Short-term and Medium-term: Realign expenses to

match revenues.
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How Did We Get Here?

There are a number of factors contrbuting to our situation.

¢ Poor Fiscal Planning (Expenditures Exceed Revenues)

As projected 1n Exhibit 3 for 2013-14, we anticipate the current City
operations and capital activity to overspend by over %4 nullion.

General Fund: The General Fund operations are consistently in
excess of the revenue sources avaiable to cover their costs.

o Cost Allocation Plan

The City has been passing more cost from the General Fund to other
funds than allowable thereby inflating the General Fund resources
available in each year (about 23 m.i]]ionfalmua]l}'}. As a result, the
City has obligated or spent money that should not have been
available.

¢ Fees and Charges Do Not Cover their Costs

City fees and charges are significantly below what the true cost of
service provided by the City. As a result, the General and other
Funds “subsidize” these actrmities when they should be paid by those

who benefit.

e City did not respond quickly to the changing economic

environment

City revenue was impacted by the economic slump and dissolution of
the RDA. While we made aclmstments the City’s focus on
minimizing service level impacts and dwindling revenue sources
compounded the problem over years. Today, we are dealing with the
cumulative effects of this problem.
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Appendix C

CALPERS ACTUARTAL VALUATION - June 30, 2011
SAFETY PLAN OF THE CITY OF CHICO
CalPERS ID 6818749730

Purpose of the Report

This report presents the results of the June 30, 2011 actuarial valuation of the SAFETY PLAN OF THE CITY
OF CHICO of the Calfomnia Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS). The valuation was preparad by
the Plan Actuary in order to:

+  set forth the actuarial assets and accrued liabilities of this plan as of June 30, 2011;

» determine the required employer contribution rate for this plan for the fiscal year July 1, 2013 through
June 30, 2014;

» provide actuarial information as of June 30, 2011 to the CalPERS Board of Administration and other
interested parties; and

+  provide pensicn information as of June 30, 2011 to be used in financial reports subject to Governmental
Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement NMumber 27 for a Single Employer Defined Benefit
Pension Plan.

The use of this report for any other purposes may be inappropriate. In particular, this report does not

contasin information applicable to alternative benefit costs. The employer should contact their actuary
before disseminating any portion of this report for any reason that is not explicitly described above.

Required Employer Contribution

Fiscal Year Fizcal Year
20122013 2013/2014
Required Employer Contributions
1. Contribution in Projected Dollars
a) Total Normal Cost 5 4,864,164 S 5028231
b) Employee Contribution® 1,532,288 1,556,085
c) Employer Normal Cost [(1a) — (1b]] 3,331,876 3,472,145
d) Unfunded Contribution 1,947,083 1,941,255
&) Total Employer Contribution [(1c) + {1d)] $ 5,278,953 3% 5,413,401
f) Employee Cost Sharing ]
g) Net Employer Contribution [{1e) — (1F)] 5,413,401
Annual Lump Sum Prepayment Option” [{1g) / 1.075%.5] % 5,085,570 3 5,221,148
2. Contribution as a Percentage of Payroll
a) Total Normal Cost 28.570% 29.082%
b} Employee Contribution’ 0.000% 9.000%
c) Employer Normal Cost [(2a) — (2b]] 19.570% 20.082%
d) Unfunded Rate 11.436% 11.228%
&) Total Employer Rate [(2<) + (2d)] 31.006% 31.310%
f) Employee Cost Sharing 0.000%
g) Net Employer Contribution Rate [(22) — (2f]] 31.310%

*This is the percentage specified in the Public Employees Retirement Law, net of any reduction from the use
of a modified formula. Employee cost sharing is shown separately and is therefore not included in this line
it2m,

*payment must be received by CalPERS before the first payroll reported to CalPERS of the new fiscal year
and after June 30.
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2011
SAFETY PLAN OF THE CITY OF CHICO
CalPERS ID 6818745730

Funded Status

June 30, 2010 June 30, 2011
1. Present Valus of Projected Benefits 5 174,597,829 3§ 185,636,160
2. Entry Age Mormal Accrued Liability 137,083,425 147,065,317
3. Actuarial Value of Assets [AVA) 106,876,967 114,849,939
4, Unfunded Liability (AVA Basis) [{2) — (3]] 5 30,206,458 3§ 32,215,378
L. Funded Ratio (AVA Basis) [(3) [ {2]] 78.0% 78.1%
&, Market Value of Assets (MVA) 5 84,566,533 1 103,386,809
7. Unfunded Liability (MVA Basis) [(2) — (8]] 5 52,516,892 3§ 43,678,508
8. Funded Ratio (MVA Basis) [{8) / (2]] 61.7% 70.3%
Superfunded Status Mo No

Cost

Actuarial Cost Estimates in General

What will this pension plan cost? Unfortunately, there is no simple answer. There are two major reasons
for the complexity of the answer. First, all actuarial calculations, including the ones in this report, are basad
on a number of assumptions about the future. These assumptions can be divided into two categories,

# Demographic assumptions include the percentage of employees that will terminate, die, become
disabled, and retire in each future year,

# Economic assumptions include future salary increases for each active employes, and the
assumption with the greatest impact, future asset returns at CalPERS for each year into the future
unitil the last dollar is paid to current members of your plan.

