Town of Paradise
Town Council Adjourned

Meeting Agenda
6:00 P.M. — July 11, 2017

Paradise Performing Arts Center — 777 Nunneley, Paradise, CA

Mayor, Scott Lotter Town Manager, Lauren Gill

Vice Mayor, Jody Jones Town Attorney, Dwight L. Moore

Council Member, Greg Bolin Town Clerk, Dina Volenski

Council Member, Melissa Schuster Community Development Director, Craig Baker
Council Member, Mike Zuccolillo Finance Director/Town Treasurer, Gina Will

Public Works Director/Town Engineer, Marc Mattox
Division Chief, CAL FIRE/Paradise Fire, David Hawks
Chief of Police, Gabriela Tazzari-Dineen

Meeting Procedures

l. 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.

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

Il 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 accommaodation.




1.

OPENING

la. Callto Order

1b.  Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America
lc. Invocation

1d. Roll Call

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 the June 13, 2017 Regular and June 27, 2017

Adjourned Town Council Meetings.

2b. pl6 Approve June 2017 Cash Disbursements in the amount of

$3,640,462.35.

2c. p23 1. Adopt Resolution No. 17-__, A Resolution of the Town Council of
the Town of Paradise Allowing the Town of Paradise to Complete the
Police Department Roof Replacement Project without complying with
State Public Works Bidding Requirements; and, 2. Authorize the Town
Manager to select a private contractor to complete the project; and, 3. To
enter into an agreement relating thereto at a price not to exceed $45,000.

2d p26 1. Approve the Program Supplement Agreement No. P91 to
Administering Agency-State Agreement No. 00449S for State-Funded
Project SSARPL 5425 (037) (Systemic Safety Analysis Report Program)
to assure receipt of $225,000 in state funds and authorize the Town
Manager to execute. (The Paradise SSAR will study the Town's extremely
underdeveloped and narrow two-lane roadways, including historical
collision data and potential improvements eligible for future grant

opportunities.)

2e. p35 1. Award Contract No. 17-10, Greenwood Drive Storm Damage
Repairs, to Franklin Construction, Inc. of Chico, CA in the amount of their
Bid of $100,551.00; and, 2. Authorize the Town Manager to execute an
agreement with Franklin Construction relating to Contract No. 17-10 and
to approve contingency expenditures not exceeding 10%. (Funding for the
Greenwood Dr. Storm Damage Drain Repair Project will be shared with

FEMA-75%, Cal OES-18.75% and Town of Paradise Gas Tax-6.25%)

2f. p37 1. Award Contract No. 17-11, Paradise PD Window Replacement, to
The Screen and Door Shop of Paradise, CA in the amount of their Bid of
$9,974.23; and, 2. Authorize the Town Manager to execute an agreement
with The Screen and Door Shop relating to Contract No. 17-11 and to

approve contingency expenditures not exceeding 15%.

2g. p38 1. Consider Concurring with staff's recommendation of Harris &
Associates to perform pavement management services for the Town’s 100
centerline mile roadway network; and, 2. Approve the attached
Professional Services Agreement with Harris & Associates and authorize
the Town Manager to execute same; and, 3. Authorize the Town Manager

to execute additional work orders up to 10% of the contract amount.




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. p71 Consider a motion to approve the following:

1. Acknowledge and accept Bennett Engineering’s Town of Paradise
Sewer Project, Alternatives Analysis and Feasibility Report: Determining a
Preferred Option for Implementation; and,

2. Concur with staff recommendation to:

a. Select the Direct Connection to the City of Chico Water Pollution
Control Plant alternative as the preferred alternative

b. Commence efforts with the City of Chico to determine with certainty
if they are willing to negotiate a regional connection

c. Defer Special Assessment District Formation until adequate funding
has been secured for construction of the selected alternative.

d. Engage state and federal representatives on project need and
alternative grant funding options

e. Secure additional grant funding for preliminary design and
environmental studies. (ROLL CALL VOTE)

7. COUNCIL INITIATED ITEMS AND REPORTS
7a. Council initiated agenda items
p258 a. Consider authorizing the Mayor to sign the letter prepared by the
Oroville Dam Coalition and Assemblyman Gallagher's office to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to delay Relicensing of the
Oroville Dam. (LOTTER)

7b. Council reports on committee representation

7c. Future Agenda ltems




8. STAFF COMMUNICATION

8a. Town Manager Report
e 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. 16Vv02070

10. ADJOURNMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) SS.
COUNTY OF BUTTE )

| declare under penalty of perjury that | am employed by the Town of Paradise in
the Town Clerk’s Department and that | posted this Agenda on the bulletin Board
both inside and outside of Town Hall on the following date:

TOWN/ASSISTANT TOWN CLERK SIGNATURE




MINUTES
PARADISE TOWN COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING - 6:00 PM = June 13, 2017

1. OPENING

The Regular Meeting of the Paradise Town Council was called to order by Mayor Lotter
at 6:01 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 Council Member Bolin.

COUNCIL MEMBER PRESENT: Greg Bolin, Jody Jones, Melissa Schuster, Michael
Zuccolillo and Scott Lotter, Mayor.

COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT: None

STAFF PRESENT: Town Attorney Dwight Moore, Town Clerk Dina Volenski, Public
Works Director/Town Engineer Marc Mattox as Acting Town Manager, Administrative
Services Director/Town Treasurer Gina Will, Administrative Analyst Colette Curtis,
Business and Housing Services Director Kate Anderson, Battalion Chief Curtis Lawrie,
Police Chief Gabriela Tazzari-Dineen and Community Development Director Craig
Baker.

At 6:03 p.m. Council Members Bolin and Zuccolillo recused themselves from the dais.

la. Anupdate on the Paradise Sewer Project was presented by Town Engineer Marc
Mattox. The final report and staff recommendation will be presented at the July
11, 2017 Town Council meeting which will be held at the Paradise Performing
Arts Center at 777 Nunneley Road, Paradise, California.

At 6:05 p.m. Council Members Bolin and Zuccolillo returned to the dais.
2. CONSENT CALENDAR

MOTION by Jones, seconded by Schuster, approved consent calendar items 2a-2l.
Roll call vote was unanimous.

2a.  Approved Minutes of the May 9, 2017 Regular Town Council Meeting.

2b.  Approved May 2017 Cash Disbursements in the amount of $1,649,912.73.
(310-10-32)

2c.  Authorized the Town Manager to execute the New World Support
Agreement. (In November 2015, Tyler Technologies and New World
Systems merged. Tyler Technologies is the surviving entity. The
agreement provides maintenance and support for the New World finance
system for one year beginning October 1, 2018, and then will




2d.

2e.

2f.

20.

2h.

2i.

2i.

2k.

2l.

automatically renew each year until a 90-day notice is provided to
terminate.) (05-23/510-15-039)

Adopted Resolution No. 17-15, A Resolution of the Town Council of the
Town of Paradise Approving an Extension of the term of the Joint Powers

Agreement establishing the Butte County Association of Governments. (95-
15/510-15-019)

Authorized the Town Manager to execute the 2017/2018 FY GIS

maintenance agreement with the CSU, Chico Research Foundation. (os-
22/510-15-042)

Accepted the 2016 Annual Report of the Paradise Planning Commission
to the Town Council regarding the Implementation Status Report of the
1994 Paradise General Plan. (760-40-055)

Accepted the 2016 Annual Report of the Paradise Planning Commission
Regarding Progress Toward Implementation of the 1994 Paradise General
Plan Housing Element. (760-40-57)

Adopted Resolution No. 17-16, A Resolution of the Town Council of the
Town of Paradise Authorizing the Town Manager to execute a Renewed
Agreement Between the Town of Paradise and the Housing Authority of
the County of Butte for use of Home Investment Partnership Program

(HOME) Funds for the Town's Tenant-Based Rental Assistance Program.
(510-20-132, 710-10-88)

Waived the second reading of Entire Ordinance No. 566 and approved
reading by title only; and, Adopted Ordinance No. 566, an Ordinance of
the Town of Paradise amending sections 17.31.100, 17.31.200, 17.31.300
and 17.31.500 of the Paradise Municipal Code regulating medical or
nonmedical marijuana cultivation and delivery and prohibiting marijuana
collectives and cooperatives. (540-16-135)

Authorized the Town Manager to execute a Memorandum of
Understanding with Feather River Hospital regarding their Prescription
Drug Rebate Program (340B of the Public Health Services Act). (In order
to participate in this Program, Feather River Hospital must enter into an
agreement with the Town in which Feather River Hospital commits to
providing health care services to low-income individuals.) (510-20-163)

Authorized the Mayor and Town Manager to execute the Tenth
Amendment to Dismissal and Tolling Agreement between Town of
Paradise and Oak Creek Estates. (07-24/510-15-050)

Adopted Resolution No. 17-17 authorizing the Town Manager to execute
an amended legal services agreement with Peters, Habib, McKenna &

Juhl-Rhodes, LLP relating to public nuisance abatement lawsuits. (510-20-
142, 540-15-016)




3. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT CALENDAR - None

4. PUBLIC COMMUNICATION

1.

2.

Ward Habriel — explained that another tenant had moved out due to an
illegal grow next to his rental house and lack of enforcement, which has
also affected property values; attended State Garden Club of California
and stated that northern California has reputation for being better than
southern California in conserving water; reported that the Garden Tour
was a huge success with visitors from all over and commended CALFIRE
for their work.

Virgil Hales — informed Council about the benefits of Cannabis.

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS - NONE

6. COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

At 6:17 p.m. Council Member Zuccolillo recused himself from the dais.

6a.

MOTION by Jones, seconded by Bolin, 1. Concurred with staff’s
recommendation of Mark Thomas & Company to perform engineering
services for the Paradise Gap Closure Complex; 2. Approved the
Professional Services Agreement with Mark Thomas & Company and
authorized the Town Manager and Town Mayor to execute; 3. Authorized
the Town Manager to execute additional work orders up to 10% of the
contract amount; and, 4. Approved Resolution No. 17-18, 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. FO17 to the Administering Agency-State Agreement for
Federal Aid Projects Corresponding to Project No. CML 05425 (038) to
assure receipt of $306,000 in federal funds.  Ayes of Bolin, Jones,
Schuster and Mayor Lotter. Zuccolillo was Absent. (510-20-164, 950-40-039)

At 6:20 p.m. Council Member Zuccolillo returned to the dais.

6b.

MOTION by Zuccolillo, seconded by Schuster, 1. Awarded Contract
No. 17-01, Pearson Rd Bike-Ped Improvements, to Franklin Construction
of Chico, CA in the amount of their bid of $587,335.00; 2. Authorized the
Town Manager to execute an agreement with Franklin Construction
relating to Contract No. 17-01 and to approve contingency expenditures
not exceeding 12.5%; and, 3. Approved Resolution No. 17-19, 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. F018 to Administering Agency-State
Agreement No. 03-5425F15 for Federal-Aid Project CML 5425 (036) to

assure receipt of $700,000 in federal funds. Roll call vote was unanimous.
(510-20-165, 950-40-038)




6cC.

Marc Mattox provided an update on the Police Department Roof
Replacement and Miscellaneous Repairs Project - Information only, no
action was taken. (280-60-004)

COUNCIL INITIATED ITEMS AND REPORTS

7a.

7al.

7a2.

Council initiated agenda items

The Council concurred to designate Council Member Schuster as the
voting delegate and Mayor Lotter as the alternate and directed the Clerk to
put the League of California Cities proposed resolutions for the 2017
annual conference on the August agenda for discussion by the Council
and to provide direction to the delegates. (150-50-65)

Consider responding to a letter from Supervisor Teeter asking the Town to
request a reopener of the 2006 Settlement Agreement with Department of
Water Resources.

Sam Dresser, prior Council Member, provided background on the
Supplemental Benefits Fund (SBF). Was involved in the original
agreement in 2006 and explained that there has been little to no progress
made towards recreational opportunities in the Lime Saddle part of Lake
Oroville. Mr. Dresser suggests trying to reopen the agreement to bring into
real time focus and provide money to create recreational areas.

