
 
 

Town of Paradise 
Town Council Meeting Agenda 

6:00 P.M. – August 14, 2018 
               

                   Town Hall Council Chamber, 5555 Skyway, Paradise, CA 
  
   

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Meeting Procedures 
 

I. The Mayor is the Presiding Chair and is responsible for maintaining an orderly 
meeting.  The Mayor calls the meeting to order and introduces each item on the 
agenda. 

 
II. The Town staff then provides a report to Council and answers questions from the 

Council.     
 
III. Citizens are encouraged to participate in the meeting process and are provided 

several opportunities to address Council.  Any speaker addressing the Council is 
limited to three minutes per speaker - fifteen minutes per agenda item 

 
A. If you wish to address the Council regarding a specific agenda item, 

please complete a “Request to Address Council” card and give it to the 
Town Clerk prior to the beginning of the meeting.  This process is 
voluntary and allows for citizens to be called to the speaker podium in 
alphabetical order.  Comments and questions from the public must be 
directed to the Presiding Chair and Town Council Members (please do not 
address staff.)  Town staff is available to address citizen concerns Monday 
through Thursday at Town Hall between the hours of 8am and 5pm.   

 
B. If you wish to address Council regarding an item not on the agenda, you 

may do so under Item 4, “Public Communication.” Again, please fill out a 
card and give it to the Town Clerk before the meeting.  State Law prohibits 
Council action on items not listed on a public agenda.   

 
 

 
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Compliance, persons who need special 

accommodations to participate in the Town Council meeting may contact the Town Clerk at least three business 

days prior to the date of the meeting to provide time for any such accommodation.  
 

Town Manager, Lauren Gill 
Town Attorney, Dwight L. Moore 
Town Clerk, Dina Volenski 
Community Development Director, Craig Baker 
Finance Director/Town Treasurer, Gina Will 
Asst. TM/Public Works Director/Town Engineer, Marc 
Mattox 
Division Chief, CAL FIRE/Paradise Fire, David Hawks 
Acting Police Chief, Eric Reinbold 
 

Mayor, Jody Jones  
Vice Mayor, Greg Bolin 
Council Member, Scott Lotter 
Council Member, Melissa Schuster 
Council Member, Mike Zuccolillo 
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1.        OPENING 

 
           1a.      Call to Order 
           1b.      Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America 
           1c.      Invocation 
           1d.      Roll Call 

1e. Presentation by Chief Hawks - Update on surrounding fires.  

1f. Presentation by Josh Marquis - Update on the Business License - 
Business Directory. 

2.        CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
           One roll call vote is taken for all items.  Consent items are considered to be 
           routine business that does not call for discussion. 

 
2a. p5 Approve minutes of July 10, 2018 Regular and July 24, 2018 Special 

Town Council meetings. 

2b. p13 Approve July 2018 cash disbursements in the amount of 
$3,895,157.46. 

2c. p21 1. Waive second reading of the entire Town Ordinance No. 570 and 
approve reading by title only; and, 2. Adopt Ordinance No. 570, “An 
Ordinance Rezoning Certain Real Properties from "RR-1" (Rural 
Residential, 1-Acre Minimum) to a "TR-1/2" (Town Residential- 1/2 Acre 
Minimum) Zone Pursuant to Paradise Municipal Code Sections 17.45.500 
Et. Seq. (PL18-00093; Jerome Balasek). 

2d. p24 1. Approve the Program Supplement Agreement No. O31-Rev 1 to 
Administering AgencyState Agreement No. 00449S specific to State-Aid 
Project ATPL-5425 (031) to assure receipt of $3,429,000 in state funds for 
the Almond St Multi-Modal Improvements Project.  

2. Approve the Program Supplement Agreement No. O32-Rev 1 to 
Administering AgencyState Agreement No. 00449S specific to State-Aid 
Project ATPL-5425 (034) to assure receipt of $539,000 in state funds for 
the Downtown Paradise Equal Mobility Project.  

3. Adopt resolutions 18-30 and 18-31 authorizing the Town Manager, or 
her designee, to sign the Program Supplement Agreement Nos. O31-Rev 
1 and O32-Rev 1 to Administering Agency-State Agreement for State-
Funded Projects No. 00449S. 

2e. p48 1. Authorize the award of the contract for three (3) 2019 Ford 
Interceptor Utility Vehicles to Folsom Lake Ford, 12755 Folsom Blvd., 
Folsom, CA  95630; and, 2. Authorize the Town Manager to execute all 
related agreements for the purchase of the three vehicles.   

2f. p53 1. Authorize the Paradise Fire Department to remove Sutphen Engine 
81 from its listing for sale and return it to use as a reserve engine in the 
Department’s fleet; and, 2. Adopt Resolution No. 18-32 declaring a certain 
fire vehicle to be surplus property; and, 3. Authorize the Town Manager to 
surplus the Pierce Dash Engine 83. 2
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2g. p56 Approve appointment of Town Council Member Mike Zuccolillo to the 
Butte Countywide Homeless Continuum of Care Board as a representative 
from the Town of Paradise 

2h. p57 1.Authorize the Police Department to award the Police Vehicle 
Emergency Equipment and Mobile Data Computer (MDC) contracts to 
Lehr Auto Electric, 4707 Northgate Blvd., Sacramento, CA  95834; and 2. 
Authorize the Town Manager to execute all related contracts for the Police 
Vehicle Emergency Equipment and the MCD's. 

2i. p121 1. Authorize award of the Installation of Police Patrol Vehicle 
Emergency Equipment and Mobile Data Computer (MDC) Contract (install 
emergency equipment into three 2019 Ford Interceptor Utility vehicles) to 
Precision Wireless Service, 791 Blevins Street, Lakeport, CA  95453; and 
2. Authorize the Town Manager to execute all related contracts for the 
Installation of Police Patrol Vehicle Emergency Equipment and Mobile 
Data Computer (MDC). 

2j. p127 Approve Resolution No. 18-33, A resolution of the Town Council of 
the Town of Paradise adopting Administrative Policy 330, A Credit Card 
Policy. 

2k. p135 1. Authorize the State of California Office of Emergency Services 9-
1-1 Emergency Communications Branch to enter into an agreement with 
AT&T to upgrade the Paradise Police Department 9-1-1 Emergency and 
Non-Emergency Dispatch Phone System; and, 2. Authorize the Town 
Manager or Designee to execute all related Contracts for the Police 9-1-1 
Emergency and Non-Emergency Dispatch Phone System.  

3.        ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT CALENDAR 

4.        PUBLIC COMMUNICATION 

           For matters that are not on the Council business agenda, speakers are allowed 
           three (3) minutes to address the Council.  The Town Council is prohibited from 
           taking action on matters that are not listed on the public agenda.  The Council 
           may briefly respond for clarification and may refer the matter to the Town staff. 
  
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS - None  
 
6.        COUNCIL CONSIDERATION   

 
           Action items are presented by staff and the vote of each Council Member must 
           be announced.   A roll call vote is taken for each item on the action calendar.  
           Citizens are allowed three (3) minutes to comment on agenda items. 

6a. p138 Conduct a public discussion regarding the collection of transient 
occupancy tax from short-term rental of single-family residences, and 

Conduct a public discussion regarding short-term rentals in the Town of 
Paradise in the context of the potential adverse effects upon the town’s 
existing residential neighborhoods and efforts by other local jurisdictions 
that have developed or are developing new regulations to address them 
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6b. p148 Consider providing staff with direction on desired changes to the 
Paradise Municipal Code relating to the street vending regulations, if any, 
to present at a future council meeting. 

7.        COUNCIL INITIATED ITEMS AND REPORTS 

 
                7a.  Council initiated agenda items 
 

Provide direction to the Town's voting delegate regarding the League of    
California Cities proposed resolution for the 2018 Annual Conference. 

 
                7b   Council reports on committee representation 

 
                7c.   Future Agenda Items 

 
8.        STAFF COMMUNICATION 

 
           8a. Town Manager Report 

 Community Development Director 

 

9.        CLOSED SESSION 

9a. Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(1), the Town Council 
will hold a closed session with the Town Manager and Town Attorney 
regarding the following existing litigation: 

Town of Paradise v. Wendy Jane Baker, et. al. County of Butte, Superior 
Court Case No. 16V02070 

10.       ADJOURNMENT 
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MINUTES 

PARADISE TOWN COUNCIL 

REGULAR MEETING – 6:00 PM – July 10, 2018 

1. OPENING 

The Regular meeting of the Paradise Town Council was called to order by Mayor Jones 
at 6:00 p.m. in the Town Council Chamber located at 5555 Skyway, Paradise, California 
who led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. An 
invocation was offered by Mike Zuccolillo.  
 

COUNCIL MEMBER PRESENT: Scott Lotter, Melissa Schuster, Mike Zuccolillo and 
Jody Jones, Mayor.  
    

COUNCIL MEMBER ABSENT: Greg Bolin      
 

STAFF PRESENT:  Town Manager Lauren Gill, Town Attorney Dwight Moore, Town 
Clerk Dina Volenski, Administrative Services Director Gina Will, Asst. Town 
Manager/Public Works Director/Town Engineer Marc Mattox, Administrative Analyst 
Colette Curtis, Business and Housing Services Director Kate Anderson, Acting Police 
Chief Eric Reinbold, Division Chief David Hawks and Community Development Director 
Craig Baker.       

1e. A presentation on the health of the Ponderosa Pines in the Town of 
 Paradise was presented by CAL FIRE Unit Forester, Dave Derby.  

1f. Bill Hartley and Council Member Schuster provided an update on the 
Yellowstone Kelly Memorial Trailway Project and upcoming celebration 
scheduled for September 6, 2018.  

2. CONSENT CALENDAR  

MOTION by Schuster, seconded by Lotter, approved all consent calendar 
items 2a-2e as presented. Roll call vote was unanimous with Council member 
Bolin absent and not voting. 

2a. Approved minutes of the June 12, 2018 and June 26, 2018 Regular Town 
Council meetings.  

2b. Approved June 2018 cash disbursements in the amount of $944,254.32. 
(310-10-032) 

2c. Adopted Resolution No. 18-22, A Resolution of the Town Council of the 
Town of Paradise Amending and Re-Adopting Conflict of Interest Code for 
the Agencies and Departments of the Town of Paradise which Incorporate 
by Reference the Fair Political Practices Commission's Standard Model 
Conflict of Interest. (540-20-33) 

2d. Approved an agreement between Town of Paradise and Peerless Building 
Maintenance of Redding, CA for Town Hall and Police Department 
janitorial services and authorized the Town Manager to execute the 
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Agreement to cover a four (4) year period from July 1, 2018 to June 30, 
2022. (510-15-038) 

2e. Authorized the Town Manager to execute a three-year (FY 18/19-20/21) 
GIS maintenance agreement with the CSU, Chico Research Foundation. 
(The GIC provides both basic and specialized data maintenance, such as 
spatially referenced road, parcel, land use, zoning, aerial images, 
drainage, and topography data. Additionally, the GIC provides the 
Paradise Fire Department with updated Map Books and Dispatch with the 
most current parcel and road data to aid with dispatch) (06-22, 510-15-042) 

3. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT CALENDAR - None 

4. PUBLIC COMMUNICATION 

1.  Ward Habriel informed the Town Council about the Paradise Irrigation  
  District (PID) Demonstration Garden that was inspired by and dedicated to 
  the late Doug Flesher; he also informed the Council about the fact that  
  NRWS is the only facility that accepts Styrofoam and recycles it into wood  
  products consisting of baseboard, window trim and crown molding, just to  
  name a few items. 

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

For items that require a published legal notice and/or a mailed notice.  

Public Hearing Procedure: 
 

5a. Mayor Jones announced that the Town Council would conduct the duly 
noticed and scheduled public hearing and upon conclusion of this public 
hearing, introduce and adopt the Planning Commission's recommended 
actions; 1.  Concur with the Planning Director's determination that the 
project application is exempt from the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15061 (General Rule Exemption); and 2.  Concur with the project 
recommended General Plan land use map amendment and rezone action 
adopted by the Planning Commission on June 19, 2018, and embodied 
within Planning Commission Resolution No. 18-1; and 3.Adopt Town of 
Paradise Resolution No. 18-23, "A Resolution of the Town Council of the 
Town of Paradise Adopting a Negative Declaration and Amending the 
Land Use Map of the 1994 Paradise General Plan (PL18-00093; Jerome 
Balasek); and 4.  Waive the first reading of Town Ordinance No. 570 and 
read by title only; and 5. Introduce the Town of Paradise Ordinance 
No.570, "An Ordinance Rezoning Certain Real Properties from "RR-1" 
(Rural Residential, 1-Acre Minimum) to a "TR-1/2" (Town Residential- 1/2 
Acre Minimum) Zone Pursuant to Paradise Municipal Code Sections 
17.45.500 Et. Seq. (PL18-00093; Jerome Balasek). (760-40-52) 
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Community Development Director Craig Baker presented an overview of the 
proposed project.  

Mayor Jones opened the public hearing at 6:34 p.m. 

There were no speakers for or against the item. 

Mayor Jones closed the public hearing at 6:34 p.m.  

MOTION by Lotter, seconded by Schuster; 1.  Concurred with the Planning 
Director's determination that the project application is exempt from the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15061 (General Rule Exemption); and 2.  Concurred 
with the project recommended General Plan land use map amendment and 
rezone action adopted by the Planning Commission on June 19, 2018, and 
embodied within Planning Commission Resolution No. 18-1; and 3.Adopted 
Town of Paradise Resolution No. 18-23, "A Resolution of the Town Council of the 
Town of Paradise Adopting a Negative Declaration and Amending the Land Use 
Map of the 1994 Paradise General Plan (PL18-00093; Jerome Balasek); and 4.  
Waived the first reading of Town Ordinance No. 570 and read by title only; and 5. 
Introduced the Town of Paradise Ordinance No.570, "An Ordinance Rezoning 
Certain Real Properties from "RR-1" (Rural Residential, 1-Acre Minimum) to a 
"TR-1/2" (Town Residential- 1/2 Acre Minimum) Zone Pursuant to Paradise 
Municipal Code Sections 17.45.500 Et. Seq. (PL18-00093; Jerome Balasek). Roll 
call vote was unanimous with Bolin absent and not voting.  

6. COUNCIL CONSIDERATION - None 

7. COUNCIL INITIATED ITEMS AND REPORTS 

7a. Council initiated agenda items - None 

7b. Council reports on committee representation 

Council Member Schuster attended the laying of the wreath for Yellowstone Kelly 
in Billings Montana, Shasta Cascade Wonderland Association, Butte County 
Mosquito and Vector Control and Explore Butte County-TBID. 

Mayor Jones attended the Butte County Air Quality Management District meeting 
and staffed the booth with Marc Mattox at Party in the Park.  

7c. Future Agenda Items – None 

 

 8. STAFF COMMUNICATION 

8a. Town Manager Report - None 

 Community Development Director Craig Baker reported on the following 
projects: Safeway/Black Olive Village Project, Party in the Park, Lynn’s 
Optimo, El Rancho Mexican Restaurant, Woodview Retirement Community, 
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Jack in the Box, Balasek Rezone/General Plan Amendment, Hudson’s 
Appliance, Gold Seekers Revocation and Feather River Hospital rebranding.  

 9. CLOSED SESSION 

At 6:39 p.m. Mayor Jones announced that the Town Council would go into closed 
session for the following item: 

9a. Pursuant to Government Code section 54956.9(d)(1), the Town Council 
will hold a closed session with the Town Attorney Dwight L. Moore and 
Town Manager Lauren M. Gill relating to the following pending litigation: 

Gary E Richardson, et al. vs. Town of Paradise - County of Butte, Superior 
Court Case No. 17CV00180 

At 6:47 p.m. Mayor Jones reconvened the meeting and announced that the Town 
 Council had received information and that no action was taken. 

10. ADJOURNMENT 

Mayor Jones adjourned the Council meeting at 6:48 p.m. 

Date Approved:   

 

By:____________________________ 
 Jody Jones, Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
   ____________________________ 
      Dina Volenski, CMC, Town Clerk 
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MINUTES 

PARADISE TOWN COUNCIL 

SPECIAL MEETING – 3:00 PM – July 24, 2018 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

The Special meeting of the Paradise Town Council was called to order by Vice Mayor 
Bolin at 3:00 p.m. in the Town Council Chamber located at 5555 Skyway, Paradise, 
California who led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America.  

COUNCIL MEMBER PRESENT: Scott Lotter, Melissa Schuster, Mike Zuccolillo and 
Greg Bolin, Vice Mayor. 

COUNCIL MEMBER ABSENT: Jody Jones, Mayor. 

STAFF PRESENT: Town Manager Lauren Gill, Town Attorney Dwight Moore, Town 
Clerk Dina Volenski, Assistant Town Manager/Public Works Director/Town Engineer 
Marc Mattox, Administrative Analyst Colette Curtis.  

2. CONSENT CALENDAR 

One roll call vote is taken for all items.  Consent items are considered to be routine 
business that does not call for discussion 

2a. MOTION by Lotter, seconded by Schuster, 1. Adopted Resolution No. 
18-24, A Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of Paradise 
certifying to the County of Butte the validity of the legal process used to 
place direct charges (special assessments) on the secured tax roll; and, 2. 
Authorized the Town Manager and Administrative Services Director to 
approve direct charge (special assessment) changes; and, 3. Authorized 
the Town Manager and Administrative Services Director to execute the 
governing authority certification related to the direct assessments on the 
property tax roll. Roll call vote was unanimous with Jody Jones absent and 
not voting. 

3. COUNCIL CONSIDERATION 

3a. Erin Ferguson from Kittleson and Associates, Inc. presented a brief 
overview of the System Safety Analysis Report to the Council.  Ms. 
Ferguson highlighted the public outreach process, the safety data utilized, 
data analysis techniques used and the results, highest occurring crash 
types, highest risk corridors and intersections, countermeasures to 
address safety issues and viable safety projects that resulted from the 
study.  

1. Wayne Medley read the report and would still like six stop signs on 
Wagstaff to slow down the traffic.  Mr. Medley asked the follow 
questions: 

1. Why the fatal accident on Wagstaff was not included in the 
study? 
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2. How many citizens actually provided input to the report? 
3. How are traffic volumes created; has one ever been done on 

Wagstaff: who does them and how are the streets determined? 
4. On page 39 of the report suggests high friction surface 

treatment area be created and asked if it was part of the grant 
process? 

 
Engineer Mattox answered the questions: 

1. The accident was not included because the study was through 
2017 and the fatality was in 2018, but will be included in a follow 
up memo that will be attached to the report. 

2. At least 50-80 people were at the workshops, 100’s of 
comments in the online GIS Map and over 100 participants in 
the ranking comments. 

3. Every 3-4 years BCAG facilitates traffic counts in 30-60 
locations throughout Paradise for regional transportation 
planning and traffic modeling, but one has not been done on the 
curve on Wagstaff.  

4. High friction surface treatment is an effective countermeasure 
available through the Highway Safety Improvement Program 
and could be looked at in this cycle. 

Motion by Zuccolillo, seconded by Lotter, Adopted Resolution No. 18-
25, A Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of Paradise approving 
the 2018 Systemic Safety Analysis Report prepared by Kittelson & 
Associates for the purpose of identifying risk factors, planning solutions 
and increasing safety for motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists along 
Paradise roadways. Roll call vote was unanimous with Jody Jones absent 
and not voting. (950-40-42, 510-20-172) 

3b. Assistant Town Manger/Public Works Director/Town Engineer provided an 
overview of the Active Transportation Program Cycle 4 which is designed 
to increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking, 
increase safety and mobility for non-motorized users, advance the active 
transportation efforts of regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas 
reductions goals, enhance public health, ensure that disadvantaged 
communities fully share in the benefits of the program, and provide a 
broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation 
users.  

 Mr. Mattox provided information on the four grant applications that the 
Council is being asked to authorize which are the Pentz Pathway Project 
Phase II, Paradise ATP Gateway Project, Oliver Curve Pathway Project 
and the Skyway Connectivity Project;  Award letters for the projects will be 
released late in 2018 and regardless of award status for the Pentz, 
Gateway and Oliver projects, staff will commence design phases in early 
2019 using Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement funding.  
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MOTION by Zuccolillo, seconded by Schuster, Adopted the following 
resolutions authorizing the Assistant Town Manager to submit four (4) 
grant application including the Pentz Pathway Project Phase II, Paradise 
ATP Gateway Project, Oliver Curve Pathway Project, and Skyway 
Connectivity Project under the Active Transportation Program Cycle 4 Call 
for Projects:  

1. Resolution No. 18-26, A Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of 
Paradise Authorizing the Assistant Town Manager to Submit the Pentz 
Pathway Project Phase II for Funding From Cycle 4 of the State of 
California Active Transportation Program.  Roll call vote was unanimous 
with Jody Jones absent and not voting. (950-40-43) 

 
2.  Resolution No. 18-27 A Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of 

Paradise Authorizing the Assistant Town Manager to Submit the Paradise 
ATP Gateway Project for Funding From Cycle 4 of the State of California 
Active Transportation Program.  Roll call vote was unanimous with Jody 
Jones absent and not voting. (950-40-044) 

 
3.  Resolution No. 18-28 A Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of 

Paradise Authorizing the Assistant Town Manager to Submit the Oliver 
Curve Pathway Project for Funding From Cycle 4 of the State of California 
Active Transportation Program. Roll call vote was unanimous with Jody 
Jones absent and not voting. (950-40-45) 

 
4.  Resolution No. 18-29 A Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of 

Paradise Authorizing the Assistant Town Manager to Submit the Skyway 
Connectivity Project for Funding From Cycle 4 of the State of California 
Active Transportation Program. Roll call vote was unanimous with Jody 
Jones absent and not voting. (950-40-46) 

 
4. CLOSED SESSION 

At 3:49 p.m. Vice Mayor Bolin announced that the Town Council would go into closed 
session for the following item.  Mayor Bolin recused himself due to a potential conflict of 
interest.  

a. Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(1), the Town Council 
will hold a closed session with the Town Manager and Town Attorney 
regarding the following existing litigation: 

Town of Paradise v. Wendy Jane Baker, et.al. County of Butte, Superior 
Court Case No. 16V02070. 

At 4:02 p.m. Town Attorney Moore reported that the Town Council was briefed in 
Closed Session on the terms of the sale of the property at 6066 Lucky John Road and 
gave direction to the Town Attorney concerning stipulation to the transfer of the 
property.  
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5. ADJOURNMENT 

 Council Member Lotter adjourned the Council meeting at 4:03 p.m. 