While CalPERS has set these assumptions to reflect our best estimate of the real future of your plan, i must
be understood that these assumptions are very long term predictors and will surely not be realized in any
one year, For example, while the asset eamings at CalPERS have averaged more than the assumed retum
of 7.5% for the past twenty year period ending June 30, 2012, retums for each fiscal year ranged from
-24% to +21.7%

Second, the very nature of actuarial funding produces the answer to the question of plan cost as the sum of
fwo separate pieces.
s  The Normal Cost (i.e., the future annual premiums in the abssnce of surplus or unfunded liability)
expressed as a percentage of total active payroll,
#  The Past Service Cost or Accrued Liability (i.e., the current value of the benefit for all credited past
service of current members) which is expressed as a lump sum dollar amount.

The cost is the sum of a percent of future pay and a lump sum dollar amount (the sum of an apple and an
orange if you will). To communicate the total cost, either the Normal Cost (i.e., future percent of payroll)
must be converted to a lump sum dollar amount {in which case the total cost is the present value of
benefits), or the Past Service Cost (i.e., the lump sum) must be converted to a percent of payroll (in which
case the total cost is expressed as the employer's rate, part of which is permanent and part temporary).
Converting the Past Service Cost lump sum bo a percent of payroll requires a specific amortization period,
and the employer rate will vary depending on the amortization period chosan,

Page &
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CALPERS ACTUARTAL WVALUATION - June 30, 2011
MISCELLANEOQUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF CHICO
CalPERS ID 6318749730

Purpose of the Report

This report presents the results of the June 30, 2011 actuarial valuation of the MISCELLANEQUS PLAN OF
THE CITY OF CHICO of the California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS). The waluation was
prepared by the Plan Actuary in order to:

¢  set forth the actuarial assets and accrued liabilites of this plan as of June 30, 2011;

¢+ determine the required employer contribution rate for this plan for the fiscal year July 1, 2013 through
June 30, 2014;

# provide actuarial information as of June 30, 2011 to the CalPERS Board of Administration and other
interested parties; and

+ provide pension information as of June 30, 2011 to be used in financial reports subject to Governmental
Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement Mumber 27 for a Single Employer Defined Benefit
Pension Plan.

The use of this report for any other purposes may be mappropriate. In particular, this report does not

contain information applicable to alternative benefit costs. The employer should contact their actuary
before disseminating any portion of this report for any reason that is not explicitly described above.

Required Employer Contribution

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
20122013 2013/2014
Required Employer Contributions
1. Contribution in Projected Dollars
a) Total Normal Cost 5 3,729,383 L1 3,405,122
b) Employes Contribution® 1,504,390 1,357,366
c) Employer Normal Cost [(1a) — (1b)] 2,224,993 2,047,756
d) Unfunded Contribution 2,256,332 2,406,764
&) Total Employer Contribution [(1c) + (1d)] 5 4,481,325 § 4,454,520
f) Employee Cost Sharing 0
g) Net Employer Contribution [{1e]) — (1F)] 4,454,520
gnnual Lump Sum Prepayment Option’ [(1g) [ 1.0757.5]  $ 4,317,157 5 4,796,321
2. Contribution as a Percentage of Payroll
a) Total Normal Cost 19.832% 20.0659%
b) Employee Contribution’ B.000% 8.000%
c) Employer Normal Cost [[2a) — (2b)] 11.832% 12.069%
d) Unfunded Rate 11.999% 14,185%
2) Total Employer Rate [(2¢) + (2d)] 23.831% 26.254%
f) Employee Cost Sharing 0.000%
g) Net Employer Contribution Rate [(2e) — (2)] 26.254%

!This is the percentage specified in the Public Employees Retirement Law, net of any reduction from the use
of a modified formula. Employee cost sharing is shown separately and is therefore not included in this line
item.

*payment must be received by CalPERS befaore the first payroll reported to CalPERS of the new fiscal year
and after June 30.
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2011
MISCELLANEOQUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF CHICO
CalPERS ID 6318745730

Funded Status

June 30, 2010 June 30, 2011
1. Present Value of Projected Benefits 3 156,064,244 % 163,025,926
2. Entry Age Normal Accrued Liability 131,660,734 140,380,983
3. Actuarial Value of Assets (AVA) 98,082,197 103,493,220
4. Unfunded Liability (aVaA Basis) [(2) — (3] 3 33,578,537 § 36,887,763
5. Funded Ratio (AVA Basis) [(3) / (2]] 74.5% 73.7%
6. Market Value of Assets (MVA) 5 7577007 % 93,027,024
7. Unfunded Liability (MvA Basis) [(2) — (&]] 3 54,083,727 § 47,353,965
8. Funded Ratio (MVA Basis) [{5) [ (2]] 58.9% 66.3%
Superfunded Status Nao No

Cost

Actuarial Cost Estimates in General

What will this pension plan cost? Unfortunately, thers is no simple answer. There are two major reasons
for the complexity of the answer. First, all achuarial calculations, including the ones in this report, are based
on a number of assumptions about the future. These assumptions can be divided into two categoeries.

& Demographic assumptions include the percentage of employees that will terminate, die, become
disabled, and retire in each future year,

+ Econpomic assumptions include future salary increases for sach active employes, and the
assumption with the greatest impact, future asset returns at CalPERS for each year into the future
until the last dollar is paid to current members of your plan.