Supervisor Teeter stated that there have been issues with Oroville Dam
especially after the dam/spillway/failure and that people are upset with
what’'s been happening. 10 years have passed since the Settlement
Agreement was signed, management of the lake has changed, people’s
recreation habits have changed and now there are effects from the
spillway. Supervisor Teeter thinks this a good time to re-engage the
community as a whole. Mr. Teeter stated that Assemblyman Gallagher is
trying to form a coalition and requested that the Town contact
Assemblyman Gallagher. Mr. Teeter also suggested sending a letter to
DWR requesting updated information on the progress of the agreements.

Council discussed the letter from Supervisor Teeter asking the Town to
request a reopener of the 2006 Settlement Agreement with Department of
Water Resources and directed the Town Attorney to draft a letter
requesting that the Settlement Agreement be reopened. Attorney Moore
stated that the reopener has to be based on something scientific, factual
or new information and that money will have nothing to do with it. The
Council asked Supervisor Teeter to inquire with Butte County Legal
Counsel Alpert and Assemblymen Gallagher to determine the correct
wording for the letter. Attorney Moore announced that he may have a
conflict of interest since he was involved in drafting the original Settlement
Agreement. Based on the letter from Supervisor Teeter Council concurred




to request a reopener of the 2006 Settlement Agreement with the
Department of Water Resources.

7b. Council reports on committee representation

Council Member Schuster judged the Paradise High School Senior Projects, attended
the Active Transportation open house by Mark Thomas at Town Hall, met with the Blue
Zone group, attended Wine in the Pines, met with the Focus Paradise Economic
Development Group, attended the Love Paradise meeting — Arlan Hudson Make a
Difference day will be in October, attended Butte County TBID meeting-space is
available to host a booth at the State Fair, Explore Butte County brand launch is
happening June 21% at Sierra Nevada Big Room, attended League of California Cities
and Shasta Cascade Wonderland Association meetings.

Council Member Bolin attended Wine in the Pines.

Mayor Lotter attended the League Policy Safety Committee and announced that Party
in the Park starts on Thursday, June 15, 2017.

7c. Future Agenda Items - None

8. STAFF COMMUNICATION
8a. Town Manager Report

Marc Mattox, Acting Town Manager, provided an update on the road construction
projects. Pearson — On Schedule; Maxwell — Delayed until late June or first part of July;
Cypress Curve — begins mid July.

e Community Development Director Baker provided an update on the following
projects: Skyway/Black Olive Center (Safeway), Starbucks, Kentucky Fried
Chicken, Jack in the Box, Two Final Maps for Valley Vista Subdivision and Risley
Parcel Map, Maran Subdivision Map (Indian Rock Springs), Planning
Commission will review an extension for a subdivision map for East Ridge
Estates TSM (Marjama), West Side Pizza, Corrigan Tentative Parcel Map, Lynn’s
Optimo (Skyway Plaza project) and the Carousel Motel.

9. CLOSED SESSION - NONE
10. ADJOURNMENT

At 7:21 p.m. Mayor Lotter adjourned the meeting to June 27, 2017 at 3:00 p.m.,
Paradise Town Hall, 5555 Skyway, Paradise, CA for the purpose of holding a
regular adjourned meeting to consider approving a final budget for the Town of
Paradise for fiscal year 2017/2018 pursuant to Government Code Section 54955.




Date Approved:

By:

Scott Lotter, Mayor

Attest:

Dina Volenski, CMC, Town Clerk
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MINUTES
PARADISE TOWN COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY
REGULAR MEETING - 3:00 PM = June 27, 2017

1. OPENING

The Adjourned Regular Meeting of the Town Council and the Successor Agency was
called to order at 3:03 p.m. in the Council Chamber located at 5555 Skyway, Paradise,
California. Following the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of
America, Council Member Jones offered an invocation.

COUNCIL MEMEBERS PRESENT: Greg Bolin, Jody Jones, Melissa Schuster, Michael
Zuccolillo and Scott Lotter, Mayor.

COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT: None.

STAFF PRESENT: Town Manager Lauren Gill, Town Attorney Dwight Moore, Town
Clerk Dina Volenski, Administrative Services Director/Town Treasurer Gina Will,
Community Development Director Craig Baker, Public Works Director/Town Engineer
Marc Mattox, Battalion Chief Curtis Lawrie, Human Resources Manager Crystal Peters,
Police Chief Gabriel Tazzari-Dineen, Administrative Analyst Colette Curtis, Lieutenant
Eric Reinbold, Lieutenant Anthony Borgman, Information Technology Manager Josh
Marquis and Assistant Planner Susan Hartman.

2. CONSENT CALENDAR

MOTION by Jones, seconded by Bolin, approved consent calendar items 2a and 2b.
Roll Call Vote was unanimous.

2a. Adopted Resolution No. 17-20, A Resolution of the Town Council of the
Town of Paradise Authorizing the Town Manager to execute a
Memorandum of Understanding between the City of Chico, City of
Oroville, City of Gridley and the Town of Paradise relating to AB-109
funds.

2b.  Authorized the award relating to the Police Patrol Vehicle Bid (three 2017
Ford Interceptor Utility vehicles) to Towne Ford Sales, 1601 ElI Camino
Real, Redwood City, CA 94063. (The purchase of three vehicles will costs
a total of $89,404.89, which would be purchased on a five (5) year lease.
The lease payment will be funded by Measure C funds.

3. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT CALENDAR - None
4. PUBLIC COMMUNICATION - None
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5.

PUBLIC HEARINGS - Moved to follow Council Consideration

Town Manager Gill requested that items under Council Consideration be heard prior to
the public hearing. The Town Council will hear the Budget presentation first and adopt
the proposed resolutions regarding the 2017/2018 Budget prior to the public hearing.
The Town Council concurred.

6.

COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

6a.

6b.

6cC.

6d.

Administrative Services Director/Town Treasurer presented the proposed
budget for Fiscal Year 2017/2018.

1. Robin Huffman — inquired if there was a road maintenance schedule or
assessment of road conditions and wanted to know how much money
was available to repair the streets.

A pavement management system is part of the Capital Improvement
Projects budget that will be implemented to provide Town staff with a
comprehensive list of the road conditions, schedule in which the roads
should be repaired and costs associated with each project. This program
will be a living document that can be constantly upgraded and available for
the public to view.

Marc Mattox, Public Works Director/Town Engineer reported that the
Public Works Department budgets funds for fixing the road, potholes, tree
removal, drainage, traffic signal maintenance, striping and road
rehabilitation along with several other items. Mr. Mattox also explained
that due to several roads being damaged from the storms this year, the
Town will receive Federal and CAL OES funding to repair the roads that
were severely damaged.(Specific amounts are included in the Public
Works budget)

MOTION by Schuster, seconded by Zuccolillo, adopted Resolution No.
17-21, Approving Job Descriptions and Revising the Personnel Structure
for Certain Town of Paradise Positions for the Fiscal Year 2017/2018.
Roll Call Vote was Unanimous.

MOTION by Schuster, seconded by Zuccolillo, adopted Resolution No.
17-22, Approving a Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of
Paradise Adopting the Final Budget for the Town of Paradise Including all
Attachments, Appendices and Other Related Documents for the 2017-
2018 Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2018. Roll Call Vote was Unanimous.

MOTION by Schuster, seconded by Zuccolillo, adopted Resolution No.
17-23, A Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of Paradise
Approving and Adopting the Annual Appropriation Limit (Exhibit A) for
Fiscal Year 2017-2018. Roll Call Vote was Unanimous.
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6e. MOTION by Schuster, seconded by Zuccolillo, adopted Resolution No.
17-24, A Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of Paradise
Amending the General Fund Reserves for Fiscal Year 2017/2018. Roll
Call Vote was Unanimous.

6f. MOTION by Schuster, seconded by Zuccolillo, adopted Resolution No.
17-25, A Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of Paradise
Approving and Adopting the Town of Paradise Capital Improvement Plan
for the 2017-2018 Fiscal Year. Roll Call Vote was Unanimous.

6g. MOTION by Schuster, seconded by Zuccolillo, Town of Paradise
Adopting the Amended Salary Pay Plan for Town of Paradise Employees
for the Fiscal Year 2017-2018. Roll Call Vote was Unanimous.

ITEM 5(a) was moved to follow Council Consideration items.
For items that require a published legal notice and/or a mailed notice.

Public Hearing Procedure:

A. Staff Report

B. Mayor opens the hearing for public comment in the following order:
i. Project proponents (in favor of proposal)
ii. Project opponents (against proposal)
iii. Rebuttals — if requested

C. Mayor closes the hearing

D. Council discussion and vote

5a. Mayor Lotter announced that the Town Council would conduct the duly
noticed and scheduled public hearing establishing an Updated and
Revised Master Schedule of Fees. Upon conclusion of the public hearing
the Council will consider approving Resolution No. 17-27, A Resolution of
the Town Council of the Town of Paradise Establishing an Updated and
Revised Master Schedule of Fees for the Town of Paradise, including for
permit, building, zoning and all fees relating to specific Town Services
during the 2017/2018 Fiscal Year.

Administrative Services Director Gina Will presented an overview of the
Proposed Master Fee Schedule explaining that the fee schedule had not been
updated since May 2013 and that costs to provide services have increased. Ms.
Will explained the methodology to determine the actual cost for each service and
highlighted the changes in each area. After the presentation Ms. Will asked for
Council to make two corrections to the schedule. The first one on page 20
includes fees for debit card charges which is not correct only for credit card
transactions — the fee for debit card transactions will be removed. Second
correction is on Section 10, page 59 of packet, a fee for Public Works was not
included. Ms. Will requested that under “Stormwater-Post Construction
Standards Plan Review — Small Project” that a new fee be included called,
“Stormwater-Post Construction Standards Plan Review - Regulated Projects —
Type A- for $870.98.
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Council discussed the Business Valuation Table that is included in the Master
Schedule of Fees and is issued and updated annually. Council requested that at
least the Business Valuation Table portion of the Master Schedule of Fees be
reviewed and adopted annually with the budget to keep up with the actual costs.

Council also discussed reviewing the Master Schedule of Fees every other year
to keep up with the costs. Staff discussed that in order to update the Master
Schedule of Fees every line item is evaluated to make sure the fee is still valid
and correct.

Mayor Lotter opened the public hearing at 4:12 p.m.

1. Robin Huffman inquired about the cost for an Administrative Citation Hearing-
Actual Staff Hourly Rate (page 25); and why there are blanks on Residential
Re-Roofs on pages 28 & 29 and the increase of Solar fees.

Attorney Moore explained that the reason it is the actual hourly rate is dependent
on the individual that is administering the hearing, which could be the Town
Attorney or an outside consultant.

Administrative Services Director Will explained that there are blanks on certain
items due to the fact that they are new fees in the schedule. The intent is to
provide a more comprehensive list of fees that relate to specific items and are is
easier to determine what the cost will be.

Assistant Planner Hartman explained that residential solar plans were not self
supporting, there is a high percentage of revisions and refund requests and that
staff reviewed and determined what the actual cost was for that fee.

Mayor Lotter closed the public hearing at 4:18 p.m.

Assistant Planner Hartman explained about the increase for demolition permits.
Since the last fee schedule, new Building Codes and California Green Codes
have gone into effect which require additional demolition and construction
packets that are reviewed by staff and then sent to the State for review. The
State then comes once a year to review the demolition projects, making
demolition much more time consuming.

MOTION by Jones, seconded by Bolin, approved Resolution No. 17-27, A
Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of Paradise Establishing an Updated
and Revised Master Schedule of Fees for the Town of Paradise, including for
permit, building, zoning and all fees relating to specific Town Services during the
2017/2018 Fiscal Year; including an annual updated Business Valuation
schedule with the annual budget, reviewing the Master Schedule of Fees every
other year and the changes suggested by Administrative Services Director Will.
Roll call vote was unanimous.

6h. At 4:21 p.m. Mayor Lotter adjourned the Town Council meeting and
convened the Successor Agency Meeting.
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Administrative Services Director Will updated the Directors on the Successor
Agency budget which is in the process of paying off the debts of the former
Redevelopment Agency and includes debt service obligation including the 2006
Bond that was refinanced last year.