Date Approved:  

 

By:___________________________ 
 Greg Bolin, Vice Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
   _____________________________ 

                      Dina Volenski, CMC, Town Clerk 

12



13



14



15



16



17



18



19



20



TOWN OF PARADISE 
Council Agenda Summary 

                                                               Date:  August 14, 2018                                  Agenda Item: 2(c)     
 

ORIGINATED BY:  Craig Baker, Community Development Director 
 
REVIEWED BY:  Lauren Gill, Town Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Adoption of Town Ordinance No. 570    
 
 
COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:  Adopt a MOTION TO: 
 
 
1. Waive second reading of the entire Town Ordinance No. 570 and approve reading by title 
only [roll call vote]; AND 
 
2.  Adopt Town Ordinance No. 570, “An Ordinance Rezoning Certain Real Properties from "RR-
1" (Rural Residential, 1-Acre Minimum) to a "TR-1/2" (Town Residential- 1/2 Acre Minimum) 
Zone Pursuant to Paradise Municipal Code Sections 17.45.500 Et. Seq. (PL18-00093; Jerome 
Balasek). 
 
 
BACKGROUND: On July 10, 2018, the Town Council introduced the above-noted town 
ordinance for purposes of eventual adoption.  
 
 
DISCUSSION: Town staff recommends that the Town Council waive the second reading of this 
entire ordinance; read it by title only; and formally adopt Town Ordinance No. 570 (copy 
attached). Once adopted, the provisions of this ordinance will be in legal effect and force as 
part of the Paradise Municipal Code thirty days thereafter. 
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: A nominal cost will be borne by the Town of Paradise for publication of the 
ordinance within the local newspaper. 
 
 
Attachment 
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TOWN OF PARADISE 

 
ORDINANCE NO. 570 

 
 

An Ordinance Rezoning Certain Real Properties from "RR-1" (Rural Residential, 1-Acre 
Minimum) to a "TR-1/2" (Town Residential- 1/2 Acre Minimum) Zone Pursuant to 
Paradise Municipal Code Sections 17.45.500 Et. Seq. (PL18-00093; Jerome Balasek) 

  
The Town Council of the Town of Paradise, State of California, does hereby ORDAIN AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.  The hereinafter described real properties situated in the Town of 
Paradise, State of California, shall be and are hereby zoned “TR-1/2” (Town Residential-
1/2 acre minimum) as described in Chapter 17.14 of the Paradise Municipal Code and 
such land area shall be subject to the restrictions, restricted uses and regulations of such 
chapter.  The real properties so zoned are located at 6635 and 6639 View Acres Drive 
and 797 Wagstaff Road in the Town of Paradise, and are more particularly identified as 
AP Nos. 051-050-074, 051-050-075 and 051-050-076. 
 
SECTION 2.  This ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days beyond the date of 
its passage.  Before the expiration of fifteen (15) days after its passage, this ordinance 
shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation and circulated within the Town 
of Paradise along with the names of the members of the Town Council of Paradise 
voting for and against same. 
 
 
 
 
 
/   /   /   /   /   /   /   /     
 
 
 
/   /   /   /   /   /   /   /    
 
 
 
/   /   /   /   /   /   /   /    
 
 
 
ORDINANCE NO. ____ 
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ORDINANCE NO. 570 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Town Council of the Town of Paradise, County of Butte, 
State of California, on this 14th day of August, 2018, by the following vote: 
 
AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
NOT VOTING:    
 

  ____________________________ 
        Jody Jones, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
By:_________________________________ 
      Dina Volenski, Town Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
By:_________________________________ 
      Dwight L. Moore, Town Attorney 
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TOWN OF PARADISE 
Council Agenda Summary 

Date: August 14, 2018 
 

Agenda No. 2(d) 
 

ORIGINATED BY:  Marc Mattox, Assistant Town Manager 
 
REVIEWED BY:  Lauren Gill, Town Manager 
                                                 
SUBJECT: Active Transportation Program Grant Agreements 

 
COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:  
  

1. Approve the Program Supplement Agreement No. O31-Rev 1 to Administering Agency-
State Agreement No. 00449S specific to State-Aid Project ATPL-5425 (031) to assure 
receipt of $3,429,000 in state funds for the Almond St Multi-Modal Improvements 
Project. 

2. Approve the Program Supplement Agreement No. O32-Rev 1 to Administering Agency-
State Agreement No. 00449S specific to State-Aid Project ATPL-5425 (034) to assure 
receipt of $539,000 in state funds for the Downtown Paradise Equal Mobility Project. 

3. Adopt resolutions authorizing the Town Manager, or her designee, to sign the Program 
Supplement Agreement Nos. O31-Rev 1 and O32-Rev 1 to Administering Agency-State 
Agreement for State-Funded Projects No. 00449S. 

 
Background:  
 
On September 26, 2013, Governor Brown signed legislation creating the Active Transportation 
Program (ATP) in the Department of Transportation (Senate Bill 99, Chapter 359 and Assembly 
Bill 101, Chapter 354). The ATP consolidates existing federal and state transportation 
programs, including the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), Bicycle Transportation 
Account (BTA), and State Safe Routes to School (SR2S), into a single program with a focus to 
make California a national leader in active transportation. The ATP administered by the Division 
of Local Assistance, Office of Active Transportation and Special Programs. The objective of the 
ATP is to achieve the following objectives: 
 

 Increase the proportion of biking and walking trips, 

 Increase safety for non-motorized users, 

 Increase mobility for non-motorized users, 

 Advance the efforts of regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas reduction goals, 

 Enhance public health, including the reduction of childhood obesity through the use of 
projects eligible for Safe Routes to Schools Program funding, 

 Ensure disadvantaged communities fully share in program benefits, and 

 Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation 
users. 

 
In spring 2015, Caltrans announced the second Call-for-Projects for the Active Transportation 
Program. In June 2015 the Town of Paradise had submitted five complete grant applications for 
funding, including: (1) Almond St Multi-Modal Improvements, (2) Ponderosa Elementary SR2S 
Project, (3) Memorial Trailway Class I Enhancements, (4) Downtown Paradise Equal Mobility 
Project, and (5) Paradise Active Transportation Plan (planning document). 
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On October 22, 2015, the California Transportation Committee announced the adoption of 
Statewide and Small Urban and Rural components of the program, including all four of the 
Town’s infrastructure applications – totaling over $7.5 million. 
 
Two of the four awarded projects and their full descriptions are provided below. 
 

Project 
No. 

Project Title 
Project Limits 

Description Project 
Cost 

Const. 
Status 

ATPL 5425 
(031) 

Almond St Multi-
Modal Improvements 

Almond St. 
between 
Pearson 
Road and 
Elliott Road 

Construction of 
sidewalks, curbs, 
gutters, and bike 
lanes. Leveraging 
funds for road rehab 
through Measure C 

$3,905,000 2019 

ATPL 5425 
(034) 

Downtown Paradise 
Equal Mobility 
Project 

Skyway 
between 
Pearson 
Road and 
Elliott Road 

Construction of ADA 
sidewalks and 
driveways 

$554,000 
Under 

Construction 

 

Analysis: 
 
To remain eligible for the allocated grant funding, the Town of Paradise is required to execute 
Program Supplement Agreements to the Administering Agency-State Agreement for State-
Funded Projects (Agreement No. 00449S). These supplement agreements serve as a contract 
between the Town of Paradise and California Department of Transportation, binding each to 
certain responsibilities to process State funded projects. The attached agreements must be 
approved by the Town to continue receipt of State funds. In addition, the Town is required to 
adopt resolutions identifying the newly awarded projects and designate an official authorized to 
execute Program Supplement Agreements.  
 
These agreements are revisions to executed versions from July 2017, as the projects have 
entered the construction phase. 
 
Financial Impact:  
 
The estimated funding breakdown for each project is shown below: 
 

 
Project Title State / Local 

Share 

Almond St Multi-Modal 
Improvements 

$3,429,000 
$476,000 

Downtown Paradise Equal 
Mobility Project 

$539,000 
$68,926 

 
Attachments: 
 

1. Attachment 1 – Program Supplement Agreement No. OM31 Rev 1 and Resolution 
2. Attachment 2 – Program Supplement Agreement No. OM32 Rev 1 and Resolution 
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TOWN OF PARADISE 
RESOLUTION NO. 18-___ 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF 

PARADISE AUTHORIZING THE TOWN MANAGER OF THE TOWN OF 
PARADISE OR HER DESIGNEE TO SIGN PROGRAM SUPPLEMENT 
AGREEMENT NO. O31-REV 1 TO THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY-

STATE AGREEMENT FOR STATE FUNDED PROJECTS 
CORRESPONDING TO PROJECT NO. ATPL 5425 (031). 

 
 
 WHEREAS,  the Town of Paradise has received and will continue to receive 
federal funds for various transportation projects and has entered into an Agency-State 
Agreement for State Funded Projects with the California Department of Transportation; 
and, 
 
  WHEREAS,  the State of California through its Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) administers the Active Transportation Program (ATP) and selects projects for 
funding; and, 
 

WHEREAS,  the Almond St Multi-Modal Improvements currently has 
$3,429,000 of state funds allocated to the Project; and, 

 
WHEREAS,  Caltrans provides Program Supplement Agreements in 

accordance with Administering Agency-State Agreement for State-Funded Projects, 
Agreement No. 0049S (Master Agreement), which upon full execution enables the Town 
of Paradise to request and receive State funds for certain street projects; and, 

 
WHEREAS,  Caltrans requires the Town of Paradise to execute the Program 

Supplement Agreement No. O31-Rev 1 for the Almond St Multi-Modal Improvements, in 
order to be eligible to receive State-Aid for eligible project costs; and, 

 
WHEREAS,  these funds will require that they are managed in accordance with 

the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual; and, 
 
WHEREAS,  the Town Council of the Town of Paradise has approved and 

agreed to this Program Supplement Agreement. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE 

TOWN OF PARADISE AS FOLLOWS: 
 

Section 1.  The Town Manager of the Town of Paradise, or her designee, is 
hereby authorized to sign Program Supplement Agreement No. 
031-REV 1 on behalf of the Town. 

 
Section 2.  The Town Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this 

resolution. 
   
 
 
 

26



2 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Town Council of the Town of Paradise on this 
14th day of August, 2018 by the following vote: 

 
AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
 

 By:  
 Jody Jones, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 ___________ 
Dina Volenski, CMC, Town Clerk 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 ___________ 
Dwight L. Moore, Town Attorney 
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TOWN OF PARADISE 
RESOLUTION NO. 18-___ 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF 

PARADISE AUTHORIZING THE TOWN MANAGER OF THE TOWN OF 
PARADISE OR HER DESIGNEE TO SIGN PROGRAM SUPPLEMENT 
AGREEMENT NO. O32-REV 1 TO THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY-

STATE AGREEMENT FOR STATE FUNDED PROJECTS 
CORRESPONDING TO PROJECT NO. ATPL 5425 (034). 

 
 
 WHEREAS,  the Town of Paradise has received and will continue to receive 
federal funds for various transportation projects and has entered into an Agency-State 
Agreement for State Funded Projects with the California Department of Transportation; 
and, 
 
  WHEREAS,  the State of California through its Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) administers the Active Transportation Program (ATP) and selects projects for 
funding; and, 
 

WHEREAS,  the Downtown Paradise Equal Mobility Project currently has 
$539,000 of state funds allocated to the Project; and, 

 
WHEREAS,  Caltrans provides Program Supplement Agreements in 

accordance with Administering Agency-State Agreement for State-Funded Projects, 
Agreement No. 0049S (Master Agreement), which upon full execution enables the Town 
of Paradise to request and receive State funds for certain street projects; and, 

 
WHEREAS,  Caltrans requires the Town of Paradise to execute the Program 

Supplement Agreement No. O32-Rev 1 for the Downtown Paradise Equal Mobility 
Project, in order to be eligible to receive State-Aid for eligible project costs; and, 

 
WHEREAS,  these funds will require that they are managed in accordance with 

the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual; and, 
 
WHEREAS,  the Town Council of the Town of Paradise has approved and 

agreed to this Program Supplement Agreement. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE 

TOWN OF PARADISE AS FOLLOWS: 
 

Section 1.  The Town Manager of the Town of Paradise, or her designee, is 
hereby authorized to sign said Program Supplement Agreement 
No. 032—REV 1 on behalf of the Town. 

 
Section 2.  The Town Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this 

resolution. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Town Council of the Town of Paradise on this 
14th day of August, 2018 by the following vote: 

 
 
 
AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
 

 By:  
 Jody Jones, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 ___________ 
Dina Volenski, CMC, Town Clerk 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 ___________ 
Dwight L. Moore, Town Attorney 
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                                TOWN OF PARADISE 
COUNCIL AGENDA SUMMARY 

DATE:  AUGUST 14, 2018 
 

         AGENDA ITEM: 2(e) 
 
ORIGINATED BY: Eric Reinbold, Acting Police Chief 
 
REVIEWED BY: Lauren Gill, Town Manager 
 
Subject: 
 

Award  Contract for the Purchase of Police Vehicles 

 
COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt a MOTION TO: 
 

(1) Authorize the award of the contract for three (3) 2019 Ford Interceptor Utility 
Vehicles to Folsom Lake Ford, 12755 Folsom Blvd., Folsom, CA  95630; and,  

(2) Authorize the Town Manager to execute all related agreements for the purchase of 
the three vehicles.   

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In the November 2014 election, Paradise residents adopted Measure C, a half percent 
sales tax increase that provides additional funding for police, fire, roads, animal control 
and other Town services. A committee was formed of selected citizens to provide 
recommendations for the use of the funds. The committee met and provided the Town 
Council with their recommendations on Measure C fund expenditures. The purchase of 
police patrol vehicles for the Paradise Police Department was one of their 
recommendations. 
 
On June 26, 2018, the Town Council met during a special council meeting and 
approved the FY 2018/19 budget which included the Measure C Committee’s 
recommendation and expenditure of funds for the purchase of three (3) new police 
patrol vehicles. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
To retain vehicles in the Town’s patrol fleet that exceed 100,000 miles has proven to 
increase the Town’s maintenance cost, which impacts the General Fund, impacts the 
reliability for in-service usage and potentially increases our liability due to component / 
system failure. The Town is now in the fortunate position, due to the passing of Measure 
C, to purchase police vehicles to replace these high mileage vehicles. 
 
As a result of the approved budget, Requests for Proposals were sent out for new Ford 
Police Utility Interceptor vehicles with a bid opening date of August 1, 2018, at 1:00 PM. 
On August 1, 2018, at 1:00 PM the bids were opened at the Clerk’s Office. A total of 
three (3) responsive qualifying bids were received. 
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Bid 
No. 

Bidder's Name 
Base Bid 
Amount 

1 Folsom Lake Ford, Folsom, CA $97,369.76 

2 Gridley Country Ford, Gridley, CA $97,980.93 

3 Towne Ford, Redwood City, CA $98,552.85 

 
Folsom Lake Ford was the low bidder at $32,456.59 for each vehicle ($97,369.77 for 
three (3) vehicles, including taxes and fees).  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:   
 
The purchase of three vehicles will cost a total of $97,369.77, which would be financed 
with a five (5) year lease/purchase agreement. The financing lease agreement will be 
brought forward for Town Council approval separately in the coming months. An 
acceptance of the bid and an order of the vehicles by August 21, 2018, locks in a lower 
price on the current year model. After August 21, 2018, 2019 MY Ford Explorer Utility 
vehicles will no longer be available for order. Payment of the purchase price for the three 
(3) vehicles is not required until the vehicles are delivered, which will be in about three 
months. The lease payment will be funded by Measure C funds, and is included in the 
2018/19 budget. 
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    TOWN OF PARADISE 
Council Agenda Summary 

Date: August 14, 2018 
 

Agenda No. 2(f) 
ORIGINATED BY: David Hawks, Division Chief 
    
REVIEWED BY: Lauren Gill, Town Manager  
                                                 
SUBJECT:                  Paradise Fire Department Reserve Engines 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:   1. Authorize the Paradise Fire Department to remove 
Sutphen Engine 81 from its listing for sale and return it to use as a reserve engine in the 
Department’s fleet; and, 2. Adopt Resolution No. 18-32 declaring a certain fire vehicle to be 
surplus property; and, 3. Authorize the Town Manager to surplus the Pierce Dash Engine 83. 
 
Background:  At its December 13, 2016 meeting the Town Council authorized the purchase of 
a Type 1 Pierce Enforcer Engine.  At that same meeting the council declared the 2008 Sutphen 
fire engine, Engine 81, as surplus and authorized the Town Manager to enter in to an 
agreement with a national fire engine broker to sell the engine.  The money from the sale was to 
be used to help offset the cost of the new engine. 
 
The Paradise Fire Department readied and listed the engine for sale with a national fire engine 
broker, Brindlee Mountain Fire Apparatus LLC in March of 2017.  After roughly a year and a 
half, and after reducing the price from $200,000 to $150,000 there has been few inquiries and 
no interest in purchasing the engine; moreover, the engine continues to depreciate as it sits idle.  
 
During the summer of 2017, the Town rented Sutphen Engine 81 to CAL FIRE for local station 
coverage earning the Town $83,374 (In total, the Town received $190,000 from equipment 
rental to the state during the 2017/18 fiscal year). In addition, CAL FIRE provided personnel 
budget savings in 2017/18 of $83,687 (some of which will be used to replace the roof at Station 
82 and purchase some SCBA buddy breathers). To date, all but $9,119 of the amounts taken 
from the Asset Replacement and Repairs Fund for the purchase of new Engine 81 have been 
replaced as shown below: 
 
  $175,306 Amount removed to purchase new Engine 
   (83,374) Rental of Sutphen Engine 81 
   (31,626) Rental of other fire equipment 
   (51,187) CAL FIRE personnel contract savings 
     $9,119 Remaining balance for engine purchase 
 
Discussion:  The value of Sutphen Engine 81 as a reserve engine to the Paradise Fire 
Department is greater than its apparent low resale value on the used market for fire apparatus.  
The current front line fleet of the Paradise Fire Department consists of two new Pierce Enforcer 
fire engines, E82 in service September 2016 and E81 in service January 2018. 
 
The Town currently has two reserve type 1 fire engines, E281 and E83 as well as Sutphen E81 
(pictured below).  E83 is a 1989 Pierce Dash Fire engine, its sister engine was sold by the Town 
in April 2016 to the Butte College Fire Academy.  This engine is nearly 30 years old and while 
still operable is becoming more difficult to keep operational due to is age and the limited 
availability of parts.  It is questionable if there is any resale or scrap value in E83.  Therefore, it 
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should be taken out of service. E281 is a 2002 Pierce Saber fire engine that is currently in 
service as a reserve engine. 
 
Because of the inability to sell Sutphen Engine 81 and its apparent low resale value, the Fire 
Chief is recommending retaining this engine and placing it in the reserve fleet along with E281 
providing the Town with two quality reserve engines available to the Department when needed 
and that could be rented to the state and federal agencies for firefighting during the fire season. 
 
Fiscal Impact Analysis:  The fiscal impact to the Town, includes the loss of potential sales 
revenue to the Town of $150,000 (or less) minus a 5% brokerage fee if a buyer is eventually 
found.  The fiscal impacts also include the potential to rent this engine to the state and federal 
agencies for use during the fire season.  As stated below, E81 was rented to CAL FIRE during 
the 2017 fire season for a total of $83,374.  Past revenue earned is not necessarily indicative of 
future earnings; however, there is a good chance that there will be significant earnings over 
time.  The Town has committed to placing any rental income exceeding $75,000 in a fiscal year 
in the Asset Replacement and Repairs Fund for future fire apparatus replacement.  
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TOWN OF PARADISE 

RESOLUTION NO. 18-__ 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PARADISE  

DECLARING A CERTAIN FIRE VEHICLE TO BE SURPLUS PROPERTY 

 

WHEREAS, the Town of Paradise wishes to dispose of a certain fire department vehicle that 
is no longer functional or necessary to the Town’s operations through public auction, internet 
sale, salvage or other legal method. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Town Council of the Town of Paradise as 
follows: 
 
Section l.  Pursuant to Paradise Municipal Code Section 2.45.130, the Town hereby declares 
the following vehicle as surplus property: 
 

 1989 Pierce Dash Fire Engine (E-83)  VIN: 44KFT4283RWZ17871 
 
Section 2.  Pursuant to Paradise Municipal Code Section 2.45.130, the Town Manager is 
hereby authorized to dispose of the property through public auction, internet sale, salvage or 
other legal method.  
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Town Council of the Town of Paradise this 14th day of 
August, 2018, by the following votes: 
 
AYES:     
 

NOES:    

ABSENT:   

NOT VOTING:          
       ___________________________ 
                                                                                              Jody Jones, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
BY: ____________________________ 
Dina Volenski, CMC, Town Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
BY: _____________________________ 
        Dwight L. Moore, Town Attorney 
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Town of Paradise 
Council Agenda Summary 

Date:  August 14, 2018 
Agenda Item: 2(g) 

 
Originated by: 
 

Dina Volenski, Town Clerk 

Reviewed by: 
 

Lauren Gill, Town Manager 

Subject: 
 

Approve appointment of Council Member Zuccolillo to the Butte 
Countywide Homeless Continuum of Care Board 

  
 

 
Council Action Requested:  Approve appointment of Town Council Member Mike 
Zuccolillo to the Butte Countywide Homeless Continuum of Care Board as a 
representative from the Town of Paradise 
 
Background:   The Butte Countywide Homeless Continuum of Care (CoC) is a multi-
agency planning body with the common goal of ending homelessness.  The goal of the 
committee is to be accomplished by assisting individuals and families experiencing 
homelessness receive rapid, adaptive, quality services which lead to the long-term 
stability of permanent housing and self-sufficiency.  
 
Discussion:  The CoC is comprised of 20 voting members and has at least one person 
who is homeless or formerly homeless, a diverse list of CoC-elected service 
representatives, and at least one assigned representative from each locality coalition 
(Butte County, Chico, Gridley/Biggs, Oroville and Paradise). The Board meets on the 3rd 
Monday of each month from 1:00 p.m. – 3:00 p.m. at the Housing Authority of the 
County of Butte Office. The Town of Paradise position for the 2018-2019 year is 
currently vacant and Town Council Member Mike Zuccolillo has volunteered to 
represent the Town of Paradise on the Board.   
 

Fiscal Impact Analysis: None 
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Town of Paradise 
Council Agenda Summary 

Date: August 14, 2018 
Agenda Item: 2(h) 

 
Originated by: 
 

Eric Reinbold, Acting Police Chief 
 

Reviewed by: 
 

Lauren Gill, Town Manager 

Subject: 
 

Award  Contract for the Purchase of Police Vehicle Emergency 
Equipment and Mobile Data Computers (MDC) 

 
COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt a MOTION TO: 

(1) Authorize the Police Department to award the Police Vehicle Emergency 
Equipment and Mobile Data Computer (MDC) contracts to Lehr Auto Electric, 
4707 Northgate Blvd., Sacramento, CA  95834. 
 