While CalPERS has set these assumptions to reflect our best estimate of the real future of your plan, i must
be understood that these assumpbions are wvery long term predictors and will surely not be realized in any
one year. For example, while the asset eamings at CalPERS have averaged more than the assumed retum
of 7.5% for the past twenty year period ending June 30, 2012, retums for each fiscal year ranged from
-24% to +21.7%

Second, the very nature of actuarial funding produces the answer to the question of plan cost as the sum of
two separate pieces.
+  The Normal Cost {i.e., the future annual premiums in the absence of surplus or unfunded liability)
expressed as a percentage of total active payroll,
+  The Past Service Cost or Accrued Liability (i.e., the cument value of the benefit for all credited past
service of current members) which is expressed as a lump sum dollar amount.

The cost is the sum of a percent of future pay and a lump sum dollar amount (the sum of an apple and an
orange if you will). To communicate the total cost, either the Normal Cost (i.e., future percent of payroll}
must be converted to a lump sum dellar amount (in which case the total cost is the present value of
benefits), or the Past Service Cost (i.e., the lump sum) must be converted to a percent of payroll (in which
case the total cost is expressed as the employer's rate, part of which is permanent and part tempaorary).
Converting the Past Service Cost lump sum to a percent of payroll requires a specific amortization period,
and the employer rate will vary depending on the amortization period chosen.

Page &

86




2012-2013 BUTTE COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT

WATER: BUTTE COUNTY’S VITAL RESOURCE

SUMMARY

Nothing is more important to life than water. In Butte County we are fortunate to have
not only a high quality, but also a high quantity, of water. Most of California is not this
fortunate and many parts of the state are looking to the Northern Sacramento Valley for
a water supply.

Water is an especially important topic this year, as the state is proposing to build two
large tunnels in the Delta to deliver Northern California water to Southern California.
California State University, Chico (CSUC) and Butte College chose Unquenchable:
America’s Water Crisis and What To Do About It for their academic year 2012-13 Book
in Common program. These were two of the reasons the Grand Jury felt this was a key
time to do a study on Butte County water. Since water is such a diverse issue, the
Grand Jury had to decide which areas were the most important to investigate.

The Grand Jury decided to interview some of the water districts in Butte County and
learn how water is managed and what type of stewardship our water is receiving. When
the Grand Jury decided to investigate the subject of water in Butte County, we knew it
was a tremendous task which would require enormous amounts of time and energy to
fully grasp the subject. Frequently there is an article in our local papers on this subject.
Our hope is that the citizens of this area educate themselves on this topic, insist that our
elected representatives keep us informed and encourage the news media to continue to

investigate and report all pertinent information. Butte County citizens must remain
diligent or risk losing our groundwater and surface water rights.

GLOSSARY
e Area of Origin - Existing water right priority system
e Acre-feet - The volume of water that would cover one acre to a depth of one foot;
325,900 gallons
e BUCRA - Butte County Rice Growers Association
e Cal Water - California Water Service Company

e Conjunctive Use - The deliberate use of groundwater and surface water
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CFS - Cubic feet per second (cfs), a measurement of the flow of water
DTSC - Department of Toxic Substance Control

DWR - California Department of Water Resources

EPA - Environmental Protection Agency

Ground Water Rights - Landowner water rights on landowner’s parcel

LTA - Lower Tuscan Aquifer; extensive underground water storage located in
Butte, Glenn, Tehama, Sutter and Colusa Counties

NSVIRWMP - Northern Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water
Management Plan

OFD - Oroville Field Division

OWID - Oroville Wyandotte Irrigation District

PG&E - Pacific Gas and Electric Company

PID - Paradise Irrigation District

Plumes - A toxic area within an aquifer

Riparian Water Rights - A right of landownership that is adjacent to a body of
water

SFPP - South Feather Power Project

SFWPA - South Feather Water Power Agency

SWP - State Water Project; Lake Oroville Complex, Clifton Court, California
Aqueduct, San Luis Reservoir, Quail Lake, Pyramid Lake, Castaic Lake,
Silverwood Lake, Lake Perris, Lake Arrowhead and the powerplants and

pumpingplants required to move the water south.
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e SWB - State Water Bank, a program to store water in the aquifer during declared
years of drought

e Table A Water - The maximum amounts of allocated Lake Oroville water
dictated by the state contracts

e TWSD - Thermalito Water and Sewer District

e VOC - Volatile Organic Compound

e Watershed - A region or area bounded peripherally by a divide and draining
ultimately to a particular watercourse or body of water

e WCWD - Western Canal Water District

APPROACH

The 2012-13 Grand Jury performed the following activities:
e Interviewed management of water districts, water experts and county officials

e Attended numerous water conferences

e Researched many documents pertaining to water issues

DISCUSSION

Water, the greatest natural resource in Butte County, provides for life, recreation,
agriculture and jobs. From the surface water of rivers and lakes to the groundwater
beneath us, faucets deliver water to our homes and businesses.