6i. MOTION by Zuccolillo, seconded by Bolin, adopted Resolution No, 17-
01, A Resolution of the Successor Agency to the Paradise Redevelopment
Agency Adopting the Fiscal Year 2017/2018 Successor Agency to the
Paradise Redevelopment Agency Budgets. Roll call vote was unanimous.

6. At 4:22 p.m. Chair Lotter adjourned as Successor Agency and reconvened
the Town Council meeting.

7. COUNCIL INITIATED ITEMS AND REPORTS

a. Council initiated agenda items - None
b. Council reports on committee representation

Vice Mayor Jones attended Stan McEtchin’s memorial service and presented the family
with a proclamation from the Town Council.

Council Member Bolin attended Mike Trinca’s retirement party and presented him with a
proclamation from the Town Council.

Mayor Lotter attended the Disaster Council meeting and learned that elected officials
are the only people authorized to swear in Disaster Worker Volunteers during an
emergency.

c. Future Agenda Items — None
8. STAFF COMMUNICATION

Town Manager Report - None
Community Development Director — None

9. CLOSED SESSION - None
10. ADJOURNMENT

10a. at 4:26 p.m. Mayor Lotter adjourned the meeting to July 11, 2017 at 6:00
p.m. at Paradise Performing Arts Center, 777 Nunneley, Paradise,
California 95969 for the purpose of holding a Regular Adjourned meeting
pursuant to Government Code Section 54955.

Date Approved:
By: Attest:
Scott Lotter, Mayor Dina Volenski, CMC, Town Clerk
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TOWN OF PARADISE

CASH DISBURSEMENTS REPORT

FOR THE PERIOD OF
JUNE 1, 2017 - JUNE 30, 2017




June 1, 2017 - June 30, 2017

Check Date Pay Period End DESCRIPTION AMOUNT

06/02/17 05/28/17 Net Payroll - Direct Deposits & Checks $143,669.51

06/16/17 06/11/17 Net Payroll - Direct Deposits & Checks $107,402.23

06/30/17 06/25/17 Net Payroll - Direct Deposits & Checks $113,981.61
TOTAL NET WAGES PAYROLL $365,053.35

Accounts Payble

PAYROLL VENDORS: TAXES, PERS, DUES, INSURANCE, ETC. $323,189.87
OPERATIONS VENDORS: SUPPLIES, CONTRACTS, UTILITIES, ETC. $2,952,219.13
TOTAL CASH DISBURSEMENTS - ACCOUNTS PAYABLE $3,275,409.00

(Detail attached)

GRAND TOTAL CASH DISBURSEMENTS $3,640,462.35

APPROVED BY:
LAUREN GILL, TOWN MANAGER

APPROVED BY:
GINA S. WILL, FINANCE DIRECTOR/TOWN TREASURER
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TOWN OF PARADISE

CASH DISBURSEMENTS REPORT

From Payment Date: 6/1/2017 - To Payment Date: 6/30/2017

18

Reconciled/ Transaction Reconciled
Number Date Status Voided Date  Source Payee Name Amount Amount Difference
AP - US Bank TOP AP Checking
Check
67053 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable BRUNQO, SHERRY $28.17
67054 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable DELONG, SHELLEY $213.63
67055 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable EVERBANK COMMERCIAL $906.47
FINANCE, INC
67056 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable GALLAGHER, CRAIG $458.71
67057 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable HAUNSCHILD, MARK $291.55
67058 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable HONEYWELL, JANICE, J. $955.41
67059 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable JEFFORDS, ROBERT, D. $478.07
67060 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable MOORE, DWIGHT, L. $14,076.00
67061 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable PARADISE AUTO BODY $4,826.99
67062 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable SBA Monarch Towers Il LLC $131.59
67063 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable WESTAMERICA BANK $7,813.91
67064 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable ICMA 457 - VANTAGEPOINT $50.00
67065 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT $194.76
67066 06/06/2017 Open Accounts Payable Aflac $189.92
67067 06/06/2017 Open Accounts Payable BLOOD SOURCE $57.00
67068 06/06/2017 Open Accounts Payable Met Life $8,439.34
67069 06/06/2017 Open Accounts Payable OPERATING ENGINEERS $799.00
67070 06/06/2017 Open Accounts Payable PARADISE POLICE OFFICERS $1,740.18
ASSOCIATION
67071 06/06/2017 Open Accounts Payable SUN LIFE INSURANCE $4,225.80
67072 06/06/2017 Open Accounts Payable SUPERIOR VISION SVC NGLIC $652.06
67073 06/06/2017 Open Accounts Payable TOP CONFIDENTIAL MID MGMT $100.00
ASSOCIATION
67074 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable ALHAMBRA $60.32
67075 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable ARAMARK UNIFORM SERV. INC. $53.78
67076 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable AT&T & CALNET3 - CIRCUIT LINES $108.65
67077 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable AT&T MOBILITY $84.60
67078 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable AT&T/CALNET3 - REPEATER LINES $295.64
67079 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable AT&T/CALNET3 - COMMUNITY $19.72
PARK
67080 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable AT&T/CALNET3 - Summary $2,574.24
67081 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable AT&T/CALNET3 - TH/FDPD FIBER $1,110.62
LINES
67082 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable Azco Supply Inc $294.94
67083 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable BACKGROUNDS & MORE $325.00
67084 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable BASIC LABORATORY $1,971.00
67085 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable Bennett Engineering Services Inc $27,780.42
67086 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable Big O Tires $169.95
67087 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable Bomgar Corporation $1,762.12
67088 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable Butte County Administration $8,287.74
67089 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable BUTTE REGIONAL TRANSIT $1,716.75
67090 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable CLARK ROAD ANIMAL HOSPITAL $21.00
67091 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable COMCAST CABLE $249.35
67092 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable CRAIG DREBERTS AUTOMOTIVE $862.30
67093 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable DAVIS, BOBBY $10.00
67094 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable DON'S SAW & MOWER $15.89
67095 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable DURHAM PENTZ TRUCK CEN $326.00
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TOWN OF PARADISE

CASH DISBURSEMENTS REPORT

From Payment Date: 6/1/2017 - To Payment Date: 6/30/2017

Reconciled/ Transaction Reconciled
Number Date Status Void Reason Voided Date Source Payee Name Amount Amount Difference
67096 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable Eagle Security Systems $193.50
67097 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable ED JONES COMPANY, INC. $68.63
67098 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable FLORES, TIMOTHY, C. $30.00
67099 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable FRANKLIN CONSTRUCTION $370,597.66
COMPANY
67100 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable GRIGNON, ROBERT $10.25
67101 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable HINDERLITER, DE LLAMAS & $766.85
ASSOCIATES INC.
67102 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable Honea, Kassidy $11.50
67103 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable I.IM.P.A.C. PAYMENTS IMPAC GOV $8,029.53
SVCS/US BANCORP
67104 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable INDUSTRIAL POWER PRODUCTS $464.77
67105 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable JAMES RIOTTO & ASSOCIATES $450.00
67106 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable Kevin Sharrah Designs $134.38
67107 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable L.N. CURTIS & SONS $12,962.72
67108 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable MAGOON SIGNS $165.17
67109 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable MCGEE, MEGHAN A. $11.50
67110 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable Meyers Police Canine Training $600.00
67111 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable Michael Baker International, Inc. $7,757.28
67112 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable MID VALLEY TITLE & ESCROW $40,000.00
67113 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable NORTHGATE PETROLEUM CO $6,364.07
67114 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable NORTHSTATE AGGREGATE, INC. $145.47
67115 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable O'REILLY AUTO PARTS $815.55
67116 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable OFFICE DEPOT ACCT#36233169 $577.25
67117 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC $129.90
67118 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable PARADISE IRRIGATION DIST $604.05
67119 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable PARADISE POST/NORTH VALLEY $203.98
COMMTY MEDIA
67120 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable PARADISE TRANSMISSIONS $3,586.33
67121 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable PEERLESS BUILDING MAINT $1,440.00
67122 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable PETERS RUSH HABIB & MCKENNA $1,120.00
67123 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable SAFEGUARD FIRE PROTECTION $518.50
67124 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable SINCLAIR'S AUTOMOTIVE & $220.00
TOWING
67125 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable SUTTER BUTTES $878.55
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
67126 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable TeleCheck Services, Inc. $35.00
67127 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable The Lead Detective Agency, Jeff, Van $450.00
Slooten
67128 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable THOMAS ACE HARDWARE - ENG. $81.68
DEPT.
67129 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable THOMAS ACE HARDWARE - FIRE $30.35
DEPT.
67130 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable THOMAS ACE HARDWARE - $17.22
MOTORPOOL
67131 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable WITTMEIER AUTO CENTER $188.82
67132 06/08/2017 Open Accounts Payable WRIGHT, ROBERT $305.00
67133 06/15/2017 Open Accounts Payable ICMA 457 - VANTAGEPOINT $50.00
67134 06/15/2017 Open Accounts Payable STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT $194.76
67135 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable ACCELA, INC. $52,681.27
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67136 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable ACCESS INFORMATION $72.88
PROTECTED
67137 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable ACI ENTERPRISES, INC. $463.32
67138 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable AIRGAS SAFETY, INC. $550.21
67139 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable APEX FENCE CO., INC. $5,600.00
67140 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable ARAMARK UNIFORM SERV. INC. $53.78
67141 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable AT&T & CALNET3 - CIRCUIT LINES $1,038.94
67142 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable BACKGROUNDS & MORE $325.00
67143 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable Bear Electric Solutions $1,425.00
67144 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable Big O Tires $85.95
67145 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable Biometrics4ALL, Inc $27.00
67146 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable BUTTE CO SHERIFF'S OFFICE $1,690.83
67147 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT $850.00
OF JUSTICE
67148 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable CARRIGAN, GERALD $510.00
67149 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable CLEANING CONNECTION, THE $100.00
67150 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable COMCAST CABLE $66.01
67151 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable COMCAST CABLE $300.55
67152 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable CRAIG DREBERTS AUTOMOTIVE $82.41
67153 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable CSU, CHICO RESEARCH $300.45
FOUNDATION
67154 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable DAVID ROWE TREE SERVICE $180.00
67155 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable DON'S SAW & MOWER $53.55
67156 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable ENLOE MEDICAL CENTER, INC. $1,167.00
67157 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable ENTENMANN-ROVIN COMPANY $340.73
67158 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable Entersect $84.95
67159 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable EVERGREEN JANITORIAL SUPPLY, $229.54
INC.
67160 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable FEATHER RIVER CONSTRUCTION $10,891.00
67161 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable Golden State Emergency Vehicle $615.21
Senvice, Inc.
67162 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable GREAT AMERICA LEASING CORP. $129.31
67163 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable Hurst, Nathan $1.80
67164 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable I.M.P.A.C. PAYMENTS IMPAC GOV $932.62
SVCS/US BANCORP
67165 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable INLAND BUSINESS MACHINES $988.00
67166 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable INTERSTATE OIL COMPANY $663.29
67167 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable JAMES RIOTTO & ASSOCIATES $585.00
67168 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable KAMM, SHIRLEY $100.00
67169 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable KNIFE RIVER CONSTRUCTION $529.87
67170 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable KOEFRAN INDUSTRIES $750.00
67171 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable KP Research Services, Inc. $4,702.38
67172 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable LOCATE PLUS CORPORATION $50.00
67173 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable MILLER GLASS INC $433.35
67174 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable MODUCOM $315.00
67175 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable Mt Shasta Spring Water Co., Inc $16.00
67176 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable MYERS STEVENS TOOHEY & $64.80
COMPANY
67177 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable NORTHSTAR ENGINEERING INC $1,951.25
67178 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable O'REILLY AUTO PARTS $415.65
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CASH DISBURSEMENTS REPORT