(2) Authorize the Town Manager to execute all related Contracts for the Police 
Vehicle Emergency Equipment and the MDC’s. 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In the November 2014 election, Paradise residents adopted Measure C, a half percent 
sales tax increase that provides additional funding for police, fire, roads,  animal control 
and other Town services. A committee was formed of selected citizens to provide 
recommendations for the use of the funds. The committee met and provided the Town 
Council with their recommendations on Measure C fund expenditures. The purchase of 
police patrol vehicles for the Paradise Police Department was one of their 
recommendations. 
 
On June 26, 2018, the Town Council met during a special council meeting and 
approved the FY 2018/19 budget which included the Measure C Committee’s 
recommendation and expenditure of funds for the purchase of three (3) new police 
patrol vehicles and the required additional equipment. 

DISCUSSION: 
 
As a result of the approved budget, the Town received a competitively bid price of 
$12,804.56 for three Panasonic Toughbook CF-31 ruggedized laptops to replace old 
MDCs in vehicles already in the fleet. This price was obtained through a contract 
competitively bid by the State of Minnesota and extended to California public agencies 
through the National Association of State Procurement Officials (NASPO) and the 
California Department of General Services. 
 
The Town also received a competitively bid price of $49,176.96 to purchase the 
emergency equipment required to prepare the three new patrol vehicles for service. The 
price was obtained through contracts competitively bid by the County of Placer for 
emergency equipment. This price also includes the cost of the three (3) additional 
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Panasonic Toughbook CF-31’s required for the new vehicles, obtained through the 
competitively bid NASPO contract. 
 
The County of Placer emergency equipment contract was awarded to Lehr Auto Electric 
of Sacramento, and Lehr is a qualified vendor for the MDC’s under the NASPO contract. 
These contracts allow for other public agencies to utilize them with no additional fees 
charged. These competitively bid contracts cover the purchase of the equipment 
necessary to continue with the Town’s policy of fleet uniformity to insure the 
interchangeability of parts, interoperability of maintenance tools, hardware and software, 
as well as the uniform operation of the entire fleet to reduce employee training and 
improve officer safety. 
 
Pursuant to Paradise Municipal Code section 2.45.070D, the Town authorizes the 
purchase of equipment and supplies through cooperative purchasing arrangements with 
other public entities, instead of a Town competitive bid. The Placer County contract and 
the California Department of General Services/NASPO contract qualify as such. 
 
By utilizing the cooperative purchasing contracts, the Town assures increased efficiency 
of staff time in multiple ways. Town staff does not have to prepare, distribute, process 
and evaluate bids from various bidders. Additionally, staff time is saved in the ongoing 
use and maintenance of the equipment because the critical equipment covered by these 
competitively bid contracts is the same as and is interchangeable with the equipment 
utilized by the Paradise Police Department throughout the Patrol vehicle fleet. This 
allows maintenance staff to be competent in the programming and maintenance of a 
single line of equipment, and only requires the stocking of parts to repair a single line of 
equipment. In the future, if cars become unserviceable, the equipment covered by these 
competitively bid contracts will be interchangeable with the equipment on the other 
vehicles already in the fleet and the equipment provides for uniform operation of the 
equipment for the end-user. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
 
The purchase of the police vehicle equipment necessary to outfit three (3) patrol 
vehicles under the Placer County contract and the three (3) MDC’s for the new Patrol 
vehicles under the NASPO contract will cost a total of $49,176.96, which will be paid 
using a five (5) year lease. The lease payment will be funded by Measure C funds. 
 
The purchase of the three (3) additional MDC’s to replace aging MDC’s currently in the 
vehicle fleet under the NASPO contract will cost a total of $12,804.56.  This cost will be 
funded by the Traffic Offender Impound Fund to replace aging MDC’s in older Patrol 
Vehicles. 
 
A request for proposal for the lease/purchase or financing of the three (3) police 
vehicles and above detailed equipment is in process and will be brought forward to 
Town Council for consideration and approval at the September 11, 2018 meeting. 
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Public Sector Specific - Elite, Win10 Pro COA, Intel Core i5-5300U 2.30GHz, vPro, 13.1"" 
XGA Touch, 8GB, 256GB SSD, Intel WiFi a/b/g/n/ac, TPM, Bluetooth, Dual Pass 
(Upper:WWAN/Lower:Selectable), 4G LTE Multi Carrier (EM7355), GPS, Fingerprint, 
Emissive Backlit Keyboard, No DVD Drive, Toughbook Preferred, CF-SVCPDEP3Y - 
Toughbook & Toughpad Premier Deployment - Includes Imaging, Customer Portal Access, 
Multilocation Shipping and Disk Image Management at the Panasonic National Service 
Center (Years 1,2,3), CF-SVCLTNF3Y - Protection Plus - Laptop (Years 1, 2 &3), CF-
SVCHDD3Y - SSD/HDD - No return of defective drive (Years 1, 2 & 3)"
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CF-31
"Public Sector Specific - Elite, Win7 (Win10 Pro COA), Intel Core i5-5300U 2.30GHz, 
vPro, 13.1"" XGA Touch, 8GB, 256GB SSD, Intel WiFi a/b/g/n/ac, TPM, Bluetooth, 
Dual Pass (Upper:WWAN/Lower:Selectable), 4G LTE Multi Carrier (EM7355), GPS, 
Fingerprint, Emissive Backlit Keyboard, No DVD Drive, Toughbook Preferred., 3 Year 
ProService Premier Deployment Service, Laptop ProPlus Warranty, and 256 SSD no 
return service."
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COUNTY OF PLACER 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

Procurement Services Division 
2964 Richardson Drive, Auburn, CA  95603 

 
 
 

 

 
INVITATION FOR BIDS OR PRICE QUOTES 

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
 
 
The following provisions are hereby made a part of this bid or price quote by reference and attachment to the Invitation for Bids or 
Request for Price Quotes document.  Any contract award made as the result of this bid shall be governed by these General 
Terms and Conditions.  By submission of a bid, bidder does agree if the bid is accepted within 90 calendar days from the date of 
opening, to furnish to furnish the product(s) and/or service(s) pursuant to these conditions.  In the event of a contract award 
pursuant to this bid, performance by the successful bidder of any or all of the services, or delivery of any or all of the products 
defined herein, shall constitute acceptance of all terms, conditions and requirements of the resulting agreement.   
 
WARNING:   It is the bidder’s responsibility to monitor the County’s website for possible addenda to this bid to inform him/herself of 
the most current specifications, terms, and conditions (see also Section 4 below), and to submit his/her bid in accordance with the 
original bid requirements and all addenda.  All available bids and related addenda can be found at:   
http://www.placer.ca.gov/admin/procurement/openbids.  Failure of bidder to obtain this information shall not relieve him/her of the 
requirements contained therein.  Additionally, failure of bidder to respond to any addenda, when required, may be cause for rejection 
of his/her bid.   
 
1. GENERAL.  These provisions are standard for all County contracts.  The County may delete or modify any of these standard 

provisions for a particular contract by indicating a change in the special instructions to bidders or in the bid.  Any bidder 
accepting a contract award as the result of this bid agrees that the provisions included within this Invitation for Bid 
shall prevail over any conflicting provision within any standard form contract of the bidder. 

 
2. SUBMISSION OF BIDS.  Bids shall be submitted to the Procurement Services Division either online, by using the Placer 

County EBid System, or in hard-copy form (see below for instructions).  All bids must be submitted prior to the date and time 
specified in this solicitation.  Bids shall be submitted by an employee who is authorized to commit his/her firm or organization to 
the provisions of the bid.  Any exceptions to the specifications, terms, or conditions of this solicitation shall be clearly indicated 
by bidder.   
 
SUBMISSION OF HARD-COPY BIDS.  Bidders who wish to submit bids in hard-copy form in lieu of using the Placer County 
EBid System shall submit their bids to the Procurement Services Division, 2964 Richardson Drive, Auburn, California, 95603, 
between the hours of 8:00 am and 5:00 PM (Pacific), Monday through Friday (excluding County holidays).  Hard-copy bids shall 
be submitted in a sealed envelope which clearly identifies the bid number, commodity, and closing date and time.  Bids shall be 
submitted on the bid forms provided by the County, which may be downloaded from the EBid System or obtained from 
Procurement Services.  Hard-copy bids must be signed by an authorized employee of the firm.  The County shall not be 
responsible for bids delivered to a person/location other than that specified herein.  Bids shall be in ink or typewritten and all 
changes and/or erasures shall be initialed and dated in ink.  Any exceptions to the specifications, terms, or conditions of this 
solicitation shall be clearly indicated by bidder, without obliterating the original text or images contained herein.  
 
WARNING:  Late bids or unsigned bids shall not be accepted under any circumstances.  Facsimile or telephone bids 
shall not be accepted. 

 
3. AMENDMENTS TO THE BID.  Any amendment to this bid is valid only if in writing and issued by the Placer County 

Procurement Services Division.   
 
REQUESTS FOR CLARIFICATION/INFORMATION.  Bidders are instructed to contact the Placer County Buyer/Contact 
Person(s) specifically identified in this bid for further clarification or information related to the specifications, terms, conditions, or 
evaluation of this bid.  Information provided by other than the named contact person may be invalid, and responses which are 
submitted in accordance with such information may be declared non-responsive.  Additionally, contacts made with other County 
staff in an attempt to circumvent or interfere with the County’s standard bidding and evaluation practices may be grounds for 
disqualification of the bidder. 

 
4. NON-COLLUSION.  The bidder certifies that his bid is made without any previous understanding, agreement or connection with 

any person, firm or corporation making a bid for the same project and is in all respects fair, without outside control, collusion, 
fraud or otherwise illegal action. 

 
5. CONFLICT OF INTEREST.  Bidder states that no County officer or employee, nor any business entity in which they have an 

interest, has an interest in the bid awarded or has been employed or retained to solicit or aid in the procuring of the resulting 
contract, nor will any such person be employed in the performance of such contract. 
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6. AWARD.  The contract may be awarded to the lowest responsible and responsive bidder complying with the provisions of the 
Invitation for Bid.  In determining whether a bid is lowest and responsive, and the bidder responsible, the following may be 
considered by the County:  a) Ability to perform the service required within the specified time;  b) Reputation, judgment and 
experience; c) The quality of performance in previous contracts; d) Previous compliance with laws, as well as employment 
practices; e) Financial ability to perform the contract; f) The quality, availability and adaptability of the supplies or the contractual 
services to the particular use required; g) Ability to provide maintenance and service; h) Whether the bidder is in arrears to the 
County, in debt on contract, is a defaulter on surety to the County or whether the bidder’s taxes or assessments are delinquent; 
i) The resale value and life cycle costs of the items; j) Such other information as identified in the Purchasing Policy Manual 
having bearing on the decision to make the award.  The award analysis will also include consideration for Local Vendor 
Preference (per Section 18 below) and any prompt pay discounts offered by the bidder (per Section 19 below).  The County 
reserves the right to reject any and all bids and to waive any informality in bids received whenever such rejection or waiver is in 
the interest of the County.  The County also reserves the right to reject the bid of a bidder who has previously failed to perform 
properly.  The County may award bids by line item, category, or on an all-or-none basis. 

 
7. MERCHANTABILITY.  There shall be an implied warranty of merchantability and fitness for an intended use.  Any bid 

submittals taking exception to this requirement may, at the County’s option, be considered non-responsive. 
 
8. SAMPLES.  Samples of items, when required, must be furnished free of expense to Placer County and if not destroyed by tests 

will, upon request, be returned at bidder’s expense.  Samples of selected items may be retained for comparison. 
 
9. MANUFACTURER’S NAME AND APPROVED EQUIVALENTS.  Unless otherwise specified, manufacturer’s names, trade 

names, brand names, information and/or catalog numbers listed in a specification are intended only to identify the quality level 
desired.  They are not intended to limit competition.  The bidder may offer any equivalent product, which meets or exceeds the 
specifications.  If bids are based on equivalent products, the bids must: 1) Indicate on the bid form the alternate manufacturer’s 
name and catalog number; 2) Include complete descriptive literature and/or specifications; 3) Include proof that the proposed 
equivalent shall meet the specifications.  The County reserves the right to be the sole judge of what is equal and acceptable.  If 
bidder fails to name a substitute, goods identical to the bid standard must be furnished. 

 
10. INDEMNIFICATION. Unless indemnification requirements are stated otherwise in this solicitation, said requirements shall be as 

follows:  The Contractor hereby agrees to protect, defend, indemnify, and hold Placer County free and harmless from any and 
all losses, claims, liens, demands, and causes of action of every kind and character including, but not limited to the amounts of 
judgments, penalties, interest, court costs, legal fees, and all other expenses incurred by Placer County arising in favor of any 
party, including claims, liens, debts, personal injuries, death, or damages to property (including employees or property of the 
County) and without limitation by enumeration, all other claims or demands of every character occurring or any way incident to, 
in connection with or arising directly or indirectly out of, the contract or agreement.  The Contractor agrees to investigate, 
handle, respond to, provide defense for, and defend any such claims, demand, or suit at the sole expense of the Contractor.  
Contractor also agrees to bear all other costs and expenses related thereto, even if the claim or claims alleged are groundless, 
false, or fraudulent.  This provision is not intended to create any cause of action in favor of any third party against Contractor or 
the County or to enlarge in any way the Contractor’s liability but is intended solely to provide for indemnification of Placer 
County from liability for damages or injuries to third persons or property arising from Contractor’s performance pursuant to the 
resulting contract or agreement. 

 
11. FORCE MAJEURE.  If an emergency or natural disaster causes delay or interferes with the use or delivery of the 

products/services described in this bid, deliveries may be suspended as long as needed to remove the cause or repair the 
damage.  An emergency or natural disaster includes fire, flood, blizzard, strike, accident, consequences of foreign or domestic 
war, or any other cause beyond the control of the parties.  The County reserves the right to acquire from other sources any 
products/services during any suspension of delivery. 

 
12. TAXES.  Placer County is exempt from Federal Excise Tax; an exemption certificate will be furnished upon request.  Placer County 

is not exempt from California State sales/use taxes.  All applicable State sales/use taxes will be added to the purchase order. 
 
13. DELIVERY.  All prices bid must be FOB Destination, unloaded inside and assembled unless otherwise indicated. 
 
14. FIXED CONTRACT QUANTITIES.  Purchase order(s) for full quantities will be issued to successful bidder(s) after notification of 

award and receipt of all required documents. 
 
15. OPEN-END CONTRACT (BLANKET PURCHASE ORDER).  No guarantee is expressed or implied as to the total quantity of 

commodities/services to be purchased under any open-end contract.  Estimated quantities/bid ratio or discounts from 
manufacturer’s list price may be used for bid comparison.  The County reserves the right to:  issue purchase orders as and 
when required; or issue a blanket purchase order for individual agencies or multiple County agencies; or any combination of the 
preceding.  No delivery shall be made without a written order by the County, unless otherwise specifically provided for in the 
contract.  If in a subsequent year the vendor offers to supply his goods and service for the same bid price, or in the event the 
supplier is willing to negotiate to the satisfaction of Placer County any justifiable price increase prior to the succeeding year’s 
contract renewal and if the service provided by the supplier was to the satisfaction of the County, the County of Placer reserves 
the right to extend the period of the resulting contract on a year-to-year basis.  Alternatively, the bid solicitation may set forth 
specific renewal terms.  Bidder certifies that prices charged to the County for non-listed commodities or no-fixed price items are 
equal to or less than those charged the bidder’s most favored customer for comparable quantities under similar terms and 
conditions. 65
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16. NON-APPROPRIATION.   In the event that sufficient funds are not appropriated and budgeted for the payment of goods or 
services described herein, the agreement shall immediately terminate on the last day of the fiscal period for which 
appropriations were received or other amounts were available to pay the amounts due under the agreement, without penalty or 
expense to the County of any kind whatsoever, except that the County will be liable for payment of any unpaid invoices for 
goods or services which were delivered prior to the end of the last fiscal period for which appropriations were made. 
 

17. RIGHTS AND REMEDIES OF COUNTY FOR DEFAULT.  If any item or service furnished by the vendor fails to conform to bid 
specifications, or to the sample submitted by the vendor with his bid (if any), or if the vendor fails to deliver the items or perform 
any services required by the contract in the time and manner prescribed, the County may reject the products and/or services 
provided.  Upon rejection, the vendor must promptly reclaim and remove any rejected items without expense to the County, and 
shall immediately replace all such rejected items with others conforming to such specifications or samples, and/or correct the 
service deficiency.  If the vendor fails to do so, the County has the right to purchase in the open market a corresponding 
quantity of the rejected items, or have another firm provide the required service, and to deduct from any monies due the vendor 
the difference between the price named in the contract or purchase order and the actual cost to the County.  If the vendor 
breaches the contract or purchase order, any loss or damage sustained by the County in procuring items which the vendor 
therein agreed to supply shall be borne and paid for by the vendor.  The rights and remedies of the County identified above are 
in addition to any other rights and remedies provided by law or under the contract.  In any legal proceeding brought to enforce 
the terms of the herein agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to an award of reasonable attorney’s fees and costs 
incurred as a result of enforcing the terms of this agreement. 

 
18. LOCAL VENDOR PREFERENCE.  A local preference credit of 5.0% for Placer County businesses will be permitted when 

evaluating bids for supplies, equipment, materials and services that are not part of a public project.  Bidders claiming local 
vendor preference must submit an Affidavit of Eligibility with their bid, unless an authorized affidavit is already on file.  
Preference criteria and affidavit forms are available on our website at:  
http://www.placer.ca.gov/Departments/Admin/Procurement/LocalVendorPref.aspx 

 
19. INVOICES AND PAYMENT TERMS.  Invoices are to be mailed to the County department specified on the resulting purchase 

order, blanket purchase order or contract.  All invoices must include the purchase order number, blanket purchase order 
number, or contract number.  Failure to comply will result in delayed payments.  The County will make payment on a Net 30-
day basis unless a cash discount is allowed for payment within the time period specified by vendor.  The payment term shall 
begin on the date the merchandise is inspected, delivered and accepted by the County, or on the date a correct invoice is 
received in the office specified in the order, whichever is later.  Prompt payment discounts shall be considered earned if 
payment is postmarked or personally delivered within the prescribed term.  For the purposes of this section, the beginning date 
described above shall be considered day zero for the purposes of counting days in the prescribed term.  For the purposes of bid 
evaluation, the County will only consider discount periods of ten (10) days or more.   

 
20. LEGAL REQUIREMENTS.  Federal, State, County and local ordinances, rules and regulations, and policies shall govern 

development, submittal and evaluation of bids and disputes about bids.  Lack of knowledge by any bidder about applicable law 
is not a defense. 

 
21. ASSIGNMENT.  Any contract awarded shall not be assignable by the vendor without the express written approval of the 

County, and shall not become an asset in any bankruptcy, receivership or guardianship proceedings. 
 
22. OTHER AGENCIES.  The successful vendor shall agree to extend Placer County contract prices and terms to other 

governmental agencies.  Any contract resulting from this requirement shall be executed by the successful vendor and the other 
agency.  Placer County will not be a party to “other agency” contracts. 

 
23. PROTEST AND APPEAL PROCESS.  Any actual or prospective bidder or contractor who is aggrieved in connection with the 

solicitation or award of a contract may protest to the Director of Administrative Services in the manner prescribed by Section 
10.0 of the Placer County Purchasing Policy.  The protest shall be submitted in writing to the Director of Administrative Services 
within seven (7) calendar days after such aggrieved person or company knows or should have known of the facts giving rise 
thereto. 

 
24. RECYCLED PRODUCT PREFERENCE.  A preference of 10% will be given to bids for products meeting the definition of 

recycled product cited in Public Contract Code Sections 22150 - 22154. 
 
25. PATENT INFRINGEMENT.  Supplier shall indemnify and hold harmless County, its agents and employees, against and from 

any and all actions, suits, liabilities, prosecutions, penalties, settlements, losses, damages, costs, charges, attorney’s fees, and 
all other expenses which may arise directly or indirectly from any claim that any of the products supplied by supplier infringes 
any patent, copyright, trade secret, or other property right. 
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26. VENDOR FINANCIAL STABILITY. If a vendor is currently involved in an ongoing bankruptcy as a debtor, or in a 
reorganization, liquidation, or dissolution proceeding, or if a trustee or receiver has been appointed over all or a substantial 
portion of the property of the vendor under federal bankruptcy law or any state insolvency law, the vendor must provide the 
County with that information as part of its bid/proposal.  In accordance with Section 3.12(g) of the Placer County Purchasing 
Policy Manual and paragraph 8.e. of this document, the County may use information regarding a bidder’s financial 
responsibility when making an award determination. 

 
The County reserves the right to take any action available if it discovers a failure to provide such information to the County, 
including but not limited to, a determination that the vendor should be declared non-responsible and/or non-responsive, and 
suspension or debarment of the vendor, in accordance with the processes defined in the Placer County Purchasing Policy 
Manual. 

 
By submitting a bid/proposal in response to this solicitation, the vendor agrees that if, during the term of any contract it has with 
the County, it becomes involved as a debtor in a bankruptcy proceeding, or becomes involved in a reorganization, liquidation, or 
dissolution proceeding, or if a trustee or receiver has been appointed over all or a substantial portion of the property of the 
vendor under federal bankruptcy law or any state insolvency law, the vendor will immediately provide the County with a written 
notice to that effect and that it will provide the County any relevant information requested in order for the County to determine 
whether the vendor has the financial ability to meet its obligations to the County. 
 
 
 
 

- -  End of General Terms and Conditions  - - 
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Placer County
Tabulation Report IFB #10385 - Patrol Vehicle Equipment, Supplies, and Installation Services

Vendor: Lehr Auto Electric

Page  of 1 1

Code Name Requested Brand Alternative Brand
Item Vendor
Reference #

Unit Price Qty. Unit Total Price Notes Attachments

Line 1  Total Bid Amount        $78,607.75 1 TOTAL  $78,607.75  

General Comments: General Attachments: LEHR 10385 Attachment D - Bid Pricing Worksheets.xls  
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COUNTY OF PLACER 
PATROL VEHICLE EQUIPMENT AND INSTALLATION SERVICES 

 
SUPPLEMENTAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

 
1. REQUIRED DOCUMENTS 

 
Bidders shall complete all yellow fields in the documents listed below, which are documents that 
need to be downloaded, completed (offline), and then uploaded as part of your electronic response, 
or follow the instructions in Section 2 below, to be considered for award.  Bids which are missing the 
required response attachments may be rejected as non-responsive. 