Butte County’s surface water comes from snow melt and runoff into Lake Oroville, Lake
Almanor, Concow Reservoir, Paradise Lake, Magalia Reservoir, Ponderosa Reservaoir,
Little Grass Valley Reservoir, Sly Creek Reservoir, Lost Creek Reservoir, Miners Ranch
Reservoir and the Feather River. Surface water is governed by established water rights.
Groundwater in the valley is primarily recharged with rain runoff and pumped out from
different depths throughout the county for use. The Lower Tuscan Aquifer is the major
groundwater source used for domestic water. Groundwater is not regulated nor
metered by the state. Groundwater well permits are issued by the county.
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Butte County is a geographically diverse county, and covers 1,675 square miles and
ranges from 60 to 7,000 feet in elevation. It is home to 220,000 people who require 1.4
million acre-feet per year of water for residential, commercial and agricultural use. There
are numerous water districts that distribute the water as well as a wide range of
agencies and boards which control its flow and use. Butte County obtains both its
aquifer and surface water from the Feather River basin, using only a small amount of
water from the Sacramento River.

The Grand Jury wanted to find out more about how the water is distributed and had
concerns about the transfer of water from the county to other parts of the state. The
Grand Jury wanted to know about the plans that water districts have for drought and
other possible conditions that can affect the quality and quantity of Butte County water.
To provide answers to these questions, the Grand Jury has prepared the following
water district summaries. (See included map.)

Lake Oroville Water

Lake Oroville, the second-largest reservoir in California, provides water to 25 million
Californians, plus recreation, agriculture, enhanced fish and wildlife, hydroelectric
generation and flood control.

Lake Oroville has the storage capacity of 3.5 million acre-feet of water and a shoreline
of approximately 167 miles. The reservoir was formed by the construction of the Oroville
Dam downstream of the confluence of the North, Middle and South Forks of the Feather
River. The dam is the largest earthen-filled dam in the country at 770 feet high and over
a mile wide. It is the keystone facility of the California State Water Project (SWP),
Oroville Field Division (OFD).

Oroville Field Division is comprised of Lake Oroville, Hyatt Powerplant, Thermalito
Diversion Dam and Powerplant, the Feather River Fish Hatchery, Thermalito Power
Canal, Thermalito Forebay, Thermalito Afterbay and the Lake Oroville Visitors Center.
OFD also maintains Frenchman Lake, Antelope Lake and Lake Davis on the Upper
Feather River. OFD is a 900-megawatt hydroelectric generation complex.

After decades of studies exploring solutions for California water needs and addressing
the major flooding events in Northern and Central California, construction began on
Lake Oroville Dam in 1957 with an emergency appropriation of $25 million. The flooding
of 1955-56 recorded 64 deaths (most in Butte and Sutter Counties) and over $200
million in property damages. In 1961, the construction of the rest of the State Water
Project began. In 1964, again there was potentially devastating flooding on the Feather
River, but the partially-completed Oroville Dam provided flood control and prevented
flooding. Construction of the dam was completed in 1967 and electric power generation
began in 1968.

The water from the three branches of the Feather River flows into Lake Oroville.
Adjacent to the dam, the Hyatt Inlet Structure allows for temperature control of the water
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flowing out of the lake through the Hyatt Powerplant, which was constructed in the
bedrock under the dam. Shutters are placed in the structure for temperature control for
fish and agriculture.

The water flows from the Hyatt Powerplant into the Feather River until it reaches the
Thermalito Diversion Dam. There is a minimum flow of 600 cfs that continues in the
river through the city of Oroville. The remaining water is diverted through the Thermalito
Power Canal into the Thermalito Forebay. Thermalito Water and Sewer District and Cal
Water Oroville have turnout structures on the Thermalito Power Canal to supply the
water treatment plants for their districts.

The Thermalito Powerplant is located at the southwest corner of the Thermalito
Forebay. This plant has been shut down since November 2012 due to a fire. The water
from the Thermalito Forebay is now bypassed around the Thermalito Powerplant into
the Thermalito Afterbay. The Thermalito Afterbay provides controlled flow releases
through the river outlet into the Feather River to eventually flow into the Sacramento
Delta. The Thermalito Afterbay was designed as a warming basin for agricultural water
to be delivered through two turnout structures for the Western and Richvale Canals.

The long-term water supply contracts between DWR and 29 public agencies and water
districts are the basis for the SWP construction and on-going operations. The state
provides SWP financing, capital construction, improvements and all operations and
maintenance of SWP facilities and agencies. Districts have contractually agreed to
repay all associated costs. All contractors pay the same rate per acre-foot for the cost of
constructing and operating facilities which store and convey the water supply. In
addition, each contractor pays a transportation charge which covers the cost required to
deliver the water to its service area. The contractors furthest from the Delta pay higher
transportation charges than those near the Delta. Full payments are made each year for
fixed SWP costs regardless of how much water the contractors are allowed to take.

The SWP contracts also set the maximum amount of water a contractor may request
each year from the SWP. The maximum amounts listed in the contract are known as
Table A. Table A Water represents a portion or all of the annual water requested by the
SWP contractors and approved for delivery by DWR, based on hydrologic conditions,
current reservoir storage and combined requests from the SWP water contractors. DWR
announced in March 2013 that the state contractors will receive 35% of their Table A
water.