From Payment Date: 6/1/2017 - To Payment Date: 6/30/2017

Reconciled/ Transaction Reconciled
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67179 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable OFFICE DEPOT ACCT#36233169 $54.45
67180 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC $10,139.75
67181 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable PARADISE IRRIGATION DIST $668.51
67182 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable PARADISE POST/NORTH VALLEY $2,230.03
COMMTY MEDIA
67183 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable REINBOLD, ERIC $143.50
67184 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable Riebes Auto Parts $558.76
67185 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable Solarcity Corporation $38.82
67186 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable Speedo Check $494.00
67187 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable TeleCheck Services, Inc. $35.53
67188 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable The Lead Detective Agency, Jeff, Van $650.00
Slooten
67189 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable THOMAS ACE HARDWARE - ENG. $177.91
DEPT.
67190 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable THOMAS ACE HARDWARE - FIRE $9.28
DEPT.
67191 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable THOMAS ACE HARDWARE - $24.24
MOTORPOOL
67192 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable THOMAS ACE HARDWARE - $63.76
POLICE DEPT.
67193 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable VALLEY CLINICAL & CONSULTING $450.00
SERVICES
67194 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable VERIZON WIRELESS $115.57
67195 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable VERIZON WIRELESS $847.09
67196 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable VERIZON WIRELESS $345.02
67197 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable VERIZON WIRELESS $270.75
67198 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable VERIZON WIRELESS $104.70
67199 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable WEST COAST FRAME & COLLISION $24,216.68
REPAIR, INC.
67200 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable WILGUS FIRE CONTROL INC $64.24
67201 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable WILSON PRINTING CO. $64.65
67202 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable WRIGHT, ROBERT $285.00
67203 06/22/2017 Open Accounts Payable WSROP Graphic Communications $388.00
67204 06/30/2017 Open Accounts Payable STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT $194.76
67205 06/29/2017 Open Accounts Payable Ideal Steel Buildings of Chico, Inc. $3,031.50
Type Check Totals: 153 Transactions $693,019.21
EFT
592 06/02/2017 Open Accounts Payable US BANK $2,275,087.50
593 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable CALPERS - RETIREMENT $26,522.00
594 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT $9,090.67
DEPARTMENT
595 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable ING LIFE INS & ANNUITY COMPANY $7,144.60
596 06/01/2017 Open Accounts Payable INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE $33,298.31
597 06/06/2017 Open Accounts Payable CALPERS $118,833.56
598 06/15/2017 Open Accounts Payable CALPERS - RETIREMENT $26,500.35
599 06/15/2017 Open Accounts Payable EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT $3,953.44
DEPARTMENT
600 06/15/2017 Open Accounts Payable ING LIFE INS & ANNUITY COMPANY $7,191.81
601 06/15/2017 Open Accounts Payable INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE $18,235.71
602 06/30/2017 Open Accounts Payable CALPERS - RETIREMENT $26,036.21
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CASH DISBURSEMENTS REPORT
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Reconciled/ Transaction Reconciled
Number Date Status Void Reason Voided Date Source Payee Name Amount Amount Difference
603 06/30/2017 Open Accounts Payable EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT $4,236.76
DEPARTMENT
604 06/30/2017 Open Accounts Payable ING LIFE INS & ANNUITY COMPANY $6,113.11
605 06/30/2017 Open Accounts Payable INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE $19,145.76
606 06/26/2017 Open Accounts Payable FP/FRANCOTYP-POSTALIA MAILING $1,000.00
SOLUTIONS
Type EFT Totals: 15 Transactions $2,582,389.79
AP - US Bank TOP AP Checking Totals
Checks Status Count Transaction Amouni Reconciled Amount
Open 153 $693,019.21 $0.00
Reconciled 0 $0.00 $0.00
Voided 0 $0.00 $0.00
Stopped 0 $0.00 $0.00
Total 153 $693,019.21 $0.00
EFTs Status Count Transaction Amouni Reconciled Amount
Open 15 $2,582,389.79 $0.00
Reconciled 0 $0.00 $0.00
Voided 0 $0.00 $0.00
Total 15 $2,582,389.79 $0.00
All Status Count Transaction Amount Reconciled Amount
Open 168 $3,275,409.00 $0.00
Reconciled 0 $0.00 $0.00
Voided 0 $0.00 $0.00
Stopped 0 $0.00 $0.00
Total 168 $3,275,409.00 $0.00
Grand Totals:
Checks Status Count Transaction Amount Reconciled Amount
Open 153 $693,019.21 $0.00
Reconciled 0 $0.00 $0.00
Voided 0 $0.00 $0.00
Stopped 0 $0.00 $0.00
Total 153 $693,019.21 $0.00
EFTs Status Count Transaction Amount Reconciled Amount
Open 15 $2,582,389.79 $0.00
Reconciled 0 $0.00 $0.00
Voided 0 $0.00 $0.00
Total 15 $2,582,389.79 $0.00
All Status Count Transaction Amount Reconciled Amount
Open 168 $3,275,409.00 $0.00
Reconciled 0 $0.00 $0.00
Voided 0 $0.00 $0.00
Stopped 0 $0.00 $0.00
Total 168 $3,275,409.00 $0.00
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TOWN OF PARADISE
Council Agenda Summary
Date: July 11, 2017

Agenda No. 2(c)

o

ORIGINATED BY: Marc Mattox, Public Works Director / Town Engineer

REVIEWED BY: Lauren Gill, Town Manager
SUBJECT: PD Roof Replacement Update

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

1. Adopt Resolution No. 17-__, A Resolution of the Town Council of the Town of Paradise
Allowing the Town of Paradise to Complete the Police Department Roof Replacement
Project without complying with State Public Works Bidding Requirements; and, 2.
Authorize the Town Manager to select a private contractor to complete the project; and,
3. To enter into an agreement relating thereto at a price not to exceed $45,000.

Background:

The Paradise Police Department building, located at 5595 Black Olive Drive, historically has had
water intrusion issues near aged windows and on the second floor of the building. Efforts in the
prior two years have been made to replace damaged siding and awnings, however during the
2016/2017 winter, staff has made the determination that the existing conditions on the roof and
of windows throughout the building cannot continue to be maintained.

During the recent 2017/2018 budget planning process, staff recommended replacement of
windows, roofing and specific drywall repairs to the Town Council and Measure C Oversight
Committee. Both bodies concurred that this project is necessary as a regular course of
business, one which may not be able to be funded without the existence of Measure C funds.

At the April 11, 2017 Town Council meeting, Town Council asked staff to research options for
the replacement of the aging, flat roof. A photo of the typical roof condition is provided below:
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Analysis:
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Following inspections by Public Works, Building, and local contractors, staff is recommending
the complete removal and replacement of the roof in-kind. The roofing material has adequate
fall for drainage and is simply in need of regular replacement. As a result, staff has assembled
the following project scope:

Remove and replace roofing (30 year warranty)

Includes new flashings (and leak protection) for all parapets, vents, HVAC curbing units,
and other vertical components

Includes new interior parapet sheeting overlay

Includes new metal parapet caps

New windows

Drywall repairs

A comprehensive bid package for the entire scope of work was assembled by staff and issued
to contractors on May 22, 2017 (general scope provided as an attachment to this report).
Licensed Contractors (A, B or C39) may bid the project as long as the Town’s insurance
requirements can be met.

The Notice to Bidders issued to area contractors and regional contractor exchanges stated that
bidders must attend the mandatory pre-bid meeting scheduled for June 6, 2017. Only one
bidder attended the meeting. On June 15, 2017, zero bids were received.

Staff re-advertised the project on June 19, 2017 with a reduced scope to only include the roofing
scope of work. Staff individually contacted all licensed contractors in Butte County regarding the
work and yet on July 5, 2017, zero bids were received. Reasoning from firms on why they were
not providing bids mostly hinged on the Town’s desire for project completion prior to the end of
September 2017.

Staff is requesting Council adopt a resolution authorizing Town Manager to directly seek out a
contractor and execute an agreement approved by the Town Attorney for the scope of work,
without further competitive bidding.

Financial Impact:
None at this time. A total of $75,000 has been identified in the 2017/2018 budget for Council

consideration using Measure C funds, a local sales tax initiative which aims to support Police,
Fire, Road and Animal Control by providing funds for projects and needs.
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TOWN OF PARADISE
RESOLUTION NO. 17-__

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PARADISE ALLOWING
THE TOWN OF PARADISE TO COMPLETE THE POLICE DEPARTMENT ROOF
REPLACEMENT PROJECT WITHOUT COMPLYING WITH STATE PUBLIC WORKS
BIDDING REQUIREMENTS

WHEREAS, on June 19, 2017 the Town advertised for bids for a roof replacement project on
the Paradise Police Department at 5595 Black Olive Drive, Paradise, CA 95969 in accordance with
Public Contract Code Section 20163; and,

WHEREAS, since no bids were received by the Town on July 5, 2017, pursuant to Public
Contract Code 20166 the Town Council may have the Paradise Police Department Roof Replacement
Project done without further complying with the requirements for local Public Works.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN
OF PARADISE as follows:
Section 1. The above recitals are true and correct.
Section 2. The Town Manager is authorized to select a private contractor to complete the Paradise
Police Department Roof Replacement Project and to enter into an agreement relating thereto at a price

not to exceed $45,000.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Paradise Town Council of the Town of Paradise, County of
Butte, State of California, on this 11th day of July, 2017, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
NOT VOTING:
Scott Lotter, Mayor
ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DINA VOLENSKI, CMC, Town Clerk DWIGHT L. MOORE, Town Attorney

1
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TOWN OF PARADISE
Council Agenda Summary
Date: July 11, 2017

Agenda No. 2(d)

ORIGINATED BY: Marc Mattox, Public Works Director / Town Engineer

REVIEWED BY: Lauren Gill, Town Manager

SUBJECT: Paradise Systemic Safety Analysis Grant Program Supplement
Agreement

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

1. Approve the Program Supplement Agreement No. P91 to Administering Agency-State
Agreement No. 00449S for State-Funded Project SSARPL 5425 (037) to assure receipt
of $225,000 in state funds and authorize the Town Manager to execute.

Background:

This item relates to the preparation of a Systemic Safety Analysis Report (SSAR). Systemic
analysis is a proactive safety approach that focuses on evaluating an entire roadway network
using a defined set of criteria. It looks at crash history on an aggregate basis to identify high-risk
roadway characteristics, rather than looking at high-collision concentration locations through site
analysis. Systemic analysis acknowledges that crashes alone are not always sufficient to
prioritize countermeasures across a system. This is particularly true for many local streets and
highways in rural areas with low volumes where crash densities tend to be low and there are
few high crash locations, and in urban areas where vehicles interact with vulnerable road users
(pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorcycles)

The goal of the Caltrans administered Systemic Safety Analysis Report Program (SSARP) is to
help local agencies identify safety projects to submit for HSIP funding consideration. Through
the funding of SSARP, local agencies will be encouraged to evaluate their roadway networks
with an approach that has been effective for addressing safety issues. Although not a
prerequisite to applying for HSIP funds, the use of results documented in their SSAR will identify
high benefit-cost ratio safety projects that have been found to be competitive in previous HSIP
cycles.

Analysis:

The Town of Paradise has received a SSARP allocation in the supplemental release dated May
12, 2017. The appropriation aims to address the following Strategic Highway Safety Plan
Challenge Areas: (1) Roadway Departure & Head-On Collisions, (2) Pedestrians, and (3)
Bicycling. Each of these Challenge Areas can be directly correlated to existing conditions on
more than 85% of the Town’s total roadway network.

The scope identified for the Town’s SSAR will be focused on extremely underdeveloped and
narrow two-lane roadways. The Town of Paradise, incorporated in 1979, developed primarily
into a rural setting with inadequate or improperly designed infrastructure to support the increase
in population. As such, today, we still have primary arterials which are 20’ in total pavement
width with zero clear recovery zone, no lighting, faded striping, and potentially inadequate
signage. The scope of the SSAR will be to evaluate these roadways in the context of motorists,
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pedestrians and bicycles to determine feasibility of implementing future low-cost, high benefit
HSIP projects.