 
Attachment A – Supplemental Terms and Conditions (informational only) 
Attachment B – Scope of Work (informational only) 
Attachment C – Insurance Requirements (informational only) 
Attachment D – Bid Pricing Worksheets 
Attachment E – Lightbar Configuration (informational only) 
 

2. HARD COPY BID RESPONSES 
 

Bidders wishing to submit a hard copy bid will need to complete the attachment titled “Hard Copy 
Bid Cover Sheet”, and submit it along with the other required documents listed in Section 1 above.  
Bidders shall submit their hard copy bid response in a sealed envelope that clearly identifies the bid 
number, title, and closing date and time to the Procurement Services Division, 2964 Richardson 
Drive, Auburn, CA, 95603, between the hours of 8:00 am and 5:00 pm (Pacific), Monday through 
Friday (excluding County holidays), prior to the close date and time specified in this bid solicitation. 
 

3. OVERVIEW 
 

Placer County intends to award one or more blanket purchase orders for the purchase of patrol 
vehicle equipment and supplies as well as equipment installation services on an as-needed basis 
for the County’s fleet of law enforcement vehicles and equipment on behalf of the Placer County 
Sheriff’s Office.  The items, quantities, sample jobs, services, and occurrences listed in this bid 
represent the County’s estimated annual requirements and will be utilized for evaluation purposes 
only.  The County does not guarantee any minimum or maximum quantities that will be purchased 
or minimum or maximum dollar amounts to be spent throughout the term of the resulting 
agreement(s).  Please note that the County requires NEW PRODUCT ONLY – No refurbished, 
demo, or restored products will be accepted unless specifically authorized by County staff. 

 
4. NON-MANDATORY VEHICLE INSPECTIONS 

 
Interested bidders who wish to view a County vehicle in-person and get a better understanding of 
what services are required to complete the work described herein shall contact Matt Burgans for a 
viewing appointment at (530) 889-7865.  This pre-bid visit is not mandatory, although interested 
bidders are highly encouraged to schedule a viewing appointment to better understand the nature of 
the work required in this bid.  Failure to schedule and attend a viewing of a County vehicle shall not 
relieve any bidder from their responsibility to successfully perform the work described herein. 
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5. PRICING 
 

Responding bidders shall indicate their hourly shop rate for the services described herein as well as 
provide firm, fixed prices and discounts off list prices for the patrol vehicle equipment and supplies 
listed in this bid for the initial contract period of approximately one year from the date this bid is 
awarded.  Pricing offered in the bid line items herein shall be for services provided during the 
successful firm’s normal business hours.  Overtime will not be required.  The bidder’s shop labor 
rate per hour offered herein shall apply to all vehicle and equipment makes, models, and types.   

 
All bidders shall complete and return Attachment D – Bid Pricing Worksheet.  The prices offered 
by bidders shall be exclusive of sales tax (applicable sales tax shall be added to the County’s 
invoices).  The discounts offered by bidders for the brands listed in Attachment D shall be 
calculated and billed in addition to any invoice terms that are offered. 
 
All rates shall be billed in accordance with the bidders offered pricing.  The County will not accept or 
pay any premiums, administrative surcharge costs, or any other surcharges that are not identified in 
the bidder’s response.  Charges imposed by the State of California or Federal Government after the 
bid has been awarded will be honored.   

 
6. AWARD 
 

6.1. This bid shall be evaluated and awarded by category or on an all-or-none basis, whichever is 
in the County’s best interest.  The bid evaluation will consider the total cost to install the 
patrol vehicle equipment into a typical Chevrolet Tahoe 4x2 and 4x4 patrol vehicle for 
evaluation purposes.  This cost will be determined by multiplying the firm’s shop labor rate by 
the total estimated time to install the equipment, as determined by the County.  The 
estimated installation time will be 18 hours of labor for evaluation purposes only.  Local 
Vendor Preference (if applicable), prompt payment discounts, optional pick up/delivery rates, 
travel time, travel time rate, turnaround time, and adherence to all conditions and 
requirements of this bid will also be considered.  Bidders are not required to bid on all 
categories to be considered for award however Placer County reserves the right to award 
the bid based on pricing offered for the most categories. 
   

6.2. An example of a typical Chevrolet Tahoe patrol vehicle installation includes the following 
equipment (manufacturer or supplier is shown in parenthesis – no substitutions): 

 
 Light Bar System (Whelen/Cencom) 
 Headlight Flasher (Soundoff) 
 Siren Speaker and Bracket (Whelen) 
 Maplight (Little Lite) 
 Radio Mounting Console (Lehr) 
 Cage (Setina) 
 Gun Locks – 2 per vehicle (Santa Cruz) 
 Push Bumper (Setina) 

  
 All emergency equipment, dome light, and spotlight are required to be wired to an auxiliary 

power source in the rear of the vehicle.  All power should be timed and disconnected as to 
protect the vehicle from a dead battery. 
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6.3. Other public agencies may elect to “piggyback” on the County’s resulting agreement(s).  It 
will be the responsibility of the other agencies to execute separate contracts with the 
successful bidder(s) at the same bid pricing (refer to this Bid’s General Terms and 
Conditions, Section 22) through the end of the initial contract period.  Any subsequent 
renewal pricing and terms successfully negotiated between Placer County and the 
successful bidder(s) would be made available to those other agencies.   

 
7. DELIVERY REQUIREMENTS 
 

7.1. Bidder’s pricing for equipment and supplies shall be FOB Destination, freight prepaid and 
assumed by the successful bidder, inside delivery to the following address: 

 
 Placer County Sheriff’s Office 
 2929 Richardson Drive, Ste. A 
 Auburn, CA  95603 

 
7.2. The successful bidder shall deliver regular orders within five (5) business days of order 

placement for the complete order (no partial deliveries will be allowed unless specifically 
approved by County staff at the time the order is placed).  There will also be occasions 
where the County will need to place an emergency order, which shall be defined as items 
which are so urgently needed that they must be delivered within forty-eight (48) hours of 
placing the order or items that are not available from the vendor’s normal inventory.  In these 
instances actual freight charges will be allowed with written approval from the County 
employee placing the order.  All freight charges shall be prepaid by the vendor and added to 
the resulting invoice.  Freight collect charges will not be allowed.  The vendor shall clearly 
advise County personnel of such emergency order circumstances for authorization at the 
time the order is placed with the vendor. 
 

7.3. If the County’s orders are not delivered within the delivery times specified herein, the County 
reserves the right to cancel the order and obtain the products from another source.  In the 
event that the County must make such open market purchases, the County reserves the 
right to exercise the provisions of Section 17 of this bid’s General Terms and Conditions.  
Continued non-compliance with the stated delivery times may be cause for cancellation of 
the resulting agreement. 

 
8. PRICE LISTS 
 
 Placer County requests that the successful bidder provide price lists upon award of the resulting 

agreement for each of the manufacturer discounts offered in the successful bidder’s completed 
Attachment D – Bid Pricing Worksheet.  The County will accept electronic versions of the price 
lists if hard copies are not available (e.g. CD’s, flash drives, etc.).  These lists will be used to verify 
the discount pricing on the resulting invoices.  All price lists shall be provided free of charge to the 
County.  The County also prefers that the successful bidder(s) state the manufacturer’s list price, 
the bidder’s offered discount off list price, and the net price for each part purchased on the resulting 
invoices.  The successful bidder shall be responsible for notifying the Placer County Sheriff’s Office 
primary contact as well as the Procurement Services Division of any changes or updates to the 
bidder’s/manufacturer’s published catalog/list prices that occur during the contract period. 
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9. INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS 
 

The successful bidder(s) shall furnish evidence of insurance, including required endorsements, to 
Placer County Procurement Services demonstrating proof of coverage in the amounts as specified 
in Attachment C, Placer County Insurance Requirements, within ten (10) calendar days 
following receipt of a Notice of Intent to Award. 
 
THE PROOF OF INSURANCE SHALL INCLUDE A SEPARATE ENDORSEMENT FORM(S) 
CONTAINING THE EXACT ENDORSEMENT LANGUAGE SPECIFIED IN SECTION 5.0 OF THE 
ATTACHED INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS, AND SHALL INCLUDE THE GENERAL LIABILITY 
POLICY NUMBER.  BLANKET ENDORSEMENT FORMS MAY BE REJECTED. 
 
Failure to comply with the County's insurance and endorsement requirements will result in the 
disqualification of your bid.  All costs of complying with the insurance AND endorsement 
requirements shall be included in your bid pricing.  Bidders are strongly advised to read 
Attachment C, Placer County Insurance Requirements, prior to submitting a bid.  Bidders are 
NOT required to submit proof of insurance with their bid responses. 
 

10. SUBCONTRACTING 
 

The successful bidder shall not subcontract any portion of the work to be performed under the 
resulting agreement. 
 

11. EQUIVALENT/ALTERNATE OFFERS 
 

Due to the standardization of the County’s patrol vehicle equipment including the County’s inventory 
of repair/replacement parts as well as officer training issues, bids will only be accepted for the brand 
and model patrol vehicle equipment and supplies specified in Bid Attachment D. 

 
12. SERVICE STANDARDS 

 
The successful bidder shall provide all necessary personnel, tools, parts, materials, and equipment 
to perform the services described herein.  The successful bidder shall perform all work in such a 
manner as to meet all accepted standards for safe practices for patrol vehicle equipment installation 
services and to safely maintain stored equipment or other hazards consequential or related to the 
work.  The successful bidder agrees to accept the sole responsibility for complying with all local, 
County, State or other legal requirements at all times including, but not limited to, O.S.H.A. and CAL. 
O.S.H.A. Safety Orders.  The successful bidder must meet all EPA standards as well as all Federal, 
State, and Local laws, standards, and regulatory and permitting requirements while performing 
services on behalf of Placer County.   
 

13. WORKMANSHIP 
 

All services shall be performed in accordance with the highest standards prevailing in the trades.  All of 
the successful bidder’s employees shall be especially skilled and appropriately trained and certified for 
the kind of work for which they are employed.  Should the successful bidder’s Manager and/or Placer 
County staff deem anyone employed by the successful bidder incapable of completing the work 
required, the successful bidder shall immediately dismiss the employee from performing services on 
behalf of the County.  Such removal shall not be considered a basis for employee’s claim for 
compensation or damages against the County, or any of its officers or agents. 72
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COUNTY OF PLACER 
PATROL VEHICLE EQUIPMENT AND INSTALLATION SERVICES 

 
SCOPE OF WORK 

 
1.0 The successful bidder shall be regularly established in the business of routine emergency 

vehicle lighting and equipment installation services on a variety of patrol vehicles and 
equipment.  Responding firms shall have staff experienced in the installation of law 
enforcement radios, “Code 3” emergency equipment, prisoner partitions, mounting consoles, 
trunk racks, cages and gun locks at a minimum. 
   

2.0 The successful bidder shall be qualified and capable of performing equipment installation 
services on various types of patrol vehicles and equipment including, but not limited to, law 
enforcement sedans, sport utility vehicles, trucks, undercover vehicles, trailers, off-highway 
vehicles, and boats.   

 
3.0 Time is of the essence in returning County vehicles to service.  The successful bidder agrees 

that work performed under the resulting agreement shall receive top priority over other work in 
the successful bidder’s shop.  If the County determines that the workload of the successful 
bidder is such that timeliness is not possible in a given situation, the County reserves the right 
to assign the job to another vendor. 
 

4.0 In the event that the successful bidder is unable to respond or complete the requested 
services within the bidder’s stated turnaround time, the successful bidder shall notify the 
County designated contact person immediately prior to commencing work.  The County at its 
sole discretion may elect to utilize the services of another vendor in such instances and will 
notify the successful bidder if such intention is to be exercised. 

 
5.0 The successful bidder agrees that the County has the right to view any work performed on a 

County vehicle at the successful bidder’s facility at any time, whether or not services have 
been completed.  The successful bidder agrees that the County has the right to audit any work 
performed by the successful bidder. 

 
6.0 The successful bidder warrants the goods furnished to be of the highest quality, complying 

with the specifications and free from all defects whatsoever in workmanship and materials, for 
a minimum period of one year from the date of delivery.  Replacements and repairs under this 
warranty are to be made by the successful bidder at no cost and to the satisfaction of the 
County.  Equipment installations shall be guaranteed for as long as the County 
owns/possesses the vehicle.     

 
7.0 The successful bidder agrees that the County has the right to make the final determination as 

to whether services have been satisfactorily completed.  Should any portion of the work to be 
done which, due to any cause, is not in accordance with the specifications or is not 
satisfactorily completed, it will be rejected and the successful bidder shall immediately make a 
satisfactory arrangement with the County before proceeding with other work.  The successful 
bidder shall promptly correct all work rejected by the County as faulty, defective, or failing to 
conform to the product specifications or scope of work defined herein, whether observed 
before or after substantial completion of the work and whether or not inspected, tested, 
repaired, fabricated, installed, or completed.  The successful bidder shall bear all costs of 
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correcting such rejected work.  This provision applies during the contract term and any 
resulting renewal periods. 
 

8.0 The successful bidder shall be held responsible for any breakage or loss of the County’s 
vehicles or equipment while performing service on the County’s vehicles.  The successful 
bidder shall be responsible for restoring or replacing any equipment, vehicle, etc. so damaged 
to the satisfaction of the County and at the sole expense of the successful bidder.  The 
successful bidder shall immediately report to the County any damages to the vehicle or 
equipment resulting from services performed under the resulting agreement. 
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PLACER COUNTY INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS 
 
 
1. HOLD HARMLESS AND INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT: 
 
 The CONTRACTOR shall save, keep, hold harmless, defend, and indemnify PLACER 

COUNTY from all damages, costs, or expenses in law or equity that may at any time arise 
or be set up because of damages to property or personal injury received by reason of or in 
the course of performing work which may be occasioned by any willful or negligent act or 
omissions of the CONTRACTOR, any of the CONTRACTOR'S employees, or any 
subcontractors.   

 
 The CONTRACTOR shall be responsible for any liability imposed by law and for death, 

injury, or damage to property of any person including, but not limited to, workmen, 
subcontractors, and the public, resulting from any cause whatsoever during the progress of 
the work or at any time before its completion and final acceptance.  If any judgment is 
rendered against PLACER COUNTY for any injury, death, or damage caused by 
CONTRACTOR as a result of work performed or completed, pursuant to this agreement, 
CONTRACTOR shall, at its own expense, satisfy and discharge any judgment. 

 
 As used above, the term PLACER COUNTY means PLACER COUNTY, its officers, 

agents, employees, and volunteers. 
 
2. INSURANCE: 
 
 CONTRACTOR shall file with the PLACER COUNTY concurrently herewith a Certificate of 

Insurance, in companies acceptable to PLACER COUNTY, with a Best's Rating of no less 
than A-:VII showing. 

 
3. WORKERS’ COMPENSATION AND EMPLOYERS LIABILITY INSURANCE: 
 
 Workers’ Compensation Insurance shall be provided as required by any applicable law or 

regulation.  Employer's liability insurance shall be provided in amounts not less than one 
million dollars ($1,000,000) each accident for bodily injury by accident, one million dollars 
($1,000,000) policy limit for bodily injury by disease, and one million dollars ($1,000,000) 
each employee for bodily injury by disease. 

 
 If there is an exposure of injury to CONTRACTOR'S employees under the U.S. 

Longshoremen's and Harbor Worker's Compensation Act, the Jones Act, or under laws, 
regulations, or statutes applicable to maritime employees, coverage shall be included for 
such injuries or claims. 

 
 Each Workers’ Compensation policy shall be endorsed with the following specific language: 
 
 Cancellation Notice - “This policy shall not be changed without first giving thirty (30) days 

prior written notice and ten (10) days prior written notice of cancellation for non-payment of 
premium to the County of Placer.” 
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Waiver of Subrogation - The workers’ compensation policy shall be endorsed to state that 
the workers’ compensation carrier waives its right of subrogation against PLACER 
COUNTY, its officers, directors, officials, employees, agents or volunteers, which might 
arise by reason of payment under such policy in connection with performance under this 
agreement by the CONTRACTOR. 
 

 CONTRACTOR shall require all subcontractors to maintain adequate Workers' 
Compensation insurance.  Certificates of Workers' Compensation shall be filed forthwith 
with the County upon demand. 

  
 If the CONTRACTOR has no employees and is exempt from carrying Worker’s 

Compensation Insurance, the following language shall apply: 
 

 “CONTRACTOR represents they have no employees and, therefore, is not required to 
have Workers Compensation coverage.  CONTRACTOR agrees they have no rights, 
entitlements or claim against PLACER COUNTY for any type of employment benefits or 
workers’ compensation or other programs afforded to PLACER COUNTY employees.” 

 
4. GENERAL LIABILITY INSURANCE: 
 
 A. Comprehensive General Liability or Commercial General Liability insurance covering 

all operations by or on behalf of CONTRACTOR, providing insurance for bodily 
injury liability and property damage liability for the limits of liability indicated below 
and including coverage for: 

 
  (1) Products and completed operations; 
  (2) Contractual liability insuring the obligations assumed by CONTRACTOR in 

this Agreement; and 
  (3) Broad form property damage (including completed operations) 
 
  Except with respect to bodily injury and property damage included within the 

products and completed operations hazards, the aggregate limits, where applicable, 
shall apply separately to CONTRACTOR'S work under the Contract. 

 
 B. One of the following forms is required: 
 
  (1) Comprehensive General Liability; 
  (2) Commercial General Liability (Occurrence); or 
  (3) Commercial General Liability (Claims Made). 
 
 C. If CONTRACTOR carries a Comprehensive General Liability policy, the limits of 

liability shall not be less than a Combined Single Limit for bodily injury, property 
damage, and Personal Injury Liability of: 

 
  One million dollars ($1,000,000) each occurrence    
  Two million dollars ($2,000,000) aggregate 
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 D. If CONTRACTOR carries a Commercial General Liability (Occurrence) policy: 
 
  (1) The limits of liability shall not be less than: 
 
   One million dollars ($1,000,000) each occurrence (combined single limit for 

bodily injury and property damage) 
   One million dollars ($1,000,000) for Products Completed Operations 
   Two million dollars ($2,000,000) General Aggregate 
 
  (2) If the policy does not have an endorsement providing that the General 

Aggregate Limit applies separately, or if defense costs are included in the 
aggregate limits, then the required aggregate limits shall be two million 
dollars ($2,000,000). 

 
 E. Special Claims Made Policy Form Provisions: 
 
  CONTRACTOR shall not provide a Commercial General Liability (Claims Made) 

policy without the express prior written consent of PLACER COUNTY, which 
consent, if given, shall be subject to the following conditions: 

 
  (1) The limits of liability shall not be less than: 
 
   One million dollars ($1,000,000) each occurrence (combined single limit for 

bodily injury and property damage) 
   One million dollars ($1,000,000) aggregate for Products Completed 

Operations 
   Two million dollars ($2,000,000) General Aggregate 
 
  (2) The insurance coverage provided by CONTRACTOR shall contain language 

providing coverage up to one (1) year following the completion of the contract 
in order to provide insurance coverage for the hold harmless provisions 
herein if the policy is a claims-made policy. 

 
Conformity of Coverages - If more than one policy is used to meet the required coverages, 
such as a separate umbrella policy, such policies shall be consistent with all other 
applicable policies used to meet these minimum requirements.  For example, all policies 
shall be Occurrence Liability policies or all shall be Claims Made Liability policies, if 
approved by PLACER COUNTY as noted above.  In no cases shall the types of policies be 
different. 

 
5. ENDORSEMENTS: 
 
 Each Comprehensive or Commercial General Liability policy shall be endorsed with the 

following specific language: 
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 A. "The County of Placer, its officers, agents, employees, and volunteers are to be 
covered as insured for all liability arising out of the operations by or on behalf of the 
named insured in the performance of this Agreement." 

 
 B. “The insurance provided by the Contractor, including any excess liability or umbrella 

form coverage, is primary coverage to the County of Placer with respect to any 
insurance or self-insurance programs maintained by the County of Placer and no 
insurance held or owned by the County of Placer shall be called upon to contribute 
to a loss.” 

 
C. “This policy shall not be changed without first giving thirty (30) days prior written 

notice and ten (10) days prior written notice of cancellation for non-payment of 
premium to the County of Placer.” 

 
6. AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY INSURANCE: 

 
Automobile Liability insurance covering bodily injury and property damage in an amount no 
less than one million dollars ($1,000,000) combined single limit for each occurrence.  
Covered vehicles shall include owned, non-owned, and hired automobiles/trucks. 

 
7. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS:  
 

Premium Payments - The insurance companies shall have no recourse against PLACER 
COUNTY and funding agencies, its officers and employees or any of them for payment 
of any premiums or assessments under any policy issued by a mutual insurance 
company.  

 
Policy Deductibles - The CONTRACTOR shall be responsible for all deductibles in all of 
the CONTRACTOR’s insurance policies. The maximum amount of allowable deductible 
for insurance coverage required herein shall be $25,000. 
 
CONTRACTOR’s Obligations - CONTRACTOR’s indemnity and other obligations shall 
not be limited by the foregoing insurance requirements and shall survive the expiration of 
this agreement.  

 
Verification of Coverage - CONTRACTOR shall furnish PLACER COUNTY with original 
certificates and amendatory endorsements or copies of the applicable policy language 
effecting coverage required by this clause.  All certificates and endorsements are to be 
received and approved by PLACER COUNTY before work commences.  However, 
failure to obtain the required documents prior to the work beginning shall not waive the 
CONTRACTOR’s obligation to provide them.  PLACER COUNTY reserves the right to 
require complete, certified copies of all required insurance policies, including 
endorsements required by these specifications, at any time. 
 

 Material Breach - Failure of the CONTRACTOR to maintain the insurance required by 
this agreement, or to comply with any of the requirements of this section, shall constitute 
a material breach of the entire agreement. 
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 Certificate Holder Information - Placer County subscribes to a service that monitors 

insurance certificates for compliance with the above requirements.  The Certificate Holder 
on the insurance certificates and related documents shall read as follows: 

 
   County of Placer 
   c/o Ebix RCS 
   PO Box 257 
   Portland, MI  48875-0257 
 
 Upon initial award of a contract to your firm, you may be instructed to send the actual 

documents to a County contact person for preliminary compliance review.  The County will 
forward those documents to Ebix RCS on your behalf. 

79



80



81



82



83



Attachment E 
Bid No. 10385 

Page 1 of 1

84



85



86



87



88



89



90



91



92



93



94



95



96



97



98



99



100



101



102



103



104



105



106



107



108



109



110



111



112



113



114



115



116



117



118



119



120



                                TOWN OF PARADISE 
COUNCIL AGENDA SUMMARY 

DATE:  August 14, 2018 
 

         AGENDA ITEM: 2(i) 
 
ORIGINATED BY: Eric Reinbold, Acting Police Chief    
 
REVIEWED BY:  Lauren Gill, Town Manager 
 
Subject: 
 

Award  Contract for the Installation of Police Patrol Vehicle 
Emergency Equipment and Mobile Data Computer (MDC) 

 
COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt a MOTION TO: 
 

1. Authorize award of the Installation of Police Patrol Vehicle Emergency Equipment 
and Mobile Data Computer (MDC) Contract (install emergency equipment into three 
2019 Ford Interceptor Utility vehicles) to Precision Wireless Service, 791 Blevins Street, 
Lakeport, CA  95453. 