The County of Butte is an SWP contractor and has an allotment of 27,500 acre-feet. Of
that total, Del Oro Water Company and Cal Water Oroville are using approximately
2,700 acre-feet. Butte County has short-term lease agreements with the City of
Palmdale Water District and the Westside Water District for a portion of that allotment.
The revenue from the Table A water nets approximately $1.2 million to Butte County’s
general fund.
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California Water Service Company

California Water Service Company (Cal Water) is the largest investor-owned American
water utility west of the Mississippi River and the third largest in the country. Formed in
1926, the San Jose-based company serves more than 472,000 customers through 28
operations centers throughout California. In Butte County, Cal Water has two districts,
Chico and Oroville.

Cal Water’s Chico District was formed in 1926 with the purchase of several water
companies serving Chico at that time. In 1962, Hamilton City joined the Chico Cal Water
system. Today Cal Water provides quality well water to 100,323 people in the Chico and
Hamilton City area through a complex system. Chico uses 100% ground water
distributed through 372 miles of pipeline from 68 wells. Eight storage tanks and eight
booster pumps combine to supply water to Chico and Hamilton City. Cal Water’s state-
required Meter Conversion Program is on target with the city of Chico at 65%
completed. Chico’s average metered monthly residential bill is $34.14.

In 1927, Cal Water began serving the City of Oroville. Currently, 53 miles of pipeline,
two storage tanks, four wells, 13 booster pumps and a water treatment plant are needed
to serve 10,000 customers. Eighty-three percent of the City of Oroville’s water comes
from the West Branch of the Feather River and 17% is well water. The City of Oroville is
100% metered. In Oroville, Cal Water’s average residential bill is $52.22. Cal Water,
Oroville must treat the surface water which results in additional costs.

The source of Cal Water’s groundwater in Butte County is the Lower Tuscan Aquifer.
Cal Water’s quality assurance program includes vigilant monitoring throughout its
systems and testing at its state-of-the-art laboratory.

Del Oro Water Company

Del Oro Water Company was established in 1963 to meet the water needs of residents
in Magalia. It is privately owned and currently serves over 20,000 consumers in Butte
County, through more than 5,000 water connections in the communities of Paradise
Pines, Stirling City, Lime Saddle and Magalia.

Del Oro has water rights to 365 acre-feet annually from Lake Almanor via the

Hendricks Canal, which empties into Butte Creek. Del Oro has 667 acre-feet annually of
Butte County Table A Water that is pumped out of Lake Oroville into the Lime Saddle
area. In addition, Del Oro has five wells in Paradise Pines, two in Magalia and three in
the Lime Saddle area. The company has five large water storage tanks, intake pumps to
transfer water and two treatment plants. The company has emergency water sources
for each of the communities it serves through extensive agreements with the Paradise
Irrigation District.

Paradise Irrigation District

The Paradise Irrigation District (PID) was formed in 1916 and is governed by a
92



Board of Directors, elected by the residents of Paradise. The boundaries of the district
are the same as the town of Paradise. The PID owns and operates two reservoirs:
Paradise Lake and Magalia Reservoir. These reservoirs rely on rainfall to fill them each
year. The total combined storage capacity is 12,293 acre-feet. The water is derived from
a 12 square mile watershed area. The PID maintains a water treatment facility which is
presently sufficient for 100% of the maximum daily demand. There are 10,500 electronic
meters, serving a population of approximately 27,000, and 170 miles of pipeline which
the district installs and maintains. The PID has 40 employees.

Key issues identified by the district are:
e A drought will severely decrease the amount of water entering the reservoirs,
which only have the capacity for a one-year supply. This would place the PID’s

customers in a dire position.

e There are over 60 miles of steel pipe remaining to be replaced to reduce pipe
leakage in the distribution system.

e Storage capacity in the reservoirs needs to be increased.
e Conserving water is a prime message the PID wants to convey to its consumers.

e Other sources of water, for example pumping from Lake Oroville, can be
investigated, as well as the potential use of the Miocene Canal.

¢ PID has system connections with Del Oro Water Company.

The PID manager and board members are aware of the present and long-term potential
water problems and are actively searching for solutions.

South Feather Water and Power Agency

The South Feather Water & Power Agency (SFWPA) provides treated surface water to
6,650 customers. The agency provides untreated agricultural water to 557 customers.
All domestic customers are metered. A few irrigation customers also have meters, but
most customers have the measured water delivered from open canals.

SFWPA was formed in 1919 and is governed by a five-member board elected by
landowners within the water agency boundaries. They maintain 141 miles of pipeline,
110 miles of open ditches and canals, two water treatment plants and a solar plant.
They also operate the South Feather Power Project (SFPP).

The original name for SFWPA was Oroville Wyandotte Irrigation District (OWID) and

was created in November 1919 with 16,800 acres of land. The district was formed by
assuming the old water rights from the South Feather Land and Water Company and
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the Palermo Land and Water Company. In July 1944, OWID initiated plans to sell water
for domestic use.

Currently, SFWPA maintains a service area of more than 31,000 acres. SFWPA
operates a hydroelectric power project (SFPP), which includes four power plants on the
South Fork of the Feather River. The water sources for SFWPA are the following
reservoirs: Sly Creek, Lost Creek, Ponderosa, Little Grass Valley, and Miners Ranch.
They have a combined storage capacity of 16,577 acre-feet and can generate up t0120
megawatts. The power generated is sold exclusively to PG&E. This revenue is used to
offset the operating cost and to lower the water rates to customers, the lowest rate in
Butte County. The monthly average bill is $23.42.