Specifically, the SSAR will analyze the following roadway segments which all fall into the above
described conditions:

. Skyway between Bille Road and Town Limits (2.76 miles)

. Clark Road between Wagstaff Road and Skyway (1.27 miles)

. Pentz Road between southern Town Limits and northern Town Limits (4.93 miles)
. Wagstaff Road between Oliver Road and Pentz Road (2.51 miles)

. Bille Road between Cliff Drive and Pentz Road (2.98 miles)

. Elliott Road between Skyway and Sawmill Road (1.86 miles)

. Oliver Road between Skyway and Wagstaff Road (1.19 miles)

. Valley View Drive between Valley Ridge Drive and Oliver Road (1.07 miles)

. Neal Road between Wayland Road and Skyway (1.61 miles)

10. Foster Road between Wayland Road and Pearson Road (2.04 miles)

11. Nunneley Road between Clark Road and Sawmill Road (0.94 miles)

12. Sawmill Road between Pearson Road and Bille Road (1.50 miles)

13. Wayland Road between Neal Road and Foster Road (1.33 miles)

14. Roe Road between Neal Road and Foster Road (1.38 miles)

15. Buschmann Road between Foster Road and Clark Road (1.00 miles)

16. Black Olive Drive between Skyway and Pearson (0.41 miles)

17. Westbound Skyway (2 one-way lanes) between “Y” and Crossroads (0.52 miles)
18. Eastbound Skyway (2 one-way lanes) between Crossroads and “Y” (0.65 miles)

O©CooOoO~NOOOITAWNE

Between 2011 and 2013, the Town of Paradise had 10 severe or fatal injuries across the 18
road segments described above. Specific collision types to be analyzed include roadway
departure (single vehicle “fixed object” collisions), collisions which took place at night, collisions
involving bicyclists and collisions involving pedestrians. Collision data to be used will include a
comprehensive analysis of local data in our Records Management System, data already
synthesized into that Transportation Injury and Mapping System (TIMS) and the Statewide
Integrated Traffic Records System.

To facilitate the receipt of grant funding for the subject project, the Town of Paradise must
approve and execute a Program Supplement Agreement to our Administering Agency-State
Agreement for State Funded Projects — the contract for receipt and use of grant funding.

Staff has issued a formal Request for Proposals for professional services to complete the safety
study. A contract is expected to come before Council in August 2017.

Financial Impact:

The Paradise SSAR is expected to cost $250,000 at 90% funded by the State of California.
Provided in the 2017-2020 Capital Improvement Program, staff has budgeted the 10% match
($25,000) from transit funds which are set aside for local transportation projects and studies.

Attachments:

1. Program Supplement Agreement P91
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TOWN OF PARADISE
RESOLUTION NO. 17-___

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. P91 TO THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY-STATE
AGREEMENT FOR STATE FUNDED PROJECTS CORRESPONDING
TO PROJECT NO. SSARPL 5425 (037).

WHEREAS, the Town of Paradise has received and will continue to receive
state and 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 Systemic Safety Analysis Report Program (SSARP) and
selects projects for funding; and,

WHEREAS, the Paradise SSAR currently has $225,000 of state funds
allocated to the Project; and,

WHEREAS, the Paradise SSAR will study the Town’s extremely
underdeveloped and narrow two-lane roadways, including historical collision data and
potential improvements eligible for future grant opportunities; 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. P91 for the Paradise SSAR, 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. That the Town Manager of the Town of Paradise, or her designee,
is hereby authorized to sign the Program Supplement Agreement
No. P91 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 11" day of July 2017, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

By:

ATTEST:

Dina Volenski, CMC, Town Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Dwight L. Moore, Town Attorney

Scott Lotter, Mayor

29




PROGRAM SUPPLEMENT NO. P91 | Adyv Project ID Date: June 7, 2017

to i 0317000261 Location: 03-BUT-0-PRDS
ADMINISTERING AGENCY-STATE AGREEMENT ; Project Number: SSARPL-5425(037)
FOR STATE FUNDED PROJECTS NO 004495 i E.A. Number:
[ Locode: 5425

This Program Supplement, effective 5}2&» 17 hereby adopts and incorporates-into the Administering Agency-State

Agreement No. 004498 for State Funded Projects which was entered into between the ADMINISTERING AGENCY and
the STATE with an effective date of 03/13/15 and is subject to all the terms and conditions thereof. This PROGRAM

SUPPLEMENT is executed in accordance with Article | of the aforementioned Master Agreement under authority of
Resolution No. approved by the ADMINISTERING AGENCY on (See copy
attached).

The ADMINISTERING AGENCY further stipulates that as a condition to the payment by the State of any funds derived
from sources noted below encumbered to this project, Administering Agency accepts and will comply with the Special
Covenants and remarks set forth on the following pages.

PROJECT LOCATION:

The scope identified for the Town's SSAR will be focused on extremely underdeveloped and narrow two-lane roadways
(18 roadway segments listed).

TYPE OF WORK: Miscellaneous - Other

Estimated Cost i State Funds Matching Funds
STATE  $225,000.00 LOCAL | CREHIER
$250,000.00, $25.0l)0.f3€]i $0.00
i i
i i
- I
TOWN OF PARADISE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Department of Transportation
By By
Title Chief, Office of Project Implementation
Division of Local Assistance
Date
Attest Date

are available for this encumbrance:

s Bl 2LV F swese

| hereby certify upon my personal knowledge that budget
Accounting Officer

il
<~

Program Supplement 00-4495-P91- SERIAL Page 1 of 4 -




STATE OF JALIFORNIA. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PROGRAM SUPPLMENT AND CERTIFICATION FORM

PSCF (REV. 01/2010)

Page __

of

TO. STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE
Claims Audits
3301 "C" Street, Rm 404
Sacramento, CA 95816

61712017

0317000261

RQS 031700000841

Department of Transportation

SUBJECT,
Encumbrance Document

VENDOR / LOCAL AGENCY.

TOWN OF PARADISE

CONTRACT AMOUNT:
$225,000.00

Local Assistance

CHAPTER | STATUTES ITEM

YEAR

PEC / PECT

TASK / SUBTASK

AMOUNT

10 2015 2660-102-0890

2016

20.30.010.550

2620/0420

$225,000.00

ADA Noti( For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in alternate formats. For information. call (915) 654-6410 of TDD (916) -3880 or write
Records and Forms Management, 1120 N. Street, MS-89, Sacramento, CA 95814,
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03-BUT-0-PRDS 06/07/2017
SSARPL-5425(037)
SPECIAL COVENANTS OR REMARKS
Chapter Statutes Item Year | Program BC Category Fund Source AMOUNT
|
.1
Program Supplement 00-449S-P91- SERIAL Page 2 of 4
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03-BUT-0-PRDS 06/07/2017

SSARPL-5425(037) :
SPECIAL COVENANTS OR REMARKS

1. All obligations of STATE under the terms of this Agreement are subject to the
appropriation of resources by the Legislature and the encumbrance of funds under this
Agreement. Funding and reimbursement are available only upon the passage of the State
Budget Act containing these STATE funds.

2.  Any State and Federal funds that may have been encumbered for this project are
available for disbursement for limited periods of time. For each fund encumbrance the
iimited period is from the start of the fiscal year that the specific fund was appropriated
within the State Budget Act to the applicable fund Reversion Date shown on the State
approved project finance letter. Per Government Code Section 16304, all project funds
not liquidated within these periods will revert unless an executed Cooperative Work
Agreement extending these dates is requested by the ADMINISTERING AGENCY and
approved by the California Department of Finance.

ADMINISTERING AGENCY should ensure that invoices are submitted to the District
Local Assistance Engineer at least 75 days prior to the applicable fund Reversion Date to
avoid the lapse of applicable funds. Pursuant to a directive from the State Controller's
Office and the Department of Finance; in order for payment to be made, the last date the
District Local Assistance Engineer can forward an invoice for payment to the
Department's Local Programs Accounting Office for reimbursable work for funds that are
going to revert at the end of a particular fiscal year is May 15th of the particular fiscal
year. Notwithstanding the unliquidated sums of project specific State and Federal funding
remaining and available to fund project work, any invoice for reimbursement involving
applicable funds that is not received by the Department's Local Programs Accounting
Office at least 45 days prior to the applicable fixed fund Reversion Date will not be paid.

These unexpended funds will be irrevocably reverted by the Department's Division of
Accounting on the applicable fund Reversion Date.

3. ADMINISTERING AGENCY agrees to comply with the requirements in 2 CFR Part 225,
Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments.

4. 1. This PROJECT is funded with State-Only funding from the Systemic Safety Analysis
Report Program (SSARP). ADMINISTERING AGENCY agrees to administer PROJECT
in accordance with the SSARP Guidelines under which the project was selected.

2. The ADMINISTERING AGENCY agrees to follow all relevant State laws and
requirements including the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

2. This PSA allows reimbursement of eligible PROJECT expenditures to the
ADMINISTERING AGENCY for which the SSARP State funds are allocated. The
effective State allocation date establishes the eligibility date for the ADMINISTERING
AGENCY to start reimbursable work. Any work performed prior the effective allocation
date is not eligible for reimbursement from the SSARP funds.

4. ADMINISTERING AGENCY agrees that SSARP funds available for reimbursement
will be limited to the amount allocated and encumbered by the STATE consistent with the

Program Supplement 00-4488-P91- SERIAL Page 3 of 4




03-BUT-0-PRDS : 06/07/2017

SSARPL-5425(037)
SPECIAL COVENANTS OR REMARKS

scope of work in the STATE approved application. Funds encumbered may not be used
for a modified scope of work after a project is awarded unless approved by the Statewide
SSARP Coordinator prior to performing work.

5 ADMINISTERING AGENCY agrees to the program delivery and reporting
requirements established by the SSARP Guidelines. The study and the Systemic Safety
Analysis Report (SSAR) must be completed within thirty-six (36) months of the funding
allocation. The Final Report of Expenditure, the final invoice and the SSAR report must
be submitted to the DLAE within six (6) months of the report completion.

Program Supplement 00-4495-P91- SERIAL Page 4 of 4
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TOWN OF PARADISE
Council Agenda Summary
Date: July 11, 2017

Agenda No. 2(e)

ORIGINATED BY: Marc Mattox, Public Works Director / Town Engineer
REVIEWED BY: Lauren Gill, Town Manager
SUBJECT: Greenwood Drive Storm Damage Repair Project Contract Award

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

1. Award Contract No. 17-10, Greenwood Drive Storm Damage Repair Project, to Franklin
Construction, Inc. of Chico, CA in the amount of their Bid of $100,551.00.

2. Authorize the Town Manager to execute an agreement with Franklin Construction
relating to Contract No. 17-10 and to approve contingency expenditures not exceeding
10%.

Background:

During torrential downpours in February 2017, Greenwood Drive, a local roadway off of Maxwell
Drive failed. The roadway collapsed due to high groundwater and overly saturated soils at the
bottom of a naturally occurring drainage system. A typical example of this damage is shown in
the photograph below.

Ultimately, a Presidential Disaster Declaration was issued by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) and required repairs to Greenwood Drive are to be made using
disaster relief funding.
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Analysis:

The Greenwood Drive Storm Damage Repair Project was formally advertised for bids on June
14, 2017. The project advertisement was published in the Chico Enterprise Record on June 17,
2017, in compliance with public contract codes. Plans and Specifications were provided to 12
local, regional, and national construction exchanges.

On June 29, three bids were received by the Town Clerk and publicly opened. A list of bids
received are shown below:

1 Knife River Construction $167,960.00
2 Santos Excavating $107,298.00
3 Franklin Construction $100,551.00
X Engineer’s Estimate $75,000

Staff is recommending award of Contract No. 17-10, Greenwood Drive Storm Damage Repair
Project, to the low bidder, Franklin Construction of Chico, CA in the amount of their bid of
$100,551.00.

Financial Impact:

Funding for the Greenwood Dr. Storm Damage Repair Project will be broken down in the
following pro-rata shares:

FEMA 75%
Cal OES 18.75%
Town of Paradise (Gas Tax) 6.25%

The estimated construction costs, excluding construction engineering and materials testing are
provided below with the Town’s portion provided in parentheses.

Construction Cost = $100,551.00 ($6,284.44)
Construction Contingency = $10,055.00 ($628.44)
Total Construction Cost = 110,606.00 ($6,912.88)

Cal OES has been notified of the bid costs and has instructed the Town of Paradise to proceed
with repairs immediately and funding agreements for reimbursement will be provided soon.
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TOWN OF PARADISE
Council Agenda Summary
Date: July 11, 2017

Agenda No. 2(f)

ORIGINATED BY: Marc Mattox, Public Works Director / Town Engineer
REVIEWED BY: Lauren Gill, Town Manager
SUBJECT: PD Window Replacement Contract Award

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

1. Award Contract No. 17-11, Paradise PD Window Replacement, to The Screen and Door
Shop of Paradise, CA in the amount of their Bid of $9,974.23.