 2. Authorize the Town Manager to execute all related contracts for the Installation of 
Police Patrol Vehicle Emergency Equipment and Mobile Data Computer (MDC). 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In the November 2014 election, Paradise residents adopted Measure C, a half percent 
sales tax increase that provides additional funding for police, fire, roads, animal control 
and other Town services. A committee was formed of selected citizens to provide 
recommendations for the use of the funds. The committee met and provided the Town 
Council with their recommendations on Measure C fund expenditures. The purchase of 
police patrol vehicles for the Paradise Police Department was one of their 
recommendations. 
 
On June 26, 2018, the Town Council met during a special council meeting and 
approved the FY 2018/19 budget which included the Measure C Committee’s 
recommendation and expenditure of funds for the purchase of three (3) new police 
patrol vehicles and the required additional equipment. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
To retain vehicles in the Town’s patrol fleet that exceed 100,000 miles has proven to 
increase the Town’s maintenance cost, which impacts the General Fund, impacts the 
reliability for in-service usage and potentially increases our liability due to component / 
system failure. The Town is now in the fortunate position, due to the passing of Measure 
C, to purchase police vehicles, and have the requisite emergency vehicle equipment 
installed. 
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As a result of the approved budget, Requests for Proposals were sent out for the 
Installation of Police Patrol Vehicle Emergency Equipment and Mobile Data Computers 
(MDC) into three (3) 2017 Ford Police Interceptors with a bid opening date of August 1, 
2018, at 1:00 PM. On August 1, 2018, at 1:00 PM, the Town of Paradise received two 
(2) bids for the Installation of Police Patrol Vehicle Emergency Equipment and Mobile 
Data Computers (MDC) into three (3) 2017 Ford Police Interceptors. 
 

Bid 
No. 

Bidder's Name 
Base Bid 
Amount 

1 Precision Wireless Service, Lakeport, CA $7,748.25 

2 Pearce Precision, Chico, CA $8,400.00 

 
Precision Wireless Service was the low bidder at $7,748.25 to assemble all three Patrol 
vehicles, including delivery, tax and a three (3) year warranty on the installation and 
workmanship. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:   
 

The installation of emergency vehicle equipment into three vehicles will cost a total of 
$7,748.25, which will be included in the purchase of the vehicles on a five (5) year lease. 
The lease payment will be funded by Measure C funds, and has already been included in 
the 2018/19 budget. 
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Town of Paradise 
Council Agenda Summary 

Date: August 14, 2018 
Agenda Item: 2(j) 

 
Originated by: 
 

Gina S. Will, Administrative Services Director/Town 
Treasurer 

Reviewed by: Lauren Gill, Town Manager 
 

Subject: 
 

Administrative Policy 330, A Credit Card Policy 

 
Council Action Requested: 
 

1. Approve Resolution No. 18-__, A Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of 
Paradise adopting Administrative Policy 330, A Credit Card Policy. 

Alternatives: 
 
Direct staff to revise the drafted policy. 

Background: 
 
The Town has adopted dozens of administrative policies in order to formalize the 
processes and procedures for appropriately administering the Town’s various functions. 
The administrative classifications are as follows: 
               

100 Financial Administration 
200 Personnel Administration 
300 Purchasing 
400 General Administration 
500 Community Relations 
600 Planning 
700 Public Works 
800 Public Safety 

 

Discussion: 
 
The Town currently does not have a formal policy relating to the administration, 
issuance and conditions of use for Town issued credit cards. The attached 
recommended policy addresses these issues while reinforcing and adhering to the 
Purchasing Policy (Administrative Policy 310). Further, the policy sets credit limits, 
formalizes documentation requirements, and termination processes.   
 
Fiscal Impact: 
 
There is no fiscal impact to the Town to adopt and implement this policy. 
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TOWN OF PARADISE 
RESOLUTION NO. 18-__ 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PARADISE 

ADOPTING ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY NUMBER 330, A CREDIT CARD POLICY.   
 
 WHEREAS, the Town of Paradise currently does not have an administrative 
policy that addresses the administration, issuance, or terms and conditions of use for 
Town issued credit cards; and, 
 

WHEREAS, it is prudent and fiscally responsible for the Town to establish policy 
and procedures related to credit card usage in order to minimize liability and safeguard 
Town assets; and,  
 
 WHEREAS, the Administrative Services Director has drafted a policy which 
establishes procedures and requirements for credit card usage as set forth on the 
attached Exhibit “A”. 
   
 NOW, THEREFORE, the Town Council of the Town of Paradise does resolve as 
follows: 
 
 SECTION 1:  The attached Exhibit “A” Administrative Policy 330, A Credit Card 
Policy is approved for implementation. 
 
  PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Town Council of the Town of Paradise this 14th 
day of August, 2018, by the following vote:  
 
             AYES:     
 
             NOES:        
 
         ABSENT:       
 
 NOT VOTING:         
        _________________________ 

          Jody Jones, Mayor 
 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________________ 
Dina Volenski, CMC, Town Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
________________________________ 
Dwight L. Moore, Town Attorney 
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Town of Paradise 
Credit Card Policy 

Administrative Policy No. 330 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Approved by Town Council 
August 14, 2018 

Resolution No. 18-__ 
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 2 Town of Paradise – Credit Card Policy 

I. PURPOSE 

The Town of Paradise Credit Card (Card) policy seeks to establish procedure and policy for 

the issuance and proper usage of cards issued to Town purchasers. It is meant to provide 

efficiency in the purchasing process while remaining fiscally responsible and adhering to 

the Purchasing Policy (Administrative Policy 310).  

II. SCOPE 

The Town of Paradise issues credit cards to certain employees or Town service providers 

to facilitate the settlement of expenditures incurred during the performance of their duties 

and functions. This Policy sets out the principles, terms and conditions, and procedures 

governing the administration, issuance, and proper use of Town credit cards. 

III. ADMINISTRATION 

The Administrative Services Director/Town Treasurer (Treasurer) shall administer the 

credit/purchasing card program by ensuring that proper controls remain in place for the 

issuance and use of cards. Access to the system for issuance, use and termination of the 

cards shall be restricted to the Treasurer and one other designated position. The Treasurer 

will complete an annual audit of cards issued to ensure that only authorized cards are 

active.  

IV. ISSUANCE 

A. The Treasurer may issue a card to an employee or contracted service 

provider (for example CAL FIRE assigned personnel) for Town business and 

operation purposes only. 

B. The Treasurer will assign cards and establish limits according to the 
following: 

Single Purchase Limit Account Limit Personnel Classification 

$2,500.00 $5,000.00 Town Manager or Asst. Town Manager 

$2,500.00 $5,000.00 Department Director or Manager 

$2,000.00 $4,000.00 Department Designated Purchaser 

$1,500.00 $3,000.00 Other Employee or Purchaser 
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C. In order to facilitate the most efficient and economical purchasing possible, 

limits may be raised temporarily with the recommendation of the Treasurer 

and approval of the Town Manager. 

D. Upon receiving the card, the employee shall call to activate and sign the back 

of the card. The card should be stored in a secure location and safeguarded 

against improper use. 

V. TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF USE 

A. Cards shall only be used for official Town business purposes and operations. 

Cards shall never be used for personal reasons. The cardholder shall not 

share the card with other individuals, and will safeguard the card from 

improper use. The cardholder is responsible for submitting appropriate 

documentation for each transaction. Cardholders who breach this policy are 

subject to disciplinary action. 

B. All policies and procedures of the Purchasing Policy (Administrative Policy 

310) shall be followed in the use of a card. 

C. Before any purchase is made or expense incurred, the cardholder shall verify 

that the item is authorized and budgeted.  

D. Travel and training expenses 

1. All travel and training shall be authorized prior to departure.  

2. Expenses incurred for travel, lodging, meals or incidentals shall not 

exceed the limits established for each location by the U.S. General 

Services Administration (GSA). These limits can be obtained at 

www.gsa.gov/travel-resources. 

3. The cardholder shall obtain a receipt for each purchase and include a 

brief description of the purpose of the travel on each receipt. In the 

case of meals, each receipt shall include the names of all persons 

involved in the purchase.   

E. Purchase of service or product 

1. All purchases shall be authorized prior to expense obligation. 

2. The cardholder shall obtain a receipt for each purchase or transaction 

and include a brief description of the purpose of the expense. 
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3. The cardholder shall follow the policies and procedures of the Town’s 

purchasing policy while purchasing supplies and services. 

Documentation, such as quotes or bids, that demonstrate purchasing 

policy compliance should be kept and attached to transaction receipts.  

F. Statement reconciliation and payment 

1. Each month, the cardholder will receive a statement of all transactions 

recorded on their card account. 

2. The cardholder shall reconcile their statement of activity against their 

receipts ensuring that there is a receipt and proper purchasing 

documentation for every transaction listed. 

3. Each transaction shall be coded with the appropriate finance 

accounting codes. 

4. The statement shall be approved by a supervisor of the cardholder. 

The Town Manager shall approve the statement of the Treasurer and 

the Treasurer shall approve the statement of the Town Manager. 

5. The statement, receipts and purchasing documentation shall be 

forwarded to the finance division within two weeks of statement 

receipt for appropriate processing and payment. 

6. Each month, the finance division will reconcile all card activity and 

payments against the master account to identify and address any 

missed activity. Finance staff will work with cardholders to ensure all 

transactions are properly accounted for and paid. 

G. Lost, stolen or fraudulent card activity 

1. The cardholder shall report lost, stolen or fraudulent card activity 

immediately to the Treasurer. 

2. The cardholder shall assist the finance division in addressing lost, 

stolen or fraudulent card activity through calls to the card carrier or 

vendors, through avadavat and report completion, or police reporting 

as requested by the Treasurer. 

VI. CARD TERMINATION 
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A. In order to limit liability and exposure, the Treasurer shall be notified 

immediately, if a card is no longer needed for Town business or operations. 

The card shall be submitted to the Treasurer who will securely dispose of the 

card and terminate the card account. 

B. The Treasurer shall be immediately notified of a cardholder who voluntarily 

leaves employment, who is reassigned or who is terminated. The card should 

be submitted to the Treasurer who will securely dispose of the card and 

terminate the card account.  
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                                TOWN OF PARADISE 
COUNCIL AGENDA SUMMARY 

DATE:  August 14, 2018 
 

         AGENDA ITEM: 2(k) 
ORIGINATED BY:  Eric Reinbold, Acting Police Chief    
 
REVIEWED BY:  Lauren Gill, Town Manager 
 
COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED: 
 

(1) Authorize the Police Department to Authorize the State of California Office of 
Emergency Services 9-1-1 Emergency Communications Branch to enter into an 
agreement with AT&T to upgrade the Paradise Police Department 9-1-1 
Emergency and Non-Emergency Dispatch Phone System 

(2) Authorize the Town Manager or Designee to execute all related Contracts for the 
Police 9-1-1 Emergency and Non-Emergency Dispatch Phone System  

 
BACKGROUND: 
In the State of California, fees are collected from phone users to support the cost of 
operating, maintaining and replacing the network, systems and Customer Premise 
Equipment (CPE) required for people to access their 9-1-1 Emergency and non-
emergency communications Public Safety Answering Points (PSAP). These CPE funds 
are held by the State and allotted to for expenditure on specified costs of the local 
PSAP’s based on the volume of calls received by the PSAP.  
 
All local PSAP’s in Butte County, including the Butte County Sheriff’s Office, the 
California State University, Chico Police Department (CSUC-PD), the City of Chico, the 
Gridley-Biggs Police Department, the City of Oroville and the Paradise Police 
Department share a County-wide 9-1-1 Emergency communications infrastructure 
(VIPER). The sharing of this VIPER system allows for each agency to share the cost of 
the installation, maintenance and replacement of the VIPER network and equipment, 
out of the State CPE allotments to the individual agencies. This shared network 
approach reduces the liabilities against the CPE allotments for each agency and 
allowed for Butte County PSAP’s to be among the first in the State capable of 
processing Text-to-911 calls. Additionally, the shared VIPER network significantly 
increases the interoperability and redundancy of the 9-1-1 Emergency communications 
network by allowing the agencies to transfer calls and caller information between 
agencies, roll 9-1-1 calls from one agency to another if a Dispatch Center is inundated 
with 9-1-1 Emergency calls beyond the capacity of that agency or the PSAP is 
evacuated, for example. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
The VIPER network and CPE equipment currently installed and in use has reached its 
expected lifecycle, and its failure could result in potentially significant liabilities to the Town. 
As with any computer equipment or network, as the infrastructure ages, the computers 
and equipment become less reliable. Not only can this result in network outages and 
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reduced public access to the Paradise Police Department Emergency Communications 
Center, it can also lead to expensive repairs or replacement of existing, antiquated 
technology and equipment as it fails. Although most repairs would be eligible for 
reimbursement from the State through the CPE funding, the Town would have to initially 
pay for the repair or replacement, and then seek reimbursement from the State of 
California. 
 
The County-wide VIPER network and the PSAP CPE were last replaced in 2012. The 
State of California allows for a 5-year life cycle for this equipment, and has allotted 
funding to the Paradise Police Department, as well as the other local PSAP’s to replace 
the County-wide VIPER network and CPE equipment. The Police Department has been 
working with the other local PSAP’s to coordinate the replacement of the VIPER 
network and CPE equipment with AT&T, the State’s authorized 9-1-1 Network and CPE 
vendor, and Cal-OES 9-1-1 Emergency Communications Branch since June, 2016. The 
Scope of Work has been finalized and accepted by the State and AT&T with equipment 
and installation costs set by State contracted rates. The Cal-OES 9-1-1 Emergency 
Communications Branch requires the Town of Paradise to execute a Purchase Order to 
authorize the Cal-OES 9-1-1 Emergency Communications Branch to enter into a final 
agreement with AT&T to provide network, equipment, installation and maintenance 
contract for the equipment. The contract includes all networks, systems and equipment 
needed, a one-year warranty and an additional 4-year service agreement. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:   
The purchase and installation of the replacement VIPER network and Paradise Police 
Department CPE will cost a total of $212,817.43. Once the Town authorizes the Cal-
OES 9-1-1 Branch to execute this contract, it will be funded entirely by the Town of 
Paradise’s CPE allotment within the Cal-OES 9-1-1 Branch funding. There is also residual 
funding available to cover any additions or change orders required to complete the system 
installation. There are no remaining costs expected to be borne by the Town of Paradise, 
having no impact to the Town budget. 
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VENDOR: P.O. NUMBER:

AT&T California PO Dispatch 18-01

ATTN:  Kent Ames PAYMENT TERMS:

3707 Kings Way Rm 33 GC927

Sacramento, CA  95821 STATE TRACKING NUMBER:

21692

STATE CONTRACT NUMBER:

4156-6 VIPER

SHIP TO ADDRESS: BILL TO ADDRESS:

Paradise Police Department CA GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES

5595 Black Olive Drive CA 9-1-1 EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE

Paradise, CA  95969 601 SEQUOIA PACIFIC BLVD  MS-911

SACRAMENTO, CA  95811-0282

QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE EXTENDED TOTAL

1 EACH $116,033.00 $116,033.00

1 EACH Installation $11,870.00 $11,870.00

48 MONTHS $472.00 $22,656.00

1 EACH $1,665.00 $1,665.00

1 EACH $736.00 $736.00

48 MONTHS $56.00 $2,688.00

1 EACH $21,796.29 $21,796.29

1 EACH VIPER Host Installation $1,553.61 $1,553.61

48 MONTHS VIPER Host Maintenance $38.61 $1,853.28

1 EACH MIS Host $218.22 $218.22

1 EACH MIS Host Installation $1,502.61 $1,502.61

48 MONTHS MIS Host Maintenance $16.04 $769.92

2 EACH PSAP Routers $3,500.00 $7,000.00

2 EACH PSAP Router Installation $4,793.80 $9,587.60

2 MONTHS PSAP Router Maintenance $2,220.00 $4,440.00

1 $8,447.90 $8,447.90

$212,817.43

$212,817.43

$0.00

PRINTED NAME & TITLE OF AUTHORIZING SIGNATURE: OTHER INSTRUCTIONS:  

Eric Reinbold, Acting Chief of Police

AUTHORIZING SIGNATURE: DATE:

TOWN OF PARADISE

*** PURCHASE TOTAL ***

BILL TO THE STATE 9-1-1 OFFICE:

BILL TO THE ORDERING AGENCY:

Maintenance

Installation

PSAP MIS 

Tax

Maintenance

COST SUMMARY

DESCRIPTION

AT&T to install and maintain a new 3 position Viper 9-1-1 

system at Paradise PD in compliance with the terms and 

conditions of MPA Contract Number: 4145-6 and the 

associated price quote and scope of work.

VIPER Host
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T o w n  o f  P a r a d i s e  
Council Agenda Summary 

Date: August 14, 2018  

   AGENDA NO. 6(a) 

ORIGINATED BY:  Craig Baker, Community Development Director 

REVIEWED BY: Lauren Gill, Town Manager 

  
SUBJECT:    Town Council discussion regarding short-term rental of single-family 

residences in the Town of Paradise, the potential necessity for the 
town to regulate such uses and collection of transient occupancy tax   

   
COUNCIL ACTIONS REQUESTED: 
 

1. Conduct a public discussion regarding the collection of transient occupancy tax from 
short-term rental of single-family residences, and 
 

2. Conduct a public discussion regarding short-term rentals in the Town of Paradise in 
the context of the potential adverse effects upon the town’s existing residential 
neighborhoods and efforts by other local jurisdictions that have developed or are 
developing new regulations to address them 

 
BACKGROUND:  
 

With the rise of the online hospitality marketplace, online businesses such as Airbnb, 
VRBO, HomeAway and similar companies have made renting out a room or two an easy 
option for homeowners in areas not considered as tourist destinations. This potential land 
use issue is increasing in frequency and potential for controversy has increased in many 
areas where short-term rentals are prevalent. 
 
If short-term rentals present problems for communities, these issues or conflicts are often 
addressed through zoning regulations. As of this writing, it appears that only a small 
handful of short-term rentals are operating in the Town of Paradise and staff has not 
received any complaints regarding their operation to date. 
 
Short-term rental zoning provisions often define short-term as less than 30 days. The 
same concept may be called transient rentals, or short-term transient rentals. The 
concept has grown in popularity throughout California and the United States. Short-term 
rentals can provide a way for homeowners to generate additional income. While most are 
in or near popular tourist destinations, at least 56 municipalities in California have some 
form of regulating short-term rentals. 
 

Local zoning regulations are likely to establish various standards for short-term rentals. 
These regulations may be aimed at attempting to address some of the following issues: 
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 Development of a detailed definition for short-term rentals.  
 Posting or availability at the town hall of one or two local contact persons who will be 

responsible for handling any problems that arise with the use of the property. 
 Requirements for providing off-street parking. Typically the requirement could be met 

by extra driveway space. 
 Noise and nuisance provisions or reference(s) to other ordinances addressing such 

issues. 
 Minimum required separation between short-term rentals. A particular interval of feet 

may be used to assure that a given area that may be more desirable than another 
does not become overly saturated with short-term rentals. 

 Reinforcement of the normal occupancy limits (number of persons who may live in the 
home) for a particular zoning district as applying also to short-term rental tenants. 

 Limits to occupancy levels – by the numbers of available bedrooms – for units served 
by on-site septic systems. 

 Proof of code compliance, fire safety measures, adequate water and electrical 
service, or other utilities or infrastructure that may be of particular concern. 

 Requirements for notifying neighbors, or perhaps even for their agreement. 
 Limitations on the tenant turnover over a certain period of time. 
 Limitations on particular areas of the town or city where short-term rental either is not 

allowed at all or is not restricted. Such statements within a zoning ordinance would 
amount to establishing an overlay district pertaining just to the subject of transient 
rentals.  

 Imposition of a special use permit or conditional use permit requirement, allowing for 
scrutiny of the particular factual characteristics of a short-term rental property before 
allowing such a use. 

 Limiting the number of short-term rentals on a single site (a separation distance 
requirement would probably address this issue). 

DISCUSSION 
 
Under the town’s current regulations, vacation rentals fit into our zoning code definition of 
“motel or lodging” and are subject to collection and payment of transient occupancy 
taxes, pursuant to Chapter 3.24 of the PMC. Any transient lodging that is less than 31 
consecutive days is subject to the tax.  Vacation rentals also fit into the definition of 
“Hotel” in Chapter 3.24 and thus, are subject to the tax. Zoning regulations potentially 
allow the establishment of lodging establishments in the Central Business (CB), 
Community Commercial (CC) and Community Services (CS) zones subject to either a 
site plan review permit or a use permit. Vacation rentals may also meet the definition of 
“bed and breakfast” in the zoning code. Bed and breakfasts are potentially permitted in all 
residential zones subject to a conditional use permit. So, the town may be set up to 
conditionally allow vacation rentals in almost all zones, subject to conditions that assure 
compatibility. What the town’s zoning regulations do not contain is a standardized list of 
requirements for short-term rentals. Interestingly, bed and breakfasts are enumerated in 
the CC zone as a permitted use, so depending on what definition you use (motel or bed 
and breakfast), there may or may not be an entitlement in the CC zone, but transient 
occupancy taxes will always apply, regardless of the definition. 
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Transient occupancy tax is currently collected by the town from any occupancy that is 
classified in Paradise Municipal Code (PMC) Chapter 3.24 as a “hotel” which includes the 
term “tourist house.” Based upon a review of Chapter 3.24 and the town’s business 
license regulations, it appears that short-term rentals are currently subject to both sets of 
town regulations. Operators of lodging facilities receive a Transient Occupancy 
Registration Certificate and are required to collect ten percent of any rental fee to pay to 
the town.  These fees are deposited in the general fund and help pay for police, fire, 
roads, etc. 
 
Butte County regulations for short-term rentals 
 
The Butte County Zoning Ordinance does not currently allow the use of residences for 
short-term rentals, however efforts are currently underway to develop zoning regulations 

as directed by the Board of Supervisors on February 12, 2018 to address short‐term 

rentals through an administrative permitting process with performance criteria for the 
approval of short-term rentals. 
 
A draft ordinance has been prepared by county staff and will be the subject of a second 
public workshop before the Butte County Planning Commission on August 9, 2018 at 2:00 

p.m. The purpose of the draft ordinance is to ensure that short‐term rentals do not create 

nuisances or disturbances in neighborhoods and residential zones. The purpose of the 
upcoming Planning Commission meeting is to provide an opportunity to receive questions 
and comments from Planning Commissioners and the public. Direction received from the 
Planning Commission during this upcoming workshop meeting will be incorporated into 
the draft ordinance for consideration at a future public hearing. A copy of the draft 
ordinance is attached for your review.  
 