SFWPA is currently expanding its water treatment plants. SFWPA'’s water supply is
adequate to meet its projected future use. No future water supply projects or programs
are planned.

Thermalito Water and Sewer District

Thermalito Water District was established in 1927 when it was purchased from PG&E.
In 1977, the district added sewer service yet did not change its name to Thermalito
Water and Sewer District (TWSD) until 2005. The service area is the community of
Thermalito and the City of Oroville. The district is governed by a five-member board of
directors, which is elected by voters within the district limits.

TWSD serves a population of 10,000 with 2,700 connections. The customer base
includes residential, commercial and agricultural users. All water delivered goes through
the district’s water treatment plant. All customers are metered and charged at one rate.
The average residential billing is about $45 a month.

The TWSD primary water source is Lake Concow with a capacity of 8,200 acre-feet.
The water for delivery to customers is a blend of surface and ground water. The blend is
12.1% to 23% ground water in the winter and 12.4% to 34.1% ground water in the
summer. The surface water is drawn from the Thermalito Power Canal. The measured
canal water used in one year is replaced from Lake Concow during the following year.
The TWSD currently has four operating wells with the provision that any developer who
builds more than 15 units must provide an additional well site. The district currently has
two storage tanks of 1 million and 2.1 million gallon capacity located near Table
Mountain. A third storage tank is planned near the Oroville Airport, which will be
supplied by well water.

TWSD feels that its infrastructure and Lake Concow water rights put the district in a

good position to survive a drought or a temporary shutdown. TWSD has mutual
assistance agreements with Cal Water and South Feather Water and Power District.
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Richvale Irrigation District

Richvale Irrigation District is a private corporation that maintains offices in the Butte
County Rice Growers Association (BUCRA) facility in Richvale. It has no connection to
BUCRA and is owned by landowners. The Richvale Irrigation District’s water rights pre-
date 1914 and are part of a four-district coalition with Biggs/West Gridley, Butte and
Sutter. The district was formed in 1930 with the buyout of the Sutter Butte District. There
are 350 Richvale Irrigation owner-members who own 34,000 acres of farmland, mainly
rice, and elect a three-member Board of Directors. Each Richvale landowner is entitled
to one vote for each acre of land owned. The district owns and maintains 71 miles of
open canals and has no pipelines, with an allocation of 149,000 acre-feet of water a
year from Lake Oroville.

The sole source of water is the Thermalito Afterbay. The district also has water rights
from Cherokee Creek. Although the district maintains no wells, many of the owners
have wells and pump water when necessary. When owners use well water, they pay the
district for use of the canals to distribute the water. Richvale Irrigation District does not
sell any water outside of the district and has no plans to do so.

Western Canal Water District

The Western Canal Water District (WCWD) was formed by a vote of the landowners in
December 1984 as a non-profit California water district. The district purchased the
Western Canal water system from PG&E, which had acquired it from the Great Western
Power Company, which had developed the hydroelectric power facilities on the Feather
River around 1911. The acquisition included pre-1914 water rights on the Feather River
for use by the district. These consist of 150,000 acre-feet of natural flow of the river and
145,000 acre-feet of water stored in the North Fork Feather River Project. The district
also has adjudicated rights to a small amount of Butte Creek water.

The district’s original diversion was located at the Western Canal Company’s dam on
the Feather River. The Lake Oroville Complex changed the geography of the area and
the supply is now provided by two outlet structures on the Thermalito Afterbay, with a
capacity of 1,250 cfs. WCWD is one of the 29 state water contractors that receive water
from Lake Oroville.

The district currently encompasses a land area of approximately 67,500 acres, of which
58,167 acres are irrigable. The primary crop is rice, with small amounts of pasture and
orchard crops. They serve two wildlife refuges, the Upper Butte Basin Wildlife Area and
the Llano Seco Unit. Duck hunting and the leasing of land for a microwave tower are
additional revenue sources.

WCWD is the second-largest irrigated agricultural water district in the Sacramento
Valley. Two-thirds of the district is in Butte County and the remaining land is in Glenn
County. WCWD delivers untreated water to over 120 rate payers at $4 per acre-feet.
The district has 10 employees and an annual operations budget of $1.3 million.
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Each year, on average, WCWD and the Joint Water Districts (Richvale Irrigation District,
Biggs/West Gridley Water District, and Butte Water District) import 610,000 acre-feet of
Feather River water into Butte Basin. This inflow of surface water provides a significant
positive effect on keeping high groundwater levels within the basin. Conjunctive use has
been practiced during several drought years to assist the State Water Bank. WCWD
has developed a Groundwater Management Plan, which provides for conjunctive use in
a responsible and safe manner.

The Tuscan Aquifer

The Tuscan Aquifer is an extensive water-bearing formation located in parts of Butte,
Glenn, Tehama, Sutter and Colusa Counties, comprising approximately 4,900 square
miles. The aquifer's boundaries range from Red Bluff in the north, to the Sutter Buttes
in the south, east to the foothills and west into Glenn County.