2. Authorize the Town Manager to execute an agreement with The Screen and Door Shop
relating to Contract No. 17-11 and to approve contingency expenditures not exceeding
15%.

Background:

The Paradise Police Department building, located at 5595 Black Olive Drive, has had water
intrusion issues near aged windows and on the second floor of the building. Efforts in the prior
two years have been made to replace damaged siding and awnings, however during the
2016/2017 winter, staff has made the determination that the existing conditions on the roof and
of windows throughout the building cannot continue to be maintained.

During the recent 2017/2018 budget planning process, staff recommended replacement of
windows, roofing and specific drywall repairs to the Town Council and Measure C Oversight
Committee. Both bodies concurred that this project is necessary as a regular course of
business, one which may not be able to be funded without the existence of Measure C funds.

Analysis:

Staff advertised the project on June 19, 2017 and individually contacted all licensed contractors
in Butte County regarding the work and received two bids for the work, shown below:

Kellogg & Kellogg Inc. of Roseville, CA $23,871.00
The Screen and Door Shop of Paradise, CA $9,974.23

Staff is recommending award of the contract to the low bidder, The Screen and Door Shop of
Paradise, CA in the amount of their bid of $9,974.23.

Financial Impact:

The contract cost for the subject work is $9,974.23 and total cost of $11,470.36, including
contingencies. Funding for this effort has been identified in the 2017/2018 budget using
Measure C funds, a local sales tax initiative which aims to support Police, Fire, Road and
Animal Control by providing funds for projects and needs.
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TOWN OF PARADISE
Council Agenda Summary
Date: July 11, 2017

Agenda No. 2(g)

ORIGINATED BY: Marc Mattox, Public Works Director/Town Engineer

REVIEWED BY: Lauren Gill, Town Manager

SUBJECT: Paradise Pavement Management Program Consultant
Recommendation

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

1. Concur with staff's recommendation of Harris & Associates to perform pavement
management services for the Town’s 100 centerline mile roadway network, and

2. Approve the attached Professional Services Agreement with Harris & Associates and
authorize the Town Manager to execute same, and

3. Authorize the Town Manager to execute additional work orders up to 10% of the contract
amount.

Background:

The Town of Paradise owns and maintains 100 centerline miles of roadway which are
continuously deteriorating each day. Pavements deteriorate over time from exposure to traffic
and environment. Maintenance and rehabilitation are employed to slow down the deterioration
process or to return the pavement to a like-new state. Maintenance operations, such as crack
sealing, micro-surfacing and patching help slow deterioration by identifying and addressing
specific pavement deficiencies that contribute to the overall deterioration. Rehabilitation is the
act of reconstructing portions of an existing pavement to reset the deterioration process in those
portions. Pavement life cycle, life cycle cost analyses, and pavement management are all
employed when deciding on the type, timing, and extent of maintenance and rehabilitation
actions.

The Town of Paradise last completed a Pavement Management Program update in 2009. A
Pavement Management Program is the combination of a field inventory of existing conditions
coupled with a software program to aide decision making processes on timely investments for
prioritized roads and which treatment types should be used - all while considering funding
available and roadway network condition goals.

On May 18, 2017, the Public Works Department issued a formal Request for Proposals for
interested consultants to update the Town’s inventory and converting to the statewide
recognized StreetSaver software. The scope of work of the RFP is summarized below:

Pavement Database Setup. Includes Licensing one user for Metropolitains
Transportation Commision’s (MTC) online StreetSaver. Data from previous Chec efforts
will be imported to the new program. Task also includes the consideration of historical
maintenance and rehabilitation data performed since the 2009 survey.

Field Inspection. Consultant will inspect approximately 100 centerline miles of streets.
Pavement inspections will be based on the MTC PMS inspection methodology. One
inspection sample will be performed for every 1000 feet of the road.
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Inspection Data Entry / PCI Calculations. Consultant will enter all data collected into
the MTC StreetSaver pavement management database. Upon completion of the data
entry, a condition report will be generated showing each street section and its current
PCI. The PCl is presented using a scale of O to 100, where 0 is the worst condition and
100 is the best condition.

Budget Analysis. Consultant will meet with the Town to define interest rate and inflation
assumptions used to project future costs. Pavement Management Systems use
“treatment decision tree” to define Town’s treatment strategy for each pavement section
based on its functional class, surface type, and condition rating.

Consultant will calculate funding scenarios to evaluate the impact of current and desired
funding levels of overall pavement condition and deferred maintenance costs over time.
Charts comparing the impact of each funding strategy will be provided. The primary
emphasis of this task is to maximize the programming of street maintenance projects
using the most cost-effective maintenance strategies available, and taking into account a
life cycle cost analysis of each strategy recommended. Following this analysis, project
lists would be generated for five (5) funding levels:

- Unconstrained Funding Level

- Zero Funding Level

- Maintain Current PCI Funding Level

- PCl target scenario (5 point increase or any target) and,
- Town’s Projected Funding Level

After a review of the budget scenarios with the Town, Consultant will provide full detalil
reports for the scenario most likely to be followed by the Town.

Field Training. Consultants shall provide a field training for up to five staff members
(simultaneously) for three streets selected by the consultant which represent various
levels of distress.

Streetsaver Training. Consultant will provide training on the Streetsaver program to
Town Staff. This training will aim at providing users general concept on PMS and
Streetsaver software.

GIS Segmentation, Mapping Integration and Map Generation. Consultant will
produce a shape file for the Pavement Management Program (PMP) from the Town’s
GIS street centerline shape file.

Final Report and Council Presentation. Consultant shall provide a final report and
attend one Council meeting to present background, inventory, findings and
recommendations.

Analysis:

By June 20, 2017 at 4:00 PM, Town staff had received five responses to the RFP. The
consultants are listed below:

- Harris & Associates of Concord, CA

- Infrastructure Management Services of Tempe, AZ
- NCE of Sacramento, CA

- Pavement Engineering, Inc of San Luis Obispo, CA
- Quality Engineering Services of Reno, NV




Consultants were advised to include cost estimates in a separate, sealed envelope to allow for a
fair and objective evaluation of the submittals. A two-member evaluation committee was formed
to evaluate the proposals. Pavement Engineering, Inc.’s proposal was not reviewed by the
Committee as their proposal did not acknowledge or include a signed copy of Addendum No.1
of the solicitation, as required. Furthermore, their proposal did not include a cost estimate in a
separate, sealed envelope.

The Committee received and ranked the proposals according to the criteria provided in the RFP
and shown below:

Criteria Weighting Respondent’s Understanding of the Project (35 points)
- Clarity and presentation of the proposal. (10)
- Completeness and quality of response to the specific requirements of the RFP
and SOW. (10)
- Proposed understanding of and clearly identified approach to addressing the
services requested. (15)

Respondent’s Qualifications & Experience (35 points)
- Project team’s (including subcontractors) personnel assigned to the project. (10)
- Firm's relevant and current experience with similar projects, especially with
StreetSaver software. (20)
- Consultant’s and subcontractors’ references. (5)

Approach, Work Plan & Schedule (35 points)
- Work plan and schedule by task. (15)
- Workload distribution. (10)
- Practices to ensure clear communication and coordination between the
consultant and local staff. (5)

The average proposal scores are listed below:

- Harris & Associates of Concord, CA 94 /100
- Infrastructure Management Services of Tempe, AZ 83.5 /100
- NCE of Sacramento, CA 95.5 /100
- Quality Engineering Services of Reno, NV 86 /100

After scoring the proposals, the Committee met to discuss and reach a consensus selection.
The evaluation committee’s scores determined that both Harris & Associates and NCE could
serve the Town well and provide the requested services with excellence. Reference checks
from other agencies confirmed this finding, as well. Following this conclusion, cost proposals for
these two consultants were unsealed and are shown below with estimated labor hour
commitments and delivery schedules:

- Harris & Associates of Concord, CA $58,230, 348 hours, 16 weeks
- NCE of Sacramento, CA $60,000, 314 hours, 15 weeks

Ultimately, the Committee selected Harris & Associates for recommendation of award
considering all aspects of their proposal. Furthermore, Harris & Associates prepared the City of
Chico’s recent Pavement Management Program update and by selecting them for the Town’s
inventory, their work will help build a regional consistency between agencies to evaluate
roadway conditions.

Staff recommends Council consider awarding the contract, Attachment A, to Harris &
Associates of Concord, CA .
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Upon completion of the inventory and report, the Town’s Pavement Management Program will
remain a living database which can be updated by staff based upon actual projects completed.

Financial Impact:

The professional services agreement and respective services will be funded using local
transportation funds (Transit) as budgeted in the 2017-2020 Capital Improvement Program.
Transit funds are allocated via Butte County Association of Governments and are reserved
specifically for road projects and studies. The project cost is $58,230. Staff is recommending a
10% contingency bringing the total cost to $64,053.

Attachments:

1. Attachment A — Professional Services Contract Agreement
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AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

This Agreement is made and entered into on July 12, 2017 by and between the Town of

Paradise, a municipal corporation (“Town”) and Harris & Associates (“Consultant”).

RECITALS

A. Consultant is specially trained, experienced and competent to perform the services which
will be required by this Agreement; and

B. Consultant possesses the skill, experience, ability, background, certification, and
knowledge to provide the services described in this Agreement on the terms and
conditions described herein.

C. Town desires to retain Consultant to render services as set forth in this Agreement.

AGREEMENT

1 SCOPE OF SERVICES.

Except as specified in this Agreement, Consultant shall furnish all technical and
professional services, including labor, material, equipment, transportation, supervision
and expertise (collectively referred to as “Services”) to satisfactorily complete the
work required by Town at consultant's own risk and expense relating to a Town
Pavement Managament program . Services to be provided to Town are more fully
described in Exhibit A entitled “SCOPE OF SERVICES.” All of the exhibits referenced

in this Agreement are attached and are incorporated by this reference.

1.1 Town Obligations

All data applicable to the project and in possession of the Town are to be made available

to the Consultant.

Contrat No. 17-07
Page 1 of 29
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2 TIME OF PERFORMANCE.

The services of Consultant shall commence immediately, and shall terminate on February

1, 2018

3 COMPENSATION.

Consultant’s compensation for all services under this Agreement shall not exceed
$51,230 and shall be in accordance with the charges set forth in Exhibit “B”. In no event
shall Consultant’s compensation exceed Costs and Fees set forth in Exhibit “B” without

the prior approval of the Town Manager.

4  METHOD OF PAYMENT.

4.1

Consultant shall submit monthly billings, or progress invoices to Town describing the
work performed during the preceding month. Consultant’s bills shall include a brief
description of the services performed, the date the services were performed, the number
of hours spent and by whom, and a description of any reimbursable expenditures and
segregated by test methods or by specific tasks. Town shall pay Consultant progress
payments no later than 30 days after approval of the monthly invoice by Town staff.
Approval of the monthly invoice requires the submittal of certified payrolls when
prevailing wages rates are in effect for work done during applicable month. Certified
payrolls are to be submitted on a weekly basis and within ten days after the week in

question.

Retention of Payment

When payments made by Town equal 95% of the maximum fee provided for in this
Agreement, no further payments shall be made until the final work under this Agreement,
or for each individual project relating to the Consultant’s services has been accepted by

the Town.

Contrat No. 17-07
Page 2 of 29
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4.2 Cost Principles

4.2.a The Consultant agrees that the Contract Cost Principles and Procedures, 48 CFR,
Federal Acquisition Regulations System, Chapter 1, Part 31 et seq., shall be used
to determine the allowability of individual items of cost.

4.2.b The Consultant also agrees to comply with Federal procedures in accordance with
49 CFR, part 18, Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and
Cooperative Agreements to State and Local Governments.