The purpose of the county’s proposed short-term rental regulations ordinance is to 
ensure the following: 
 

1) Short‐term rentals are compatible with and do not adversely impact surrounding 

residential uses, 
2) Property owners have the option to utilize their properties for short-term rental use, 
3) Risks to public safety and health to occupants and owners are minimized, 
4) Property values are maintained, 
5) Visitation and tourism to Butte County is supported, and, 
6) Transient occupancy tax is collected in order to provide fair and equitable tax collection 
for all lodging providers. 
 
City of Chico regulations for short-term rentals 
 

The City of Chico does not currently regulate short-term rentals. However, the Chico City 
Council recently introduced an ordinance amending and clarifying the text of Chico 
Municipal Code section 3.52.030 to explicitly allow for the collection of transient 
occupancy tax (TOT) from short-term rentals by the city.  
. 
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FINANCIAL IMPACT: Indeterminate at this time. 
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Town of Paradise 

Council Agenda Summary 

Date: August 14, 2018 

   Agenda Item: 6(b) 

 

ORIGINATED BY: Susan Hartman, CDD Manager/Assistant Planner 

REVIEWED BY: Lauren M. Gill, Town Manager 

SUBJECT: Discussion Regarding Vending in the Downtown 

 
COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED: 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

1. Provide staff with direction on desired changes to the Paradise Municipal 
Code relating to the street vending regulations, if any, to present at a 
future council meeting. 

 
Background: 
 
Chapter 5.11 of the Paradise Municipal Code (PMC) sets forth the requirements for the 

application and issuance of vending licenses within the Town. A license is required to 

vend, sell, hawk or display for sale any merchandise upon outdoor locations within the 

Town of Paradise that is not associated with a fixed place of business displaying its 

inventory. Currently, vending licenses can only be issued for the sale of food 

concessions (fresh, processed, prepared, or cooked food from a non-fixed place of 

business) and flowers. Vending licenses are issued for a single location and not 

transferable to another site as not all properties are zoned for retails sales. Each 

applicant for a vendor has to provide evidence to the Town of the property owner’s 

authorization and the permit conditions, such as road setbacks and parking availability, 

are site specific. Vending is only permissible on private commercial property, not Town 

owned property. Only the Paradise Community Park has been made available, though 

the adoption of Ordinance 461, for reserved private use and just like the reserved use of 

other public property, requires a $1,000,000 liability policy naming the Town as 

additionally insured.  

 

Vendors are still required to comply with all other regulations of the Paradise Municipal 

Code as well as any pertinent county, state, or federal law per PMC Section 5.11.030.D 

License Conditions. This includes the zoning ordinance (Title 17 of the PMC) which 

dictates in which zoning districts retail sales are permitted – the Community Commercial 

zone and Central Business zone (downtown).  

 

Chapter 5.11 of the PMC does apply additional regulations to vending in the downtown; 

restricting the license to four (4) consecutive days or less and linked to a special 

community event sponsored by either a nonprofit group and/or public entity recognized 
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by the Town of Paradise. In practical terms that means full-time food vendors are 

unable to secure vending licenses for any properties along those portions of Skyway, 

Foster Road or Almond Street that sit between Pearson and Elliott Roads as well as 

Pearson Road between Skyway and Black Olive Drive.  

 

Discussion: 
 
Popularity in mobile food vending 
With the increased popularity of food trucks as a quick and convenient means of dining, 

the Town has seen an increase, though modest compared to neighboring jurisdictions, 

in the request for, and issuance of, vending licenses specifically for food trucks (not 

counting fruit & vegetable stands). Food trucks provide unique dining alternatives and 

allow for business owners to participate in a restaurant style land use without the 

difficulty of finding a vacant building that has sufficient septic capacity for a traditional 

restaurant.  

How vending and special events are different 
In the context of food trucks, this discussion warrants mentioning the difference 

between a vending license and a special event permit. A vending license is for one 

vendor at a specific commercial site to sell food and/or flowers for an entire calendar 

year through the issuance of a license granted by the Planning Division. A special event 

permit is for an organized event consisting of many vendors that is for a specific day 

and time and may be located on nonresidential property that extends beyond the 

Community Commercial and Central Business zoning districts such as the Community 

Facilities and Community Services zoning districts. Some examples of special event 

permits are Wine in the Pines, Johnny Appleseed, Chocolate Fest, and Food Truck 

Paradise. Those permit applications are reviewed by the Town Manager, the Police 

Chief, the Fire Marshal, and the Public Works Manager. In addition, the events are 

inspected by the Fire Marshal. As you can see, there currently is, and has been, an 

avenue for permitting the occasional food truck rally. This particular discussion is in 

regards to individual vendors who conduct business on a full-time daily basis under an 

annual permit.  

Overall goals for the downtown as presented in the Downtown Revitalization 
Master Plan and General Plan 
When considering revisions to ordinances that regulate activities within the downtown, 

it's important to note that the Town has at least three existing adopted documents that 

outline objectives and policies for the downtown. They are the Downtown Revitalization 

Master Plan, adopted by council in 2000, the Town of Paradise Design Standards, 

adopted by council in 2010, and the 1994 Town of Paradise General Plan. Some goals 

of the Downtown Revitalization Master Plan are to "strengthen the downtown's retail & 

professional service base and encourage the clustering of related businesses" and "to 

enhance the downtown's physical appeal and image". To that end, the Downtown 

Design Standards set a goal to "use good design to create a place that attracts 

pedestrians, promotes mixed-use developments, encourages commerce, and 

aesthetically improves the character of Paradise, as a charming mountain community". 

And finally, the 1994 Town of Paradise General Plan is the blueprint for development 
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within the Town and contains policies to achieve those goals. Land Use Policy 29 (LUP-

29) states "the Central Commercial area [General Plan designation for the Central 

Business zoning district] should fill a community-wide goods and services role and 

should provide a focus for visitors to the community". LUP-31 echoes a similar 

sentiment with "commercial development along Skyway should be directed toward 

visitor services, and retail sales and infill strip development should be permitted along 

the Skyway between Neal Road and Bille Road".   

If allowed, should vending in the downtown be subject to additional conditions?  
Only when you collectively consider all of the goals already in place, which strive 

to support and strengthen the downtown, can you provide effective and constructive 

direction for achieving those objectives. Knowing that a successful and thriving 

downtown is meant to be the focus of our community, are there vending regulations 

contained within Chapter 5.11 of the PMC that, if revised, would help to further those 

goals and objectives? Does opening up full-time vending in the downtown promote 

economic vitality and enhance the image and identity of the downtown?  There is a 

balance between ensuring that food trucks have ample vending opportunities within the 

Town without posing a threat to brick-and-mortar restaurants, blocking the already 

limited supply of parking in the downtown, or creating incompatible aesthetics.  

If the Council would like to formally consider revising the regulations governing vending 

in the downtown, staff would bring back a draft ordinance for review. At this time, 

feedback from Council is requested before creating an ordinance based, in part, on 

these considerations: 

 Should all food concession and flower sales be permitted in the downtown or 

only mobile food trucks?  

 Knowing that the size of permitted outdoor displays in the downtown are half that 

of other commercial areas, should there be a limit or ban on outdoor furniture 

and/or shade covers for vendors?  

 Should vending licenses only be issued on properties that have an active 

business on-site?  

 Are there any design standards that should be applied to mobile food units in the 

downtown?  

 Typically one portable sign is allowed, as part of the permit conditions, with each 

vending license. Due to the small sizes of the parcels in the downtown, the 

already reduced road setback, the primary business on-site being allowed their 

own portable sign, would allowing downtown vendors a portable sign create too 

much visible clutter?  

 
Financial Impact: 
 

Discussion of municipal code ordinances will have no financial impact upon the Town of 

Paradise. 
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INFORMATION AND PROCEDURES 

 
 

RESOLUTIONS CONTAINED IN THIS PACKET: The League bylaws provide that 

resolutions shall be referred by the president to an appropriate policy committee for review and 

recommendation. Resolutions with committee recommendations shall then be considered by the 

General Resolutions Committee at the Annual Conference. 

 

This year, two resolutions have been introduced for consideration at the Annual Conference and 

referred to League policy committees.   

 

POLICY COMMITTEES: Five policy committees will meet at the Annual Conference to consider 

and take action on the resolutions referred to them. The committees are: Environmental Quality, 

Governance, Transparency & Labor Relations; Housing, Community & Economic Development; 

Revenue and Taxation; and Transportation, Communication & Public Works. The committees will 

meet from 9:00 – 11:00 a.m. on Wednesday, September 12, at the Hyatt Regency Long Beach.  The 

sponsors of the resolutions have been notified of the time and location of the meeting.   

 

GENERAL RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE: This committee will meet at 1:00 p.m. on Thursday, 

September 13, at the Hyatt Long Beach, to consider the reports of the policy committees regarding 

the resolutions. This committee includes one representative from each of the League’s regional 

divisions, functional departments and standing policy committees, as well as other individuals 

appointed by the League president.  Please check in at the registration desk for room location. 

 

ANNUAL LUNCHEON/BUSINESS MEETING/GENERAL ASSEMBLY: This meeting 

will be held at 12:30 p.m. on Friday, September 14, at the Long Beach Convention Center. 

 

PETITIONED RESOLUTIONS: For those issues that develop after the normal 60-day 

deadline, a resolution may be introduced at the Annual Conference with a petition signed by 

designated voting delegates of 10 percent of all member cities (48 valid signatures required) and 

presented to the Voting Delegates Desk at least 24 hours prior to the time set for convening the 

Annual Business Meeting of the General Assembly.  This year, that deadline is 12:30 p.m., 

Thursday, September 13.  Resolutions can be viewed on the League's Web site: 

www.cacities.org/resolutions. 

 

Any questions concerning the resolutions procedures may be directed to Meg Desmond at the 

League office: mdesmond@cacities.org or (916) 658-8224
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GUIDELINES FOR ANNUAL CONFERENCE RESOLUTIONS 

 

Policy development is a vital and ongoing process within the League. The principal means for 

deciding policy on the important issues facing cities is through the League’s seven standing policy 

committees and the board of directors. The process allows for timely consideration of issues in a 

changing environment and assures city officials the opportunity to both initiate and influence policy 

decisions. 

 

Annual conference resolutions constitute an additional way to develop League policy. Resolutions 

should adhere to the following criteria. 

 

Guidelines for Annual Conference Resolutions 

 

1. Only issues that have a direct bearing on municipal affairs should be considered or adopted 

at the Annual Conference. 

 

2. The issue is not of a purely local or regional concern. 

 

3. The recommended policy should not simply restate existing League policy. 

 

4. The resolution should be directed at achieving one of the following objectives: 

 

(a) Focus public or media attention on an issue of major importance to cities. 

 

(b) Establish a new direction for League policy by establishing general principals around 

which more detailed policies may be developed by policy committees and the board of 

directors. 

 

(c) Consider important issues not adequately addressed by the policy committees and 

board of directors. 

 

(d) Amend the League bylaws (requires 2/3 vote at General Assembly). 
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LOCATION OF MEETINGS 
 
 

 

Policy Committee Meetings 

Wednesday, September 12, 9:00 – 11:00 a.m. 

Hyatt Regency Long Beach 

200 South Pine Avenue, Long Beach 

 

The following committees will be meeting: 

1. Environmental Quality 

2. Governance, Transparency & Labor Relations  

3. Housing, Community & Economic Development 

4. Revenue & Taxation  

5. Transportation, Communication & Public Works 

 

General Resolutions Committee 

Thursday, September 13, 1:00 p.m. 

Hyatt Regency Long Beach 

200 South Pine Avenue, Long Beach 

 

Annual Business Meeting and General Assembly Luncheon 

Friday, September 14, 12:30 p.m. 

Long Beach Convention Center 

300 East Ocean Boulevard, Long Beach 
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KEY TO ACTIONS TAKEN ON RESOLUTIONS 

Resolutions have been grouped by policy committees to which they have been assigned.  

 

 

Number   Key Word Index    Reviewing Body Action 

  

  1 2 3 

1 - Policy Committee Recommendation 

     to General Resolutions Committee 

2 - General Resolutions Committee 

3 - General Assembly 

 

 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY POLICY COMMITTEE 
       1 2 3 

2 Repeal Preemption of Regulating Pesticides    

 

GOVERNANCE, TRANSPARENCY & LABOR RELATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE 
       1 2 3 

1 Local Municipal Authority, Control, and Revenue    

 

HOUSING, COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT POLICY COMMITTEE 
       1 2 3 

 1 Local Municipal Authority, Control, and Revenue    

 

REVENUE & TAXATION POLICY COMMITTEE 
       1 2 3 

1 Local Municipal Authority, Control, and Revenue    

 

TRANSPORTATION, COMMUNICATION & PUBLIC WORKS POLICY COMMITTEE 
       1 2 3 

 1 Local Municipal Authority, Control, and Revenue    

 

 

Information pertaining to the Annual Conference Resolutions will also be posted on each 

committee’s page on the League website: www.cacities.org.  The entire Resolutions Packet will 

be posted at: www.cacities.org/resolutions. 
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KEY TO ACTIONS TAKEN ON RESOLUTIONS (Continued) 

 

Resolutions have been grouped by policy committees to which they have been assigned. 

 

 

KEY TO REVIEWING BODIES KEY TO ACTIONS TAKEN 

 

1.  Policy Committee  

 

A  Approve 

 

2.  General Resolutions Committee 

 

D   Disapprove 

 

3.  General Assembly 

 

N   No Action 

 

 

 

R   Refer to appropriate policy committee for 

study 

ACTION FOOTNOTES 

 

 

a   Amend+ 

 

*  Subject matter covered in another resolution 

 

Aa   Approve as amended+ 

**  Existing League policy Aaa   Approve with additional amendment(s)+ 

 

***  Local authority presently exists 

 

Ra   Refer as amended to appropriate policy 

committee for study+ 

  

Raa   Additional amendments and refer+ 

 

  

Da   Amend (for clarity or brevity) and 

Disapprove+ 

 

 

 

 

Na   Amend (for clarity or brevity) and take No 

Action+ 

 

W         Withdrawn by Sponsor 

 

 

 

Procedural Note:   
The League of California Cities resolution process at the Annual Conference is guided by the League 

Bylaws.  A helpful explanation of this process can be found on the League’s website by clicking on this 

link:  Resolution Process. 
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1. RESOLUTION OF THE LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES CALLING UPON THE 

LEAGUE TO RESPOND TO THE INCREASING VULNERABILITIES TO LOCAL 

MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY, CONTROL AND REVENUE AND EXPLORE THE 

PREPARATION OF A BALLOT MEASURE AND/OR CONSTITUTIONAL 

AMENDMENT THAT WOULD FURTHER STRENGTHEN LOCAL DEMOCRACY 

AND AUTHORITY 

 

Source: City of Beverly Hills 

Concurrence of five or more cities/city officials: Cities: Arcadia, Burbank, Cupertino; Duarte; 

Oceanside; Ontario; Palo Alto; Redondo Beach; Santa Cruz; Sunnyvale; Torrance; West 

Hollywood 

Referred to: Governance, Transparency & Labor Relations; Housing, Community & Economic 

Development; Revenue and Taxation; and Transportation, Communication & Public Works 

Policy Committees 

 

WHEREAS, the State of California is comprised of diverse communities that are home 

to persons of differing backgrounds, needs, and aspirations; yet united by the vision that the most 

accessible, responsive, effective, and transparent form of democratic government is found at the 

local level and in their own communities; and 

 

WHEREAS, subsidiarity is the principle that democratic decisions are best made at the 

most local level best suited to address the needs of the People, and suggests that local 

governments should be allowed to find solutions at the local level before the California 

Legislature imposes uniform and overreaching measures throughout the State; and 

 

WHEREAS, the California Constitution recognizes that local self-government is the 

cornerstone of democracy by empowering cities to enact local laws and policies designed to 

protect the local public health, safety and welfare of their residents and govern the municipal 

affairs of charter cities; and 

 

WHEREAS, over recent years there have been an increasing number of measures 

introduced within the Legislature or proposed for the state ballot, often sponsored by powerful 

interest groups and corporations, aimed at undermining the authority, control and revenue 

options for local governments and their residents; and 

 

WHEREAS, powerful interest groups and corporations are willing to spend millions in 

political contributions to legislators to advance legislation, or to hire paid signature gatherers to 

qualify deceptive ballot proposals attempting to overrule or silence the voices of local residents 

and their democratically-elected local governments affected by their proposed policies; and 

 

WHEREAS, powerful interest groups and corporations propose and advance such 

measures because they view local democracy as an obstacle that disrupts the efficiency of 

implementing corporate plans and increasing profits and therefore object when local residents—

either through their elected city councils, boards of supervisors, special district boards, or by 

action of local voters—enact local ordinances and policies tailored to fit the needs of their 

individual communities; and 
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WHEREAS, public polling repeatedly demonstrates that local residents and voters have 

the highest levels of confidence in levels of government that are closest to the people, and thus 

would be likely to strongly support a ballot measure that would further strengthen the ability of 

communities to govern themselves without micromanagement from the state or having their 

authority undermined by deep-pocketed and powerful interests and corporations. 

 

RESOLVED that the League of California Cities should assess the increasing 

vulnerabilities to local authority, control and revenue and explore the preparation of a ballot 

measure and/or constitutional amendment that would give the state’s voters an opportunity to 

further strengthen local authority and preserve the role of local democracy to best preserve their 

local quality of life. 

 
  

7
158



Background Information on Resolution No. 1 

 

Source: City of Beverly Hills 

 

Background: 

The relationship between the state and cities functions best as a partnership where major 

policy issues are approached by the state with careful consideration of the varied conditions 

among the state’s 482 cities and 58 counties. There should be an appreciation of the 

importance of retaining local flexibility to tailor policies to reflect the needs and 

circumstances of the local community. Still, cities have had to respond to state legislation 

that undermines the principle of “local control” over important issues such as land use, 

housing, finance, infrastructure, elections, labor relations and other issues directly affecting 

cities. 

 

Alexis de Tocqueville’s “Democracy in America” examined the operation of the principle 

of subsidiarity in the early 19th century. Subsidiarity is an organizing principle that states 

matters should be handled by the smallest, lowest or least centralized competent authority.  

Tocqueville wrote that "Decentralization has not only an administrative value, but also a 

civic dimension, since it increases the opportunities for citizens to take interest in public 

affairs; it makes them get accustomed to using freedom.” Tocqueville’s works were first 

published in 1835 with a second volume published in 1840. The United States had a 

population of just 17 million people in 1840, less than 50% of the population of California 

today and yet there was value found in decentralization. 

 

Another consideration is to examine how the European Union (“EU”) operates. There are 

two prime guiding principles for the EU. The first is principle of conferral, which states 

that the EU should act only within the limits of the competences conferred on it by the 

treaties. The second, which is relevant to this resolution, is the principle of subsidiarity, 

which states that the EU should act only where an objective cannot be sufficiently achieved 

by the member states acting alone. Sacramento should operate in a similar manner and only 

govern when objectives need to be achieved at a much larger level than a local government. 

 

For years, Governor Jerry Brown himself has spoken on the principle of “subsidiarity.” 

Governor Brown has asserted for numerous years that local officials should have the 

flexibility to act without micromanagement from Sacramento.  

 

Legislation introduced in both 2017 and 2018 by the state legislature has continually 

threatened local control  in flagrant opposition to the principle of subsidiarity. This has 

included, but not been limited to, Senate Bill 649 (Hueso) Wireless Telecommunications 

Facilities (“SB 649”) in 2017; AB 252 (Ridley-Thomas) Local government: taxation: 

prohibition: video streaming services (“AB 252”) in 2017; and Senate Bill 827 (Wiener) 

Planning and Zoning: Transit-Rich Housing Bonus (“SB 827”) in 2018. 

 

SB 649 would have applied to all telecommunications providers and the equipment they 

use, including “micro-wireless,” “small cell,” and “macro-towers,” as well as a range of 

video and cable services. The bill would have allowed the use of “small cell” wireless 
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antennas and related equipment without a local discretionary permit in all zoning districts 

as a use by-right, subject only to an administrative permit. Additionally, SB 649 provided a 

de facto CEQA exemption for the installation of such facilities and precluded consideration 

by the public for the aesthetic, nuisance, and environmental impacts of these facilities. SB 

649 would have also removed the ability for cities to obtain fair and reasonable 

compensation when authorizing the use of public property and rights of way from a “for 

profit” company for this type of use. 

 

SB 649 passed out of the State Assembly by a vote of 46-16-17 and out of the State Senate 

by a vote of 22-10-8 despite over 300 cities and 47 counties in California providing letters 

of opposition. Ultimately, Governor Brown vetoed the bill as he believed “that the interest 

which localities have in managing rights of way requires a more balanced solution than the 

one achieved in this bill.” It is strongly believed that the issue of wireless 

telecommunications facilities is not over and it is anticipated that legislation will be 

introduced on this topic in January 2019. 

 

Another example of an incursion into local control was AB 252, which would have 

prohibited any tax on the sale or use of video streaming services, including sales and use 

taxes and utility user taxes. Over the last two decades, voters in 107 cities and 3 counties 

have adopted measures to modernize their Utility User Tax (“UUT”) ordinances. Of these 

jurisdictions, 87 cities and 1 county approved ordinances to allow a UUT on video 

providers. Prior to its first Committee hearing, AB 252 received opposition letters from 37 

cities, the League of California Cities, South Bay Council of Governments, California 

Contract Cities Association, and nine other organizations. This bill failed in the Assembly 

Revenue and Taxation Committee 8-0-2, which the author of the Committee chaired. 

 

More recently, SB 827 would have overridden local control on housing development that 

was within ½ mile of a major transit stop or ¼ mile from a high-quality bus corridor as 

defined by the legislation with some limitations. On April 17, 2018, SB 827 failed in the 

Senate Transportation and Housing Committee 4-6-3 but was granted reconsideration. State 

legislators have indicated they will continue to introduce legislation that will override local 

zoning ordinances for the development of affordable housing in conjunction with mixed 

use and/or luxury condominium/apartment housing.  

 

These are just three examples of the increasing attempts by Sacramento to supersede local 

control. Presently, there are discussions occurring in Sacramento to ban cities from creating 

their own municipal broadband or to prohibit local ordinances over the regulation of shared 

mobility devices such as dockless electric scooters. These decisions should remain with 

each individual jurisdiction to decide based on the uniqueness of their community and the 

constituents that live in each city. 