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) estimates the Tuscan Aquifer
holds approximately 30 million acre-feet, or about nine times the capacity of Lake
Oroville. The Tuscan Aquifer is a complex geologic formation. Recent studies
indicate the geologic makeup of the Tuscan Aquifer changes over its geographical
area. The northern portion of the aquifer is composed primarily of materials called
"lahars," a type of mudflow having a mix of rocky debris and water that flows down
from a volcano. Some lahar materials are like concrete in their consistency and are
likely to limit the ability of water to move through it. In the southern portion of the
aquifer, furthest from the volcanic source of the material, the lahar has been changed
and reworked by streams, resulting in deposits of sands and gravels. Understanding
how the Tuscan Aquifer recharges is an important factor in understanding aquifer
dynamics (changes in storage and how water moves into and through the system).

Prior to 2012, it was thought that significant recharge of the Lower Tuscan Aquifer
(LTA) occurs from creeks that pass over outcrops of the Lower Tuscan Formation.
However, results of Butte County’s LTA Project, which included completion of dual
ring infiltrometer tests, stream gauging, temperature gradient and water chemistry
analysis (i.e., isotope and chemical constituents) indicate that the stretch of these
creeks crossing over the outcrops provides little recharge. Data suggest that water
recharged to the LTA comes from rainfall over broad areas in the low foothills and
valley at or below 2,500 feet elevation. Therefore, light rainfall years limit the amount
of recharge to the aquifer. The data from the LTA Project indicate that previously held
theories of the Tuscan Aquifer's characteristics may not be valid or at least need to be
refined. The complexity of the Tuscan Aquifer requires additional research to continue
to expand our understanding of storage and recharge processes.

Butte County will complete its report on the LTA from the Tuscan Aquifer Project by

June 2013. Butte County needs to know more about how the Tuscan Aquifer
recharges, its relationship to surface water, interconnectedness with different aquifer
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layers and how additional groundwater demand may affect the basin.
Groundwater level data show that in some portions of the LTA, the groundwater
elevation has dropped 13 or more feet over the last 20 years in Butte County. The
Tuscan Aquifer is one of Butte County's vital resources and needs to be protected
from out-of-county interests.

Butte County Toxic Aquifer Plumes

Toxic plumes are areas of measurable quantities of volatile organic compounds (VOC).
These contaminants move from their surface source into the aquifer and spread in a
widening area, often in the shape of a feather. There are eight toxic plumes in Butte
County, all in the Chico area (see included map). The northernmost plume is near the
Chico airport and the southernmost is near Hegan Lane and the Midway. Nitrates were
the first contaminants detected in the groundwater in 1979. Controlling and treating the
plumes is the responsibility of the California Department of Toxic Substance Control
(DTSC).

The most serious plume problem, the Number Four Central Plume, starts near
Mangrove and Vallombrosa avenues. It runs down to Highway 32, past the California
State University, Chico campus. The DTSC has been monitoring and working with this
plume since 1986. There are five "pump-and-treat" wells near Chico Junior High School
that are used to treat this water. The DTSC has removed in excess of 1,300 pounds of
perchloroethylene (PCE) from the aquifer.

Some of the plumes, including the Number Four Central Plume, were the result of dry
cleaners that improperly disposed of hazardous materials, including PCE,
trichloroethylene (TCE), dichloroethylene (DCE) and pentachlorophenol (PCP), all of
which are carcinogenic. PCEs and TCEs are heavier than water and have been found
300-400 feet deep in the aquifer.

Conjunctive Use

Conjunctive use is the combined use of groundwater and surface water to manage
water supply reliability. Some water districts practice conjunctive use in their normal
operations by blending surface and groundwater in their water treatment plants. This
reduces costs.

In November 1996, Butte County voters approved the Groundwater Conservation
Ordinance (Chapter 33 of the Butte County Code) which provided groundwater
conservation through local regulation of water transfers that move water outside of the
county and have a groundwater component. A permit is now required both for the
exportation of groundwater outside the county and for groundwater pumping as a
substitute for surface water exported outside the county. No permits have been
requested since the ordinance was enacted.
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Butte County Department of Water and Resource Conservation

“To manage and conserve water and other resources for the citizens of Butte County” is
the mission statement of the Butte County Department of Water and Resource
Conservation. The department, consisting of four employees, is an effective entity in
monitoring, researching, managing, providing community education and coordinating
with all water agencies. The department’s staff and its public resources have given
invaluable assistance and information, both basic and technical, to the Grand Jury.

In 1996, in order to implement Chapter 33, Butte County established the Water Division
in the Butte County Department of Agriculture. In 1999, the division became the
Department of Water and Resource Conservation with expanded responsibilities and
focus:

e The department continued the protection and management of Butte County’s
water resources by implementing, under Chapter 33, a permit process for:

1) the transfer of surface water outside of the county to be replaced by well water

2) the sale of groundwater outside of the county

No permit has been requested to this date. They also implemented, in 2005, the
Butte County Groundwater Management Plan. In conjunction with the Board of
Supervisors, a Water Resource Element, and other policy goals to sustain
groundwater and other natural resources, was included as part of the Butte
County General Plan 2030.

e Butte County Board of Supervisors and the department support existing Area of
Origin water rights, the water right priority system and the authority to make
water management decisions locally to meet the county’s current and future
needs.

e The department considers that monitoring and conserving water resources must
be based on factual, scientific information. It tracks groundwater conditions by
monitoring over 100 wells four times a year. Water from key wells is analyzed to
detect saline intrusion or other chemistry changes.