4.2.c Any costs for which payment has been made to Consultant that are determined by
subsequent audit to be unallowable under 48 CFR, Federal Acquisition
Regulations System, Chapter 1, Part 31 et seq., OR 49 CFR, Part 18, Uniform
Administrative requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State and
Local Governments, are subject to repayment by the Consultant to State.

4.2.d Any subcontract in excess of $25,000, entered into as a result of this Agreement,

shall contain all the provisions of this Section.

4.3 Contingent Fee

The Consultant warrants, by execution of this Agreement, that no person or selling
agency has been employed or retained to solicit or secure this Agreement upon an
agreement or understanding for a commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee,
excepting bona fide employees or bona fide established commercial or selling agencies
maintained by the Consultant for the purpose of securing business. For breach or
violation of this warranty, the State has the right to annul this Agreement without
liability, pay on the value of the work actually performed, or in its discretion, to deduct

from the agreement price or consideration, or otherwise recover, the full amount of such

44

Contrat No. 17-07
Page 3 of 29




5

commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee.

4.4 Retention Of Records/Audit

44.a

44.b

For the purpose of determining compliance with Public Contract Code Section
10115, et seq. And Title 21, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 21, Section
2500 et. seq., when applicable, and other matters connected with the performance
of the Agreement pursuant to Government Code Section 8546.7, the Consultant,
subConsultants, and the State shall maintain all books, documents, papers,
accounting records, and other evidence pertaining to the performance of the
Agreement, including but not limited to, the costs of administering the agreement.
All parties shall make such materials available at their respective offices at all
reasonable times during the Agreement period and for three years from the date of
final payment under the Agreement. The State, the State Auditor, FHWA, or any
duly authorized representative of the Federal government having jurisdiction
under Federal laws or regulations (including the basis of Federal funding in whole
or in part) shall have access to any books, records, and documents of the
Consultant that are pertinent to the Agreement from audits, examinations,
excerpts, and transactions, and copies thereof shall be furnished if requested.

Any subcontract in excess of $25,000, entered into as a result of this Agreement,

shall contain all the provisions of this Section.

LABOR COMPLIANCE

The Consultant shall agree through the Agreement to comply with the provisions of

the California Labor Code to the extent they are applicable to this project. For the

purpose of this project, eight hours shall constitute a legal day's work.

Contrat No. 17-07
Page 4 of 29
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The Consultant's attention is directed to section 1815 of the labor code regarding
overtime pay and the requirement that a $25 penalty will be levied for each workman for
each calendar day during which the overtime pay provision is not met. The Consultant's
attention is also directed to the requirements for travel and subsistence payments to all
workers needed to execute the Contract.

Subject to the limitations stated in said section, the Consultant shall comply with the
apprenticeship provisions of Section 1777.5 of the Labor Code, including the training and
hiring of apprentices.

Attention is directed to Section 7-1.02K(2), "Wages" of the Standard Specifications.
Pursuant to Labor Code Section 1770 et seq, the general prevailing wage rates in the
county in which the project work is to be done have been determined by the Director of
the California Department of Industrial Relations. These wages are set forth in the
General Prevailing Wage Rates for this project, available at Town of Paradise and
available from the California Department of Industrial Relations’ Internet web site at
http://www.dir.ca.gov/DLSR/PWD. Future effective general prevailing wage rates,
which have been predetermined and are on file with the California Department of

Industrial Relations are referenced but not printed in the general prevailing wage rates.

6 EXTRAWORK.
At any time during the term of this Agreement, Town may request that Consultant

perform Extra Work. As used herein, “Extra Work” means any work which is
determined by Town to be necessary for the proper completion of Consultant’s services,
but which the parties did not reasonably anticipate would be necessary at the execution of
this Agreement. Consultant shall not perform, nor be compensated for, Extra Work

without prior written authorization from Town.
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7  TERMINATION.
This Agreement may be terminated by the Town immediately for cause or by either party

without cause upon fifteen (15) days written notice of termination. Upon termination,
Consultant shall be entitled to compensation for services properly performed up to the

effective date of termination.

8 OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS.
All reports, plans, studies, documents, and other writings prepared by and for Consultant,

in the course of implementing this Agreement, except working notes and internal
documents, shall become the property of the Town upon payment to Consultant for such
work, and the Town shall have the sole right to use such materials in its discretion
without further compensation to Consultant or to any other party. Consultant shall, at
Consultant’s expense, provide such reports, plans, studies, documents, and other writings
to Town within three (3) days after written request. Consultant shall not be responsible
for liabilities, losses, or claims resulting from unauthorized modifications, or reuse other

than original intended purpose.

9  LICENSING OF INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY.
This Agreement creates a nonexclusive and perpetual license for Town to copy, use,

modify, reuse, or sublicense any and all copyrights, designs, and other intellectual
property embodied in documents or works of authorship fixed in any tangible medium of
expression, including, but not limited to, data magnetically or otherwise recorded on
computer diskettes, which are prepared or caused to be prepared by Consultant under this
Agreement (“Documents and Data”). Consultant represents and warrants that Consultant
has the legal right to license any and all Documents and Data. Consultant makes no such

representation and warranty in regard to Documents and Data which may be provided to
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9.1

9.2

Consultant by Town. Town shall not be limited in any way in its use of the Documents

and Data at any time.

Confidentiality.

All ideas, memoranda, specifications, plans, procedures, drawings, descriptions,
computer program data, input record data, written information, and other Documents and
Data either created by or provided to Consultant in connection with the performance of
this Agreement shall be held confidential by Consultant. Such materials shall not,
without the prior written consent of Town, be used by Consultant for any purposes other
than the performance of the services under this Agreement. Nor shall such materials be
disclosed to any person or entity not connected with the performance of the services
under this Agreement. Nothing furnished to Consultant, which is otherwise known to
Consultant or is generally known, or has become known, to the related industry shall be
deemed confidential. Consultant shall not use Town’s name, seal, or photographs
relating to project for which Consultant’s services are rendered, or participate in any
publicity pertaining to the Consultant’s services under this Agreement in any magazine,
trade paper, newspaper, television or radio production or other similar medium without

the prior written consent of Town.

Consultant’s Books and Records.

9.2.a Consultant shall maintain any and all ledgers, books of account, invoices,
vouchers, canceled checks, and other records or documents evidencing or relating
to charges for services, expenditures and disbursements charged to Town for a
minimum period of two (2) years, or for any longer period required by law, from

the date of final payment to Consultant to this Agreement.
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9.2.b Consultant shall maintain all documents and records which demonstrate
performance under this Agreement for a minimum of three (3) years, or for any
longer period required by law, from the date of termination or completion of this
Agreement.

9.2.c Any records or documents required to be maintained pursuant to this Agreement
shall be made available for inspection or audit, at any time during regular business
hours, upon written request by the Town Manager, Town Attorney, Town Finance
Director, or a designated representative of these officers. Copies of such
documents shall be provided to the Town for inspection at Town Hall when it is
practical to do so. Otherwise, unless an alternative is mutually agreed upon, the
records shall be available at Consultant’s address indicated for receipt of notices
in this Agreement.

9.2.d Where Town has reason to believe that such records or documents may be lost or
discarded due to dissolution, disbandment or termination of Consultant’s
business, Town may, by written request by any of the above named officers,
require that custody of the records be given to the Town and that the records and

documents be maintained by Town Hall.

10 INDEPENDENT CONSULTANT.
It is understood that Consultant, in the performance of the work and services agreed to be

performed, shall act as and be an independent Consultant and shall not act as an agent or
employee of the Town. Consultant shall obtain no rights to retirement benefits or other
benefits which accrue to Town’s employees, and Consultant hereby expressly waives any

claim it may have to any such rights.
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11 INTEREST OF CONSULTANT.
Consultant  (including principals, associates, and professional employees and

subConsultants) covenants and represents that it does not now have any investment or

interest in real property and shall not acquire any interest, direct or indirect, in the area

covered by this Agreement or any other source of income, interest in real property or
investment which would be affected in any manner or degree by the performance of

Consultant’s services hereunder. Consultant further covenants and represents that in the

performance of its duties hereunder no person having any such interest shall perform any

services under this Agreement.

Consultant is not a designated employee within the meaning of the Political Reform Act

because

Consultant:

a. will conduct research and arrive at conclusions with respect to its rendition of
information, advice, recommendation, or counsel independent of the control and
direction of the Town or any Town official, other than normal agreement
monitoring; and

b. possesses no authority with respect to any Town decision beyond rendition of

information, advice, recommendation or counsel. (FPPC Reg. 18700(a)(2).)

12 PROFESSIONAL ABILITY OF CONSULTANT.
Town has relied upon the professional training and ability of Consultant to perform the

services hereunder as a material inducement to enter into this Agreement. Consultant

shall have Vijay Pulijal, PE manage and approve the work of all persons performing

professional services under this Agreement. All work performed by Consultant under

this Agreement shall be in accordance with applicable legal requirements and shall meet
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the standard of quality ordinarily to be expected of competent professionals in

Consultant’s field of expertise.

13 COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS.
Consultant shall use the standard of care in its profession to comply with all applicable

federal, state and local laws, codes, ordinances and regulations.

14 LICENSES.
Consultant represents and warrants to Town that it has all licenses, permits,

qualifications, insurance, and approvals of whatsoever nature, which are legally required
of Consultant to practice its profession. Consultant represents and warrants to Town that
Consultant shall, at its sole cost and expense, keep in effect or obtain at all times during
the term of this Agreement, any licenses, permits, certifications, insurance and approvals

which are required by the Town for its business.

15 INDEMNITY.
Consultant agrees to defend, indemnify and hold harmless the Town, its officers,

officials, employees and volunteers from and against any and all claims, demands,
actions, losses, damages, injuries, and liability, direct or indirect (including any and all
costs and expenses in connection therein), arising from its negligent performance,
misconduct or omissions relating to the services under this Agreement or its failure to
comply with any of its obligations contained in this Agreement, except for any such
claim arising from the sole negligence or willful misconduct of the Town, its officers,

agents, employees or volunteers.

16 INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS.
Consultant, at Town’s own cost and expense, shall procure and maintain, for the duration

of the Agreement, the insurance coverage and policies as set forth in Exhibit “C” attached
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hereto.

17 NOTICES.
Any notice required to be given under this Agreement shall be in writing and will either

be served personally or sent prepaid, first class mail. Any such notice shall be addressed
to the other party at the address set forth below. Notice shall be deemed communicated
within 48 hours from the time of mailing if mailed as provided in this section.

If to Town: Marc Mattox
Public Works Director
Town of Paradise
5555 Skyway
Paradise, CA 95969

If to Consultant: Vijay Pulijal
Project Manager
Harris & Associates
1401 Willow Pass Road, Suite 500
Concord, CA 94520

18 ENTIRE AGREEMENT.
This Agreement constitutes the complete and exclusive statement of Agreement between

the Town and Consultant. All prior written and oral communications, including
correspondence, drafts, memoranda, and representations are superseded in total by this

Agreement.

19 AMENDMENTS.
This Agreement may be modified or amended only by a written document executed by

both Consultant and Town and approved as to form by the Town Attorney.

20 ASSIGNMENT AND SUBCONTRACTING.
The parties recognize that a substantial inducement to Town for entering into this

Agreement is the professional reputation, experience, and competence of Consultant.
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Assignments of any or all rights, duties, or obligations of the Consultant under this
Agreement will be permitted only with the express prior written consent of the Town. No
subConsultants (other than those listed on Exhibit “A”) shall work under this Agreement
without the prior written authorization of the Town. If Town consents to such
subcontract, Consultant shall be fully responsible to Town for all acts or omissions of the
subConsultant. Nothing in this Agreement shall create any contractual relationship
between Town and a subConsultant of the Consultant nor shall it create any obligation on
the part of the Town to pay or to see to the payment of any monies due to any such
subConsultant other than as otherwise required by law. Subcontracts shall physically

contain the provisions contained in Federal Form 1273.

21 WAIVER.
Waiver of a breach or default under this Agreement shall not constitute a continuing

waiver of a subsequent breach of the same or any other provision under this Agreement.

22 SEVERABILITY.
If any term or portion of this Agreement is held to be invalid, illegal, or otherwise

unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remaining provisions of this

Agreement shall continue in full force and effect.