 

Often fueled by the actions of special interest groups, Sacramento is continually attempting 

to overreach their authority with various incursions on local control. The desire in 

Sacramento to strip communities of their ability to make decisions over issues which 

should remain at the local level seems to intensify each state legislative cycle. Increasingly, 

legislation is being introduced with a “one-size-fits-all” approach which is detrimental in a 
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state with over 40 million residents that have extremely diverse communities from the 

desert to the sea, from the southern to the northern borders. 

 

Loren King in the book “Cities, Subsidiarity and Federalism” states, “Decisions should be 

made at the lowest feasible scale possible”. The proposed resolution directs the League of 

California Cities to assess the increasing vulnerabilities to local authority, control and 

revenue. It also directs the League of California Cities to explore the preparation of a ballot 

measure and/or constitutional amendment which would aim to ensure that decisions are 

made as close to home as possible.  

 

Local government, when done right, is the best form of democracy precisely because it is 

closest to home.  A ballot measure and/or constitutional amendment would provide the 

state’s voters an opportunity to further strengthen local authority and maintain the role of 

local democracy to best preserve their local quality of life while still leaving the appropriate 

issues at the county, regional or state legislature depending on the topic.  Any ballot 

measure and/or constitutional amendment should institutionalize the principle of 

subsidiarity, while encouraging inclusive regional cooperation that recognizes the diversity 

of California’s many individual communities.  The time has come to allow the residents of 

California’s voters to decide if they prefer top down governance from Sacramento or 

bottom up governing from their own locally elected officials.  
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League of California Cities Staff Analysis on Resolution No. 1 

 

Staff:  Dan Carrigg, Johnnie Pina  

Committees: Governance, Transparency and Labor Relations 

Housing, Community & Economic Development  

Revenue & Taxation 

Transportation, Communication and Public Works  

 

Summary: 
This Resolution states that the League of California Cities should assess the vulnerabilities to 

local authority, control and revenue and explore the preparation of a ballot measure and or 

constitutional amendment that would give the state’s voters an opportunity to further strengthen 

local authority and preserve the role of local democracy.  

 

Background: 

The City of Beverly Hills is sponsoring this resolution in reaction to their concerns over 

measures coming from the Legislature and the initiative process attempting to roll back local 

control and hinder cities from providing optimal services to their residents.  

 

As examples, the city cites the 2017-2018 legislative cycle, the Legislature introduced bills such 

as Senate Bill 649 (Hueso) Wireless Telecommunications Facilities, and AB 252 (Ridley-

Thomas) proposing to prohibit taxes on video streaming services, and more recently Senate Bill 

827 (Wiener) Planning and Zoning: Transit-Rich Housing. SB 649 was vetoed by the Governor 

and SB 827 died in policy committee, however if these measures had been signed into law they 

would have impinged on the ability of a local government to be responsive to the needs of their 

constituents.  

 

The city maintains that “local government, when done right, is the best form of democracy 

precisely because it is closest to home.  A ballot measure and/or constitutional amendment would 

provide the state’s voters an opportunity to further strengthen local authority and maintain the 

role of local democracy to best preserve their local quality of life while still leaving the 

appropriate issues at the county, regional or state legislature depending on the topic.”   

 

Fiscal Impact: 

By requesting the League to “assess” vulnerabilities and “explore” the preparation of a ballot 

measure that would further protect local authority, there are no proposals to be quantified.  But it 

is presumed that the League would not pursue a measure that did not have positive impacts of 

further protecting local authority.   

 

For the League as an organization, however, the fiscal impact of sponsoring a ballot measure can 

be very expensive.  It can take several million dollars to qualify a measure via signature 

gathering, and much more to fund an effective campaign and overcome organized opposition.   

 

Comments: 

1) Ballot measure advocacy is a settled aspect of California’s political process.  This year’s 

November ballot is an example of that, with proposals ranging from dividing California 
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into three states, restoring rent control, repealing transportation funding, to funding 

housing and water bonds.  Three other measures are not on the November ballot after 

their sponsors spent millions gathering signatures to qualify measures, then leveraged 

last-minute legislative deals in exchange for pulling them from the ballot.   

2) Most major stakeholder organizations in Sacramento have realized that they cannot rely 

on legislative advocacy alone to protect their interests, but must develop and maintain the 

capacity to protect their interests in the ballot process as well. 

3) The League has been engaged in ballot advocacy for nearly 20 years.  In the early 2000’s, 

city officials were angered by repeated state raids of local revenues.  These concerns led 

to the League –-for the first time in its then 100-year history—developing a ballot 

advocacy infrastructure that included forming and fundraising for an issues political 

action committee (PAC), establishing a network of regional managers, and building a 

coalition with other organizations that ultimately led to the passage of Prop. 1A of 2004.  

Over the years, the League’s successful campaigns include the passage of Proposition 1A 

and Proposition 99 and the defeat of Propositions 90 and 98.   

 

a. Yes on Proposition 1A (2004)  

As a result of the passage of Prop 1A, local government revenues that otherwise 

would have been raided by the state legislature were kept in local coffers. This 

resulted in increased funding for public safety, health, libraries, parks and other 

locally delivered services. Proposition 1A PASSED WITH 83.7% OF THE 

VOTE. 

 

b. No on Proposition 90 (2006) 

Prop. 90 was a well-financed special interest-backed initiative that sought to 

eliminate most of local governments’ land use decision making authority. Led by 

the League, the opposition educated voters on how this measure’s far reaching 

provisions would have cost taxpayers billions of dollars by driving up the cost of 

infrastructure projects, prevented voters and state and local agencies from 

enacting environmental protections, jeopardized public safety services and more. 

Proposition 90 FAILED WITH 52.4% OF THE VOTERS VOTING NO.  

 

c. No on Proposition 98 Yes on Proposition 99 (2008)  

Given the hidden agendas within Prop 98, our message was not always an easy 

one to communicate to the electorate. The No on 98/ Yes on 99 campaign was 

able to educate voters on the important differences between both measures. As a 

result, important eminent domain reforms were enacted and both land use 

decision making and rent control were preserved within our communities.  

Proposition 98 FAILED WITH 61.6% OF THE VOTERS VOTING NO.  

Proposition 99 PASSED BY 61% OF THE VOTE.  

 

d. Yes on Proposition 22 (2010)  

As a result of the passage, local governments have been able to pay for 

infrastructure investment, create local jobs and avoid devastating cuts in our 

communities.    Proposition 22 APPROVED BY 60.7% OF VOTERS.  
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4) While the League has been able to recently defeat several major legislative proposals 

aimed and undermining local authority, and avoid a battle over the Business 

Roundtable’s measure in November due to the “soda tax” deal, the threats to local 

authority and revenue remain a constant concern.  Other interest groups may be 

emboldened by some of the recent “deals” cut by ballot proponents and seek to 

implement similar strategies for the 2020 ballot.  The next Governor may also have 

different philosophies then Governor Jerry Brown on “subsidiarity.” 

5) The League’s President opted to send this resolution to four policy committees for 

several reasons: (a) the recent major threats to local control covered broad policy areas: 

telecom, land use, contracting, and revenue; and (b) having this issue vetted broadly 

within the League policy process will provide a better assessment of the depth of concern 

for the vulnerability to local control within the membership  

6) If the membership chooses to approve this measure, it is strongly advisable to retain 

continued flexibility for the League to “assess” vulnerabilities and “explore” options.   

Any ballot initiative consideration must be approached very carefully by the organization.  

It is a difficult and very expensive endeavor that can have additional political 

ramifications.  For 120 years the League’s core mission has been to protect local control -

- and it has gone to the ballot successfully before to do so -- but any such effort must be 

approached thoughtfully, prudently and cautiously.  

 

Existing League Policy: 

Related to this Resolution, existing policy provides: 

 The League of California Cities’ Mission Statement is, “To expand and protect local 

control for cities through education and advocacy. To enhance the quality of life for all 

Californians”  

 The League of California Cities’ Summary of Existing Policy and Guidelines states,  

“We Believe 

o Local self-governance is the cornerstone of democracy. 

o Our strength lies in the unity of our diverse communities of interest. 

o In the involvement of all stakeholders in establishing goals and in solving 

problems. 

o In conducting the business of government with openness, respect, and civility. 

o The spirit of public service is what builds communities. 

o Open decision-making that is of the highest ethical standards honors the public 

trust. 

o Cities are the economic engine of California. 

o The vitality of cities is dependent upon their fiscal stability and local autonomy. 

o The active participation of all city officials increases the League’s effectiveness. 

o Focused advocacy and lobbying is most effective through partnerships and 

collaboration. 

o Well-informed city officials mean responsive, visionary leadership, and effective 

and efficient 

o city operations.”  

 Click here to view the Summary of Existing Policy and Guiding Principles 2018. 
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Support: 

The following letters of concurrence were received: Steven Scharf, Cupertino City Council 

Member; Michael S. Goldman, Sunnyvale City Council; Lydia Kou, Palo Alto City Council 

Member; David Terrazas, Mayor of Santa Cruz; Peter Weiss, Mayor of Oceanside; Alan D. 

Wapner, Mayor pro Tem of Ontario; Patrick Furey, Mayor of Torrance; Lauren Meister, West 

Hollywood Council Member; Liz Reilly, Duarte Mayor Pro Tem; Bill Brand, Mayor of Redondo 

Beach; Sho Tay, Mayor of Arcadia; Emily Gabel-Luddy, Mayor of Burbank. 
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2. A RESOLUTION OF THE LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES DECLARING ITS 

COMMITMENT TO SUPPORT THE REPEAL OF PREEMPTION IN CALIFORNIA 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE CODE § 11501.1 THAT PREVENTS LOCAL 

GOVERNMENTS FROM REGULATING PESTICIDES  

Source: City of Malibu 

Concurrence of five or more cities/city officials: Cities: Agoura Hills; Calabasas; Davis; Menlo 

Park; Moorpark; Ojai; Oxnard; Richmond; West Hollywood 

Referred to:  Environmental Quality 

 

WHEREAS, anticoagulant rodenticides are poisonous bait products that are poisoning 

80 to 90% of predator wildlife in California. These poisons cause painful, internal hemorrhaging 

in non-target animals, including pets, that accidentally ingest the products. Approximately 

10,000 children under the age of six are accidentally poisoned by anticoagulant rodenticides each 

year nationwide; and  

 

WHEREAS, in response to these harms, the California Department of Pesticide 

Regulation banned the consumer purchase and use of second-generation anticoagulant 

rodenticides in July 2014. Despite collecting data for almost four years after this ban, the 

Department of Fish and Wildlife found no evidence supporting a decrease in poisonings by 

anticoagulant rodenticides; and 

 

WHEREAS, the state of California currently only recognizes the harm posed by second-

generation anticoagulant rodenticides, which are prohibited in state wildlife habitat areas but are 

still available for agricultural purposes and by certified applicators throughout the state of 

California; and 

 

WHEREAS, first-generation anticoagulant rodenticides are still available to the public 

and used throughout California without limitation; and 

 

WHEREAS, nonpoisonous rodent control methods, such as controlling trash, sealing 

buildings, setting traps, erecting raptor poles and owl boxes, and removing rodent nesting areas 

are also effective rodent control methods; and 

 

WHEREAS, the state of California preempts cities from regulating pesticides; and 

 

WHEREAS, many cities across California have passed resolutions restricting pesticide 

use on city property and have expressed the desire to ban the use of pesticides within their 

jurisdictions. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the General Assembly of the League of 

California Cities, assembled in Long Beach, California on September 14, 2018, to do as follows: 

 

1. Encourage the state of California to fund and sponsor further research into the negative 

impacts of anticoagulant rodenticides to determine whether the use of these products 

should be further restricted or banned statewide.  
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2. Direct the League of California Cities staff to consider creating a task force with other 

organizations and jointly commission a report on the unintended negative impact of 

anticoagulant rodenticides; 

 

3. Encourage cities throughout California to eliminate use of anticoagulant rodenticides as 

part of their maintenance program in city-owned parks, lands, and facilities and to report 

on the effectiveness of other rodent control methods used in in their maintenance 

program; 

 

4. Encourage property owners throughout California to eliminate use of anticoagulant 

rodenticides on their properties; 

 

5. Encourage cities throughout California to join in these advocacy efforts to mitigate the 

unintended negative impacts of anticoagulant rodenticides;  

 

6. Endorse a repeal of California Food and Agriculture Code § 11501.1 to end local 

preemption of regulating pesticides; and 

 

7. Call for the Governor and the Legislature to work with the League of California Cities 

and other stakeholders to consider and implement this reform. 
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Background Information on Resolution 

Source: City of Malibu 

Background: 

 

A. Anticoagulant rodenticides are unnecessarily destructive and dangerous 

Anticoagulant rodenticides contain lethal agents that disrupt the normal blood clotting or 

coagulation process causing dosed rodents to die from uncontrolled bleeding or hemorrhaging. 

Deaths typically occur between four days and two weeks after rodents begin to feed on the bait. 

Animals commonly targeted by anticoagulant rodenticides include rats, mice, gophers and 

squirrels. Non-target predator wildlife victims, which are exposed to an 80-90% risk of 

poisoning, include owls, hawks, bobcats, bears, foxes, coyotes, and mountain lions. The 

endangered species at risk of poisoning include fishers, spotted owls, and San Joaquin foxes. The 

use of anticoagulant rodenticides not only harms rodents, but it commonly harms pets, such as 

dogs, cats, and bunnies, and other wildlife that mistakenly eat the bait through primary poisoning 

or that unknowingly consume animals that have ingested the anticoagulant rodenticide through 

secondary poisoning. Children also suffer poisoning by mistakenly ingesting anticoagulant 

rodenticides.  

 

California recognizes the grave harm that can be caused by anticoagulant rodenticides and has 

partially restricted access to second-generation anticoagulant rodenticides by the public:  

 

Because of documented hazards to wildlife, pets and children, the California 

Department of Pesticide Regulation has restricted public access to some of these 

materials in California. As of July 1, 2014, rodenticide products containing the 

active ingredients brodifacoum, bromadiolone, difethialone and difenacoum are 

only to be used by licensed applicators (professional exterminators).1  

 

California has also prohibited the use of these ingredients in any “wildlife habitat area,” which is 

defined as “any state park, state wildlife refuge, or state conservancy.”2  

 

The United State Environmental Protection Agency3 and the California Department of Pesticide 

Regulation4 have both documented in detail the damage to wildlife from second-generation 

anticoagulant rodenticides in support of the 2014 consumer ban on the purchase and use of the 

products. While first-generation anticoagulant rodenticides are less toxic, they are far more 

abundant due to their continued availability to all members of public.4 The California 

Department of Fish & Wildlife was tasked with collecting data on poisoning incidents to 

ascertain the effectiveness of the restrictions on second-generation anticoagulant rodenticides. 

After almost four years of collecting data, there was no evidence supporting a reduction in the 

number of poisonings.  

 

1 https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/living-with-wildlife/rodenticides. 
2 Cal. Food and Agric. Code § 12978.7.  
3 https://www.epa.gov/rodenticides/restrictions-rodenticide-products 
4 https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/registration/reevaluation/chemicals/brodifacoum_final_assess.pdf 
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Recent studies by the University of California, Los Angeles and the National Park Service on 

bobcats have shown that first-generation anticoagulant rodenticide poisoning levels similar to the 

second-generation anticoagulant rodenticides poisoning levels.5 A comprehensive study of 111 

mountain lions in 37 California counties found first-generation anticoagulant rodenticides in the 

liver tissue of 81 mountain lions (73% of those studied) across 33 of the 37 counties, and second-

generation anticoagulant rodenticides in 102 mountain lions (92% of those studied) across 35 of 

the 37 counties.6 First-generation anticoagulant rodenticides were identified as contributing to 

the poisoning of Griffith Park mountain lion, P-22, (who was rescued), and the deaths of 

Newbury Park mountain lion, P-34, and Verdugo Hills mountain lion, P-41.  

 

This data demonstrates the inadequacy of current legislative measures to ameliorate the 

documented problem caused by both second-generation and first-generation anticoagulant 

rodenticides.  

 

B. State law preempts general law cities from regulating the use of pesticides, including 

anticoagulant rodenticides 

A general law city may not enact local laws that conflict with general state law.7 Local 

legislation that conflicts with state law is void.8 A local law conflicts with state law if it (1) 

duplicates, (2) contradicts, or (3) enters a field that has been fully occupied by state law, whether 

expressly or by implication. A local law falling into any of these categories is “preempted” and is 

unenforceable. 

 

State law expressly bars local governments from regulating or prohibiting pesticide use. This bar 

is codified in the California Food and Agricultural Code § 11501.1(a):   

This division and Division 7 . . . are of statewide concern and occupy the whole 

field of regulation regarding the registration, sale, transportation, or use of 

pesticides to the exclusion of all local regulation. Except as otherwise specifically 

provided in this code, no ordinance or regulation of local government, including, 

but not limited to, an action by a local governmental agency or department, a county 

board of supervisors, or a city council, or a local regulation adopted by the use of 

an initiative measure, may prohibit or in any way attempt to regulate any matter 

relating to the registration, transportation, or use of pesticides, and any of these 

ordinances, laws or regulations are void and of no force or effect. 

 

State law also authorizes the state to take action against any local entity that promulgates an 

ordinance or regulation that violates § 11501.1(a).9 The statute was specifically adopted to 

overrule a 30 year old court decision in People v. County of Mendocino,10 which had held that a 

5 L. E. K. Serieys, et al, “Anticoagulant rodenticides in urban bobcats: exposure, risk factors and potential effects 

based on a 16-year study,” Ecotoxicology (2015) 24:844–862. 
6 J. Rudd, et al, “Prevalence of First-Generation and Second-Generation Rodenticide Exposure in California 

Mountain Lions,” Proceeding of the 28th Vertebrate Pest Conference, February 2018. 
7 Cal. Const. art. XI § 7.  
8 City of Riverside v. Inland Empire Patients Health and Wellness Center, Inc. (2013) 56 Cal. 4th 729, 743. 
9 Cal. Food and Agric. Code § 11501.1, subd. (b).  
10 People ex rel. Deukmejian v. County of Mendocino (1984) 36 Cal. 3d 476. 
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local regulation prohibiting aerial application of phenoxy herbicides was not then preempted by 

state or federal law.11   

 

The use of pesticides is broadly regulated by state law. In the language of preemption law, the 

state “occupies the field,” leaving no room for additional local law on the subject. Accordingly, a 

city’s ban on the use of anticoagulant rodenticides would be unenforceable.    

 

C. California should repeal the preemption in Cal. Food and Agric. Code § 11501.1 to 

provide cities with the authority to decide how to regulate pesticides within their 

own jurisdictions based on local concerns 

The state of California should provide cities with the authority to regulate the use of pesticides in 

their own jurisdictions based on their own individual local needs.  

 

Recognizing that cities’ power to “make and enforce within its limits all local, police, sanitary, 

and other ordinances and regulations” is presently preempted by the general laws of the state, 

cities throughout California request that the state provide cities with the authority to decide how 

to deal with rodents based on their land use.  

 

Depending on such land use, cities may decide to allow the use of nonpoisonous control 

methods, non-anticoagulant rodenticides, or anticoagulant rodenticides, if necessary. 

Nonpoisonous methods to control rodent pests, include sealing entrances to buildings, sanitizing 

property, removing rodent habitats, such as ivy or wood piles, setting traps, and erecting raptor 

poles or owl boxes. For example, a recent landmark study by Ventura County established that 

installing raptor poles for hawks and owls was more effective than anticoagulant rodenticides in 

reducing the damage to water control levees caused by ground squirrel burrows. Burrows 

decreased by 66% with the change.12 

 

The ultimate goal is to allow cities to address their local concerns with the input of community 

members at open and public meetings. Presently, cities are unable to adequately address local 

concerns; they are limited to encouraging or discouraging behavior. 

 

D. Conclusion 

The negative effects from the use of anticoagulant rodenticides across California has garnered 

the interest of cities and community members to remedy the problem. By presenting this 

resolution to the League of California Cities, the City of Malibu hopes to organize support and 

gain interest at the state level to repeal the preemption in Cal. Food and Agric. Code § 11501.1 to 

provide cities with the authority to regulate pesticides based on individual, local concerns. 

11 IT Corp. v. Solano County Bd. Of Supervisors (1991) 1 Cal. 4th 81, fn. 9; Turner v. Chevron USA Inc., 2006 WL 

1314013, fn. 14 (unpublished).  
12 http://vcportal.ventura.org/BOS/District2/RaptorPilotStudy.pdf 
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League of California Cities Staff Analysis on Resolution No. 2 

 

Staff:  Erin Evans-Fudem 

Committee:  Environmental Quality  

 

Summary: 

This resolution seeks to have the state and the League study the negative impacts of 

anticoagulant rodenticides and address the inability of cities to regulate the use of rodenticides 

and pesticides.  

 

Specifically related to anticoagulant rodenticides, the resolution would encourage the state to 

fund research into the negative impacts and a potential restriction or ban; direct the League to 

consider creating a task force to study and report on the unintended negative consequences; 

encourage cities and property owners to eliminate use; and encourage cities to join advocacy 

efforts. In addition, the resolution would direct the League to endorse repeal of a statute that 

preempts local regulation of pesticides. 

 

Background:  

The City of Malibu is sponsoring this resolution out of concern about the effect of a certain type 

of rodent control (anticoagulant rodenticides) has on other wildlife. According to the City, 

anticoagulant rodenticides disrupt the blood clotting process and therefore cause rodents to die 

from bleeding or hemorrhaging. This rodenticide is commonly used on rats, mice, gophers, and 

squirrels. Predator animals that eat rodents can be exposed to anticoagulant rodenticides if they 

consume animals that have eaten the bait. These animals include owls, hawks, bobcats, bears, 

foxes, coyotes, and mountain lions. Furthermore, pets can also be exposed to anticoagulant 

rodenticides if they eat the bait or consume animals that have eaten the bait.   

 

Some cities have passed “ceremonial resolutions” locally. For example, the City of Malibu has 

two ordinances in place to discontinue use of rodenticides and traps in city-owned parks, roads, 

and facilities, as well as encourage businesses and property owners not to use anticoagulant 

rodenticides on their property.  

 

Fiscal Impact: 

Costs to cities would include using alternative methods of rodent control and studying the 

efficacy. Since the resolution encourages, but does not mandate action by cities, city costs would 

be taken on voluntarily.   