e The department is involved in continuing scientific investigations that are
necessary to improve the understanding of our complex water resources and to
assure sustainability. The department supports local water supply projects
through participation and research. Much of this work has been funded with more
than $9 million received in grants. The department is completing the research
project on the Lower Tuscan Aquifer funded by a research grant under
Proposition 58.
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e As an element of the Basic Management Objectives Program, the department
provides an evaluation of groundwater conditions in specific areas. The
Technical Advisory Committee reviews the groundwater data and provides
recommendations for improvements on an annual basis.

e The department is charged with the management of the Butte County Table A
allocation. The goal is to fully utilize the Table A allocation to meet Butte County’s
needs and attain fiscal sustainability. This includes a study with Cal Water on the
feasibility of making Table A Water available to Chico and Durham.

e The department makes accessible data and information on Butte County’s water
resources through its website (www.bcwater@buttecounty.net) and its monthly
Water Solutions newsletter.

e The department actively supports regional coordination of water resources and
advocates for the county’s water resource interests.

e The department was an organizing member and is active in the leadership of the
Northern Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan
(NSVIRWMP). The NSVIRWMP is made up of six counties: Butte, Tehama,
Glenn, Colusa, Sutter and Shasta. The plan coordinates water use and works
toward common goals and objectives, including protecting the county’s Area of
Origin water rights.

In January 2013, the Butte County Board of Supervisors funded the Water Inventory
Analysis project. The purpose is to get updated information to enable improved
budgeting of water resources, taking into account changing conditions due to drought
and climate change.

Like the water that the department protects, the Butte County Department of Water and
Resource Conservation is a valuable resource for this county. Many of their projects
and plans for protection and conservation of local water control have been models for
the rest of California.

CONCLUSION

The Grand Jury was interested in learning about the management and stewardship of
Butte County water. Our conclusion is that the Butte County water districts, agencies
and county departments that we reviewed are doing an efficient job managing water
distribution. There are future potential problems in water supply that need to be brought
to the attention of the county’s residents. Lack of storage capacity, the decline of the
Tuscan Aquifer elevation and increased demand from out-of-county interests may
jeopardize our water resources.
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Protecting our historical Area of Origin water rights is critical to preserve our quality of
life in Butte County. Counties in the north state need to maintain close communication
and cooperation to protect our water rights. Our elected officials need to keep the
citizens apprised of any impending legislation that would jeopardize Butte County water.
The print media and various conservation groups are to be commended for bringing
water issues to the public’s attention. The public needs to become informed on water
developments and be willing to express themselves publicly to protect our Area of
Origin water rights.

FINDINGS

F1 The water resources of Butte County continue to be the focus of an
ever increasing demand statewide.

F2 The water districts in Butte County each service the needs of their area with the
resources they have available.

F3 Butte County currently has the option of using or leasing its Table A water which
currently provides a revenue source to the county general fund.

F4  City of Chico is 100% reliant on the Tuscan Aquifer for its water.

F5 In Butte County, the Lower Tuscan Aquifer groundwater elevation has dropped
13 feet or more over the last 20 years.

F6  Areport on the Lower Tuscan Aquifer is scheduled to be completed in June 2013
by the Butte County Department of Water and Resource Conservation.

F7 Del Oro Water Company and Paradise Irrigation District have mutual assistance
agreements for emergency water distribution to their customers.

F8 Paradise Irrigation District faces future demand and distribution challenges due
to limited storage capacity.

F9  Thermalito Water and Sewer District has mutual assistance agreements with Cal
Water, Oroville and South Feather Water and Power Agency.

F10 There are eight remaining toxic plumes in Chico that are still being monitored and
mitigated.

F11 The Department of Toxic Substance Control and Cal Water have been thorough

and vigilant in locating, controlling and cleaning the contaminated plumes in
Chico.
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F12

F13

F14

F15

The Butte County Department of Water and Resource Conservation has not
received any required permit requests for groundwater pumping as a substitute for
surface water exported and sold outside the county.

The Butte County Department of Water and Resource Conservation has
provided superior leadership in the county and the region on critical water issues.

The Butte County Department of Water and Resource Conservation study of the
Tuscan Aquifer may yield a future strategy to halt the decline of the aquifer.

The Butte County Department of Water and Resource Conservation has been
critical in supporting this Grand Jury investigation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

R1

R2

R3

R4

The Paradise Irrigation District needs to continue to protect and increase its
water storage.

The Butte County Department of Water and Resource Conservation needs to
work closely with DWR to protect county Area of Origin water rights.

The Butte County Department of Water and Resource Conservation needs to
explore strategies to fully utilize the Table A Water allocations for the benefit of
Butte County.

The Butte County Department of Water and Resource Conservation should
continue to study the Tuscan Aquifer and keep the public informed of the
findings.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSES

Pursuant to Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 the Grand Jury requests responses to
the recommendations as follows:

Paradise Irrigation District Board of Directors
o A response to Findings F7 and F8 and Recommendation R1

Butte County Board of Supervisors
o Aresponse to Finding F3 and Recommendations R2 through R4
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The governing bodies indicated above should be aware that the comment or response
of the governing body must be conducted subject to the notice, agenda and open
meeting requirements of the Brown Act.

Reports issued by the Civil Grand Jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal
Code Section 929 requires that reports of the Grand Jury do not contain the name of
any person of facts leading to the identity of any person who provides information to the
Civil Grand Jury.
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