23 CONTROLLING LAW VENUE.
This Agreement and all matters relating to it shall be governed by the laws of the State of

California and any action brought relating to this Agreement shall be held exclusively in

a state court in the County of Butte.

24 LITIGATION EXPENSES AND ATTORNEY’S FEES.
If either party to this Agreement commences any legal action against the other part

arising out of this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover its
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reasonable litigation expenses, including court costs, expert witness fees, discovery

expenses, and attorneys’ fees.

25 MEDIATION.
The parties agree to make a good faith attempt to resolve any disputes arising out of this

Agreement through mediation prior to commencing litigation. The parties shall mutually
agree upon the mediator and shall divide the costs of mediation equally. If the parties are
unable to agree upon a mediator, the dispute shall be submitted to American Arbitration
Association (AAA) or its successor in interest. AAA shall provide the parties with the

names of five qualified

26 MEDIATORS.
The Town and Consultant shall meet to select a mediator by each striking the names of

two different proposed mediators and thereafter the mediator remaining shall hear the
dispute. If the dispute remains unresolved after mediation, either party may commence

litigation.

27 EXECUTION.
This Agreement may be executed in several counterparts, each of which shall constitute

one and the same instrument and shall become binding upon the parties when at least one
copy hereof shall have been signed by both parties hereto. In approving this Agreement,

it shall not be necessary to produce or account for more than one such counterpart.

28 AUTHORITY TO ENTER AGREEMENT.
Consultant has all requisite power and authority to conduct its business and to execute,

deliver, and perform the Agreement. Each party warrants that the individuals who have
signed this Agreement have the legal power, right, and authority to make this Agreement

and to bind each respective party.
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29 PROHIBITED INTERESTS.
Consultant maintains and warrants that it has not employed nor retained any company or

person, other than a bona fide employee working solely for Consultant, to solicit or
secure this Agreement. Further, Consultant warrants that it has not paid nor has it agreed
to pay any company or person, other than a bona fide employee working solely for
Consultant, any fee, commission, percentage, brokerage fee, gift or other consideration
contingent upon or resulting from the award or making of this Agreement. For breach or
violation of this warranty, Town shall have the right to rescind this Agreement without
liability. For the term of this Agreement, no member, officer or employee of Town,
during the term of his or her service with Town, shall have any direct interest in this

Agreement, or obtain any present or anticipated material benefit arising there from.

30 EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYMENT.
Consultant represents that it is an equal opportunity employer and it shall not

discriminate against any subConsultant, employee or applicant for employment because
of race, religion, color, national origin, disability, ancestry, sex or age. Such non-
discrimination shall include, but not be limited to, all activities related to initial
employment, upgrading, demotion, transfer, recruitment or recruitment advertising,
layoff or termination. IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties have cause this Agreement to

be executed on the date first written above.
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TOWN OF PARADISE

By:

Lauren Gill, Town Manager

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By:

Dwight L. Moore, Town Attorney
I
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

HARRIS & ASSOCIATES

By:

Title:

ATTEST:

By:

Dina Volenski, Town Clerk
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EXHIBIT “A”

Scope of Services
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Scope of Work

Town of Paradise
Pavement Management System Update 2017

Proposed Scope of Work

Role/Person

Task Description Your Benefit Deliverable .
Responsible

1.0 PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

1.1 Kick-off Meeting | We will meet with staff to confirm This meeting will » Meeting notes (Via | « Vijay Pulijal,
the scope of work, discuss current ensure that all parties e-mail) with lists PE (Project
procedures for pavement maintenance, understand all aspects | of responsibilities Manager)
schedule, budget, and availability of of the work before any | as detailed from » Marissa Baclig
project documents; review project goals; | work begins. meeting. (Pavement
quality control plan; discuss format of « QA-QC plan Technician)
deliverables; and clarify responsibilities of « Paul Muse
each party. (Pavement

1.2 Project Updates | Harris’ project manager will submit Timely update of « Project Update Technician)
project update reports and communicate | project progress. Reports. (Via
with Town’s project manager as needed e-mail)

to facilitate the project.

2.0 PAVEMENT DATABASE SETUP/ M&R UPDATE/ INSPECTIONS/ FIELD QA-QC

2.1 PMP System Harris will develop a new pavement Most up-to date « Alist streets « Marissa Baclig
Setup, Review & management program for Town of database. and roadways (Pavement
Audit. Paradise. Metropolitan Transportation broken up into Technician)
Commission’s (MTC) online StreetSaver® management
PMP will be used. Data from the previous sections.

Chec database will be imported into the
new program. Street attributes such as
begin and end locations, functional class,
measurements, and surface type will

be checked while performing thorough
field inspections of the street’s surface
distresses and condition.

2.2 Enter The historical treatment (Overlays, Updated maintenance | « Areport with the
Maintenance & reconstructions and surface seals) datais | data. applied historical
Rehabilitation Data extremely useful for determining future maintenance and
treatments and predicting performance rehabilitation
of various pavement sections. Therefore (Applied
collecting and entering this information Maintenance
is highly recommended. Harris will input Treatment
treatment data for segments which have Report.)
received treatments since the last PMP
inspection update done in 2009. Data
on these segments must be provided
by the Town in the form of treatment
maps or lists of pavement segments with
treatment type and limits clearly defined.
58
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Town of Paradise
Pavement Management System Update 2017

Proposed Scope of Work

Role/Person

Task Description Your Benefit Deliverable .
Responsible

3.0 Field Surveys/Field QA-QC

3.1 Field Inspection | Harris will inspect approximately 100 Assures most up-to- «  Field Notes. « Vijay Pulijal,
centerline miles of streets. Pavement date condition datafor |« Inventory of PE (Project
inspections will be based on the MTC the pavement network Inspection Manager)
PMS inspection methodology. Under and accurate budget data « Marissa Baclig
this method, pavement distress, projections. (Pavement
severity, and quantity of distress data Understand and Technician)
is recorded for a 10% representative learn Inspection « Paul Muse
sample of a management segment. 100% | procedures. (Pavement
of a pavement segment is reviewed Technician)
to determine the most representative
sample unit. One inspection sample will
be performed for every 1,000 feet of the
road.

Harris pavement inspectors will

update the distress data onto Town’s
StreetSaver® program regularly.

Findings will be based on the Army Corps
of Engineers field distress manuals (ASTM
D6433). The specific types of distresses
to be measured will be determined prior
to the start of the inventory based upon
discussions with Town staff during the
project kick-off. A digital picture of the
inspection samples will be taken as part
of the field survey.

Before pavement inspections begin,
Harris’ Project Manager will create a list of
streets (with parameters) to be inspected
for the field crew from the Town’s
StreetSaver® online database.

This will allow the pavement inspectors
to easily and quickly verify the accuracy of
management section information during
the inspection process. Information to

be verified includes: name, segment ID,
length, width, surface type, functional
classification, and number of lanes.

In addition to the street segment
parameters verification and distress

data collection, the inspector will also
take down notes on sections as needed
that will be submitted to the Town

upon completion of inspections. Where
appropriate, Harris will provide pictures
of areas exhibiting extraordinary distress.

59

B ScopeofWork ®m 29 Contrat No. 17-07

Harris & Associates, Inc.
Page 18 of 29



Town of Paradise
Pavement Management System Update 2017

Proposed Scope of Work

Task

3.2 Quality Control
Checks (QC Field
inspection)

Description

Quality control checks are critical on a

project such as this when large amount of

data needs to be collected and processed.

We include a superior QC module in all

our projects. In doing so, Harris’ Project

Manager will

« Review field procedures and make
changes as needed.

» Make sure the field crew has all the
equipment required for inspections.

« Carry out a series of tests on the
inspection data to further check
accuracy, quality, missing inspections,
modifications, splits and additions.

« Approximately 5% of the total
inspection mileage will be reviewed
during the QC. A copy of Harris’ PMS QA/
QC procedures will be provided at the
kickoff meeting.

4.0 INSPECTION DATA ENTRY/PCI CALCULATIONS

4.1 Field Inspection
Data Entry

4.2 PCl Calculation
& Quiality Control
Checks (QC PMP
Database)

Harris will enter all data collected

into the MTC StreetSaver® pavement
management database. This task will

be done in conjunction with task 3.1. All
field data collected will be uploaded into
the StreetSaver®program at least twice a
week.

PCI’s (Pavement Condition Index) will

be calculated for each street segment
and for the entire network based on
field inspections & recent maintenance
update. (Task 2.2)

Upon completion of the data entry,

a condition report will be generated
showing each street section and its
current PCI. The PCl is presented using
ascale of 0 to 100, where 0 is the worst
condition and 100 is the best condition.
Harris’ Project Manager will also compare
the latest PCl data to:

» Recent maintenance data and

« Previous updated PCl data.( if available)
As needed additional field checks will
be performed on the segments with a
considerable PCI shift (-ve or +ve). Based
on the follow-up field review, Harris
Project Manager will notify the Town

of any abnormalities and if needed

will request for additional information
(maintenance data) to be updated in the
Streetsaver database.

Harris & Associates, Inc.

Your Benefit Deliverable
This step assures that
pavement inspections
are accurate and
methodology is
consistent between
inspection crews.

» QA-QC Report

« Inventory of
Inspection data

« Current PCI’s for
each inspected
segment.

« This step assures
accurate PCl data

B ScopeofWork ®m 30

Role/Person
Responsible

« Vijay Pulijal,
PE (Project
Manager)

« Marissa Baclig
(Pavement
Technician)

« Paul Muse
(Pavement
Technician)

« Paul Muse
(Pavement
Technician)
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Town of Paradise
Pavement Management System Update 2017

Proposed Scope of Work

Role/Person

Task Description Your Benefit Deliverable .
Responsible

5.0 BUDGET ANALYSIS

5.1 Define/Modify Harris will meet with the Town to define Current interest and « Vijay Pulijal,

Budget Analysis interest rate and inflation assumptions inflation rates. PE (Project

Future Cost used to project future costs. Manager)

Assumptions « Marissa Baclig
(Pavement
Technician)

» Paul Muse
(Pavement
Technician)

5.2 Define Treatment = Pavement Management Systems use A detailed decision » Treatment
Strategies (Decision | “treatment decision tree” to define tree that lists each Decision Tree.
Trees) Town’s treatment strategy for each pavement treatment

pavement section based on its functional | with appropriate unit

class, surface type, and condition costs.

rating. Any update to this decision

tree is a significant step in the PMP

implementation as it has a major impact

on the recommended work plan and

budgeting consequences. Harris’ Project

Manager will discuss Town’s decision tree

options and treatment costs for future

analyses.

If needed, Harris will review Town’s

recent bid-tabs (2015-16) to update

unit costs for treatments entered into

the treatment decision tree. Town will

be asked to identify the components of

treatment costs they would like to include

in their unit costs (ie. staff time, design,

inspection, etc.).

Once Town staff approves the final

strategy, Harris will update the PMP

database to reflect any changes.

Maintenance and rehabilitation decision

trees will be included in the final report.

5.3 Define Budget Harris will request information on A budget projection

Assumptions expected future budgets that accurately reflects
Town'’s funding
practices.
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Town of Paradise
Pavement Management System Update 2017

Proposed Scope of Work

Task

5.4 Calculate Budget
Needs

5.5 Calculate Budget
Scenarios

5.6 Selected
Scenario
Reports (Develop

Description

Harris will generate a Budget Needs
analysis (unconstrained budget) that
calculates the financial and work
program effort needed to bring the
Town’s pavement network to an
optimum preventive maintenance cycle.
This analysis will project condition
ratings based on updated ratings for all
segments.

Harris will calculate funding scenarios

to evaluate the impact of current

and desired funding levels of overall

pavement condition and deferred

maintenance costs over time. Charts

comparing the impact of each funding

strategy will be provided. Up to 5 funding

scenarios will be calculated and reports

generated.

The primary emphasis of this task is to

maximize the programming of street

maintenance projects using the most

cost-effective maintenance strategies

available, and taking into account a

life cycle cost analysis of each strategy

recommended. Following this analysis,

project lists would be generated for five

(5) funding