 

Fiscal impact to the League would include costs associated with the task force, scientific 

research, and educating League staff and members. For the task force, the League may incur 

costs associated with staffing, convening, and educating a task force to study anticoagulant 

rodenticides, as well as the cost of writing a report. This could include a need for outside experts 

with knowledge of pesticides and their ecological impacts. League resources would also be 

utilized to support proposals to repeal the statute preempting local regulation of pesticides; 

however, this cost may be absorbed with existing staff resources.  
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Comments:  

Pesticides are regulated by federal and state governments. The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 

and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) reserves for the federal government authority over pesticide 

labeling. States can adopt stricter labeling requirements and can effectively ban sale and use of 

pesticides that do not meet state health or safety standards.1 For 51 years, California has reserved 

regulation of pesticides for the state only, preempting local regulation.2 This preemption has 

been ratified and confirmed in subsequent court decisions and legislation. However, County 

Agricultural Commissioners work to enforce the state laws. Local governments may regulate or 

restrict pesticide use in their own operations, including use in municipal buildings or parks.34  

 

Broad direction. This resolution would direct the League to take a position allowing broad local 

discretion over pesticide regulation in general. Because the regulation of anticoagulant 

rodenticides is largely based in science, additional or outside expertise may be needed to ensure 

full understanding of the science behind rodent control methods. The resolution itself is not 

limited to allowing local governments to regulate anticoagulant rodenticides, which this 

resolution otherwise targets.  

 

Rodent control methods. There are numerous methods of controlling rodents, including lethal 

traps, live traps, and poison baits. There are two generations of rodenticide poisons because after 

rodents became resistant to the first generation, the second was developed. The U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) provides the following information below related 

to the science and use of anticoagulant rodenticides:  

 

Most of the rodenticides used today are anticoagulant compounds that interfere with 

blood clotting and cause death from excessive bleeding. Deaths typically occur between 

four days and two weeks after rodents begin to feed on the bait.  

 

First-generation anticoagulants include the anticoagulants that were developed as 

rodenticides before 1970. These compounds are much more toxic when feeding occurs on 

several successive days rather than on one day only. Chlorpophacinone, diphacinone and 

warfarin are first-generation anticoagulants that are registered to control rats and mice in 

the United States. 

 

Second-generation anticoagulants were developed beginning in the 1970s to control 

rodents that are resistant to first-generation anticoagulants. Second-generation 

anticoagulants also are more likely than first-generation anticoagulants to be able to kill 

after a single night's feeding. These compounds kill over a similar course of time but tend 

to remain in animal tissues longer than do first-generation ones. These properties mean 

that second-generation products pose greater risks to nontarget species that might feed on 

bait only once or that might feed upon animals that have eaten the bait. Due to these 

1 California Department of Pesticide Regulation (CDPR), A Guide to Pesticide Regulation in California: 2017 

Update, pg. 9, https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/pressrls/dprguide/dprguide.pdf. 
2 California Food and Agriculture Code § 11501.1 (1967). 
3 CDPR, A Guide to Pesticide Regulation in California: 2017 Update, pg. 9, 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/pressrls/dprguide/dprguide.pdf. 
4 County Agricultural Commissioners work with CDPR to enforce state laws. CDPR, A Guide to Pesticide 

Regulation in California: 2017 Update, pg. 13, https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/pressrls/dprguide/dprguide.pdf. 
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risks, second-generation anticoagulant rodenticides no longer are registered for use in 

products geared toward consumers and are registered only for the commercial pest 

control and structural pest control markets. Second-generation anticoagulants registered 

in the United States include brodifacoum, bromadiolone, difenacoum, and difethialone. 

 

Other rodenticides that currently are registered to control mice include bromethalin, 

cholecalciferol and zinc phosphide. These compounds are not anticoagulants. Each is 

toxic in other ways.5 

 

Legislative attempts to ban. Several legislative measures have been introduced to ban the use of 

certain anticoagulant rodenticides (AB 1687, Bloom, 2017. AB 2596, Bloom, 2016). However, 

neither of these measures were heard and failed to pass key legislative deadlines.  

 

Existing League Policy:  

The League does not have policy related to pesticides or rodenticides. 

 

Related to federal regulation, League policy states: 

 The League supports flexibility for state and local government to enact environmental 

and other standard or mandates that are stronger than the federal standards. However, the 

League reserves the right to question or oppose stronger standards on the merits. The 

League also opposes legislation that prohibits state and local governments from enacting 

stricter standards.  

 

Support: 

The following letters of concurrence were received: William Koehler, Mayor of Agoura Hills; 

Fred Gaines, Mayor of Calabasas; Brett Lee, Mayor Pro Tem of Davis; Catherine Carlton, Menlo 

Park City Council Member; Janice Parvin, Mayor of Moorpark; Suza Francina, Ojai City 

Council Member; Carmen Ramirez, Oxnard City Council Member; Tom Butt, Mayor of 

Richmond; Lindsey Horvath, West Hollywood City Council Member 

5 U.S. EPA, Restrictions on Rodenticide Products, https://www.epa.gov/rodenticides/restrictions-rodenticide-

products  
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LETTERS OF CONCURRENCE 

Resolution No. 1 

 

Local Municipal Authority, Control and Revenue  
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From: Steven Scharf <scharf.steven@gmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, July 08, 2018 8:34 PM 

To: Cindy Owens 

Subject: Letter of Support for California League of Cities Resolution 

 

Dear Ms. Cowens, 

 

I was forwarded your email requesting support for a resolution in support of "the preparation  

of a ballot measure and/or state constitutional amendment that would strengthen local  

authority and preserve the role of local democracy at the local level as the state  

legislature is continually attempting to override the local authority of cities." 

 

Speaking only for myself, and not on behalf of the City of Cupertino or other Cupertino City  

Council Members, I hereby give my support for such a measure. You may use my name as a  

supporter. 

 

Sincerely, 

Steven Scharf 

Cupertino City Council Member 
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cif Duqrrf,e
1600 Huntington Drive I Duarte, CA 91010 | nr.. 626.357.7ggt I nu" 626.358.0018 | o* u.u...rrduarte.com

July 10,2018 Mayor
John Fasana

General Resolutions Committee
League of California Cities
1400 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mayor Pro Tern
Liz Reilly

Councilmernbers
Margaret E. Finlay

Samuel Kang
Tzeitel Paras-Caracci

City Manager
Darrell J. George

2018 CONT'ERENCE RESOLUTION TO RESPOND TO TIIE INCREASING
VULNERABILITIES TO LOCAL MUNICIPAL AUTrrORrTy, CONTROL,
AIID REVENUE

Dear Committee:

The City of Duarte supports the League of California Cities ("League") Annual Conference Resolution
proposed by the City of Beverly Hills calling for the League to explore the preparation of a ballot measure
that would provide the State's voters an opportunity to further strengthen local authority and preserve the
role of local democracy.

State legislation introduced in both 2017 and 2018 by the legislature has continually threatened to erode local
control. Whether this was Senate Bill 649 (Hueso) (Wireless Telecommunications Facilities) or the more
recently introduced Senate Bill827 (Wiener) (Planning and Zoning: Transit-Rich Housing Bonus) that was

defeated in Committee, legislatures are continually introducing proposals that impinge on the ability of a
local government to institute discretionary legislation that is responsive to the needs of their constituents.

More recently, a State ballot initiative was introduced that would have made increasing fees and passing
taxes more onerous on local jurisdictions due to the interest of powerful interest groups. This interest group
successfully negotiated an Assembly Bill that banned constituents in local jurisdictions from passing a soda
tax for twelve years, trumping the will of the people should they wish to support such a measure. However,
as a result of the passage of that Assembly Bill, the State ballot initiative was pulled from the November
2018 ballot.

These continual incursions into local control by the State legislature and powerful interest groups should be
prohibited in areas where it is unwarranted, and does not best serve the unique communities that make up the
State of California.

The passage of the proposed resolution by the City of Beverly Hills would provide direction to the League
to pursue a ballot measure andlor constitutional amendment that would strengthen local democracy and
authority. For these reasons, the City of Duarte strongly supports this resolution.

Sincerely,

'-ra'
4<{<

o
Liz Reilly
Mayor Pro Tem

cc: Vice Mayor John Mirisch, City of Beverly Hills
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 48D4AEF4-48B3-442A-A3E1-12DFA5002A14 

July 11, 2018 

General Resolutions Committee 
League of California Cities 
1400 K Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Ci!yof Palo Alto 
Office of the Mayor and City Council 

Re: EXPLORING A RESOLUTION TO RESPOND TO INCREASING VULNERABILITIES TO LOCAL 
MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY 

Dear Committee Members: 

As one Councilmember of the City of Palo Alto, and in my individual capacity and not on behalf of the Council as a 
body, or the City, I write to support the League of California Cities ("League") Annual Conference Resolution 
proposed by the City of Beverly Hills. This resolution asks the League to explore the preparation of a ballot 
measure and/or constitutional amendment that would provide voters an opportunity to further strengthen local 
authority and preserve the role of local democracy. If the resolution passes, I encourage the League to ensure any 
potential measure includes both charter and general law cities. 

State legislation introduced in both 2017 and 2018 has continually threatened to erode local control. Whether this 

was SB 649 (Hueso) Wireless Telecommunications Facilities or the more recently introduced SB 827 (Wiener) 
Planning and Zoning: Transit-Rich Housing Bonus that was defeated in Committee, legislatures are continually 

introducing proposals that impinge on the ability of a local government to institute discretionary legislation that is 

responsive to the needs of their constituents. 

More recently, a state ballot initiative was introduced that would have made increasing fees and passing taxes 

more onerous on local jurisdictions due to the interest of powerful interest groups. This interest group successfully 

negotiated an Assembly Bill that banned on constituents in local jurisdictions from passing a soda tax for twelve 

years; trumping the will of the people should they wish to support such a measure. However, as a result the 

passage of that Assembly Bill, the state ballot initiative was pulled from the November 2018 ballot. 

These continual incursions into local control by state legislature, and powerful interest groups, should be 
prohibited in areas where it is unwarranted and does not best serve the unique communities that make up the 

state of California. 

The passage of the proposed resolution by the City of Beverly Hills would provide direction to t he League to pursue 
a ballot measure and/or constitutional amendment that would strengthen local democracy and authority. For 
these reasons I support this resolution. 

Sincerely, 

r:--"' 
L!.:!!::~ 
Lydia Kou 
Councilmember, City of Palo Alto 

cc: 
Palo Alto City Council 
Mayor John Mirisch, City of Beverly Hills 
James Keene, Palo Alto City Manager 

Printed with soy-based inks on 100% recycled paper processed without chlorine. 

P.O . Box 10250 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 
650.329.2477 
650.328.3631 fax 32
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From:                              Michael Goldman <miklg@yahoo.com> 

Sent:                               Saturday, July 07, 2018 4:37 PM 

To:                                   Cindy Owens 

Subject:                          Letter of Support for California League of Cities Resolution 

  

Dear Ms. Cowens, 

  

I was forwarded your email requesting support for a resolution in support of "the 
preparation of a ballot measure and/or state constitutional amendment that 
would strengthen local authority and preserve the role of local democracy at 
the local level as the state legislature is continually attempting to override the 
local authority of cities." 

  

Speaking solely on my own behalf, I hereby give my whole-hearted support for such a 
measure. The essence of democracy is the control by the people of their community. As 
public servants, we elected officials serve the democratically expressed will of the 
public. 

  

Sincerely, 

Michael S. Goldman 

Sunnyvale City Council, Seat 7 
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LETTERS OF CONCURRENCE 

Resolution No. 2 

 

Repeal Preemption of Regulating Pesticides 
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July 13, 2018 

 

The Honorable Rich Garbarino, President 

League of California Cities 

1400 K Street 

Sacramento, California 95814 

 

RE: A Resolution of the League of California Cities Declaring Its Commitment to Support the 

Repeal of Preemption in California Food and Agriculture Code § 11501.1 That Prevents 

Local Governments from Regulating Pesticides 

 

Dear President Garbarino: 

 

Anticoagulant rodenticides poison unintended targets, including predator wildlife in California 

and pets that ingest the products. These poisons cause painful, internal hemorrhaging in non-

target animals.  In addition, approximately 10,000 children under the age of six are accidentally 

poisoned each year nationwide. 

 

The California Department of Pesticide Regulation banned the consumer purchase and use of 

second-generation anticoagulant rodenticides in July 2014. Despite collecting data for almost 

four years after this ban, the Department of Fish and Wildlife found no evidence supporting a 

decrease in poisonings by anticoagulant rodenticides due to this partial restriction of the supply. 

 

Currently, State law preempts general law cities from regulating the use of pesticides, including 

anticoagulant rodenticides. In my official capacity as a city councilmember I support the 

proposed resolution to repeal the preemptive clause in California Food and Agriculture Code 

Section 11501.1 to provide cities across the state of California with the authority to regulate 

pesticides based on the local concerns in their communities. The State of California should 

provide cities with the authority to regulate the use of pesticides in their own jurisdictions based 

on their own individual local needs. 

 

I concur with the submission of this resolution at the League of California Cities General 

Assembly at its annual meeting in Long Beach on September 14, 2018.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Brett Lee 

Mayor Pro Tem 
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July 5, 2018 

 

 

 

The Honorable Rich Garbarino, President 

League of California Cities 

1400 K Street 

Sacramento, California 95814 

 
RE:  RESOLUTION OF THE LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES DECLARING ITS COMMITMENT TO 

SUPPORT THE REPEAL OF PREEMPTION IN CALIFORNIA FOOD AND AGRICULTURE CODE § 

11501.1 THAT PREVENTS LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FROM REGULATING PESTICIDES  

Empty 

Empty 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dear President Garbarino, 

 

Anticoagulant rodenticides are products that are poisoning 80% to 90% of predator wildlife in our 

cities and throughout California. These poisons cause painful, internal hemorrhaging in non-target 

animals - including pets - that ingest the products either directly or from consuming poisoned 

rodents. In addition, approximately 10,000 children under the age of six are accidentally poisoned 

each year nationwide.  

 

My own mother lost a dearly loved pet dog, who was poisoned when it ate a poisoned rat! 

 

The California Department of Pesticide Regulation banned the consumer purchase and use of 

second-generation anticoagulant rodenticides in July 2014. Despite collecting data for almost four 

years after this ban, the Department of Fish and Wildlife found no evidence supporting a decrease 

in poisonings by anticoagulant rodenticides due to this partial restriction of the supply. 

 

State law now preempts general law cities from regulating the use of pesticides, including 

anticoagulant rodenticides. I support the proposed resolution to repeal the preemptive clause in 

California Food and Agriculture Code Section 11501.1 to provide cities across the state of 

California with the authority to regulate pesticides based on the local concerns in their 

communities. The State of California should provide cities with the authority to regulate the use 

of pesticides in their own jurisdictions based on their own individual local needs. 

 

I concur with the submission of this resolution at the League of California Cities General 

Assembly at its annual meeting in Long Beach on September 14, 2018.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Catherine Carlton 

Environmental Committee Vice Chair for the League of California Cities 
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   CITY OF MOORPARK 
 

 

JANICE S. PARVIN 
Mayor 

 

ROSEANN MIKOS, Ph.D. 
Councilmember 

 

DAVID POLLOCK 
Councilmember 

 

KEN SIMONS 
Councilmember 

 

MARK VAN DAM 
Councilmember 

 
 

799 Moorpark Avenue, Moorpark, California  93021     

Main City Phone Number (805) 517-6200   |   Fax (805) 532-2205   |   moorpark@moorparkca.gov  
 
 
July 12, 2018  
 
The Honorable Rich Garbarino, President 
League of California Cities 
1400 K Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE: RESOLUTION OF THE LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES DECLARING ITS 

COMMITMENT TO SUPPORT THE REPEAL OF PREEMPTION IN CALIFORNIA 
FOOD AND AGRICULTURE CODE § 11501.1 THAT PREVENTS LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS FROM REGULATING PESTICIDES 

 
Dear President Garbarino: 
 
The City of Moorpark supports the above referenced resolution being brought to a vote at the 
upcoming League of California Cities Conference on September 14, 2018.   
 
As a community surrounded by the beauty of the Santa Monica Mountains and its wildlife, the 
City adopted a resolution in 2013 urging Moorpark residents and businesses to not use 
anticoagulant rodenticides in Moorpark.  In 2014, the City applauded passage of AB 2657, 
which removed many second generation anticoagulant rodenticides from the state. 
 
However, as we are all unfortunately aware, scientific research continues to find 
anticoagulant rodenticides in non-target animals, including the natural predators that help 
regulate rodent populations and endangered species throughout California.  Accordingly, the 
City has supported subsequent legislative proposals to ban all anticoagulant rodenticides 
statewide, including AB 2422, which is currently stalled in the state legislature. 
 
The City further believes that local governments should have the opportunity to regulate 
pesticide usage within their jurisdictions if the communities they represent desire to do so.  
Therefore, the City supports the above referenced resolution being brought to a vote. 
 
Yours truly, 
 

 
Janice Parvin 
Mayor 
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Resolution of the League of California Cities re: Anticoagulant Rodenticides 
Page 2 
 
 
cc: City Council 
 City Manager 
 Assistant City Manager 
 Assistant to the City Manager 
 League of California Cities, Meg Desmond (mdesmond@cacities.org) 
 City of Malibu, Mary Linden (MLinden@malibucity.org) 
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Councilmember Suza Francina 

City of Ojai 

401 South Ventura Street, Ojai, CA 93023 

Email: Suzaojaicitycouncil@gmail.com 

Cell:     805 603 8635 

 

July 9, 2018 

 

The Honorable Rich Garbarino, President 

League of California Cities 

1400 K Street 

Sacramento, California 95814 

 

RE:  A RESOLUTION OF THE LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES DECLARING ITS 

COMMITMENT TO SUPPORT THE REPEAL OF PREEMPTION IN CALIFORNIA 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE CODE § 11501.1 THAT PREVENTS LOCAL 

GOVERNMENTS FROM REGULATING PESTICIDES  

 

 

Dear President Garbarino, 

 

Anticoagulant rodenticides are products that are poisoning 80 to 90% of predator wildlife in 

California. These poisons cause painful, internal hemorrhaging in non-target animals including 

pets that ingest the products either directly or from consuming poisoned rodents. In addition, 

approximately 10,000 children under the age of six are accidentally poisoned each year 

nationwide. 

 

The California Department of Pesticide Regulation banned the consumer purchase and use of 

second-generation anticoagulant rodenticides in July 2014. Despite collecting data for almost 

four years after this ban, the Department of Fish and Wildlife found no evidence supporting a 

decrease in poisonings by anticoagulant rodenticides due to this partial restriction of the supply. 

 

Currently, State law preempts general law cities from regulating the use of pesticides, including 

anticoagulant rodenticides. In my official capacity as a city councilmember I support the 

proposed resolution to repeal the preemptive clause in California Food and Agriculture Code 

Section 11501.1 to provide cities across the state of California with the authority to regulate 

pesticides based on the local concerns in their communities. The State of California should 

provide cities with the authority to regulate the use of pesticides in their own jurisdictions based 

on their own individual local needs. 

 

I concur with the submission of this resolution at the League of California Cities General 

Assembly at its annual meeting in Long Beach on September 14, 2018.  

 

Sincerely, 

Suza Francina 

Councilmember, City of Ojai 
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July 12, 2018 
 
The Honorable Rich Garbarino, President 
League of California Cities 
1400 K Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
RE:  A RESOLUTION OF THE LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES DECLARING ITS 

COMMITMENT TO SUPPORT THE REPEAL OF PREEMPTION IN CALIFORNIA 
FOOD AND AGRICULTURE CODE § 11501.1 THAT PREVENTS LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS FROM REGULATING PESTICIDES  

 
Dear President Garbarino, 
 
I write as one council member of the City of Oxnard regarding the state law that 
preempts general law cities such as ours from regulating the use of pesticides.   Our 
city is heavily impacted with environmental burdens associated with pesticide use 
as well as other industrial toxins, which affect the health of the people, wildlife and 
our environment.   Oxnard residents are requesting that the use of pesticides in our 
public spaces be curtailed and restricted.  This would include anticoagulant 
rodenticides, products that are poisoning 80 to 90% of predator wildlife in 
California. These poisons cause painful, internal hemorrhaging in non-target 
animals including pets that ingest the products either directly or from consuming 
poisoned rodents. In addition, approximately 10,000 children under the age of six 
are accidentally poisoned each year nationwide. 
 
The California Department of Pesticide Regulation banned the consumer purchase 
and use of second-generation anticoagulant rodenticides in July 2014. Despite 
collecting data for almost four years after this ban, the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife found no evidence supporting a decrease in poisonings by anticoagulant 
rodenticides due to this partial restriction of the supply. 
 
Currently, State law preempts general law cities from regulating the use of 
pesticides, including anticoagulant rodenticides. In my official capacity as a city 
councilmember I support the proposed resolution to repeal the preemptive clause 
in California Food and Agriculture Code Section 11501.1 to provide cities across the 
state of California with the authority to regulate pesticides based on the local 
concerns in their communities. The State of California should provide cities with the 
authority to regulate the use of pesticides in their own jurisdictions based on their 
own individual local needs. 
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Letter to President Garbarino 
July 12, 2018 
Page two 
 
 
I concur with the submission of this resolution at the League of California Cities 
General Assembly at its annual meeting in Long Beach on September 14, 2018.  
Thank you very much for your attention to this.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 

Carmen Ramirez 
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450 Civic Center Plaza, Richmond, CA 94804 | 510-620-6503 | www.RichmondCAMayor.org 
Home of Rosie the Riveter WWII Home Front National Historical Park 

 

 
 
 
 
July 6, 2018 
 
The Honorable Rich Garbarino  
President, League of California Cities 
1400 K Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
Re:  In Support to Repeal the Preemption in California Food and Agriculture Code § 11501.1 that 

Prevents Local Governments from regulating pesticides  
 
Dear President Garbarino, 
 
Anticoagulant rodenticides poison 80% to 90% of predator wildlife in California. These poisons cause 
painful, internal hemorrhaging in non-target animals including pets that ingest the products either 
directly or from consuming poisoned rodents. In addition, approximately 10,000 children under the age 
of six are accidentally poisoned each year nationwide. 
 
The California Department of Pesticide Regulation banned the consumer purchase and use of second-
generation anticoagulant rodenticides in July 2014. Currently, State law preempts general law cities 
from regulating the use of pesticides, including anticoagulant rodenticides, which has minimized the 
impact of the State’s ban. Despite collecting data for almost four years, the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife found no evidence supporting a decrease in poisonings by anticoagulant rodenticides due to 
the partial restriction of the supply. 
 
As a member of the League of California Cities’ Environmental Quality Policy Committee, I support the 
proposed resolution to repeal the preemptive clause in California Food and Agriculture Code Section 
11501.1 to provide cities across the state of California with the authority to regulate pesticides based 
on the local concerns in their communities. The State of California should provide cities with the 
authority to regulate the use of pesticides in their own jurisdictions based on their own individual local 
needs. 
 
I concur with the submission of this resolution at the League of California Cities General Assembly at its 
annual meeting in Long Beach on September 14, 2018.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Mayor Tom Butt 
Richmond, California 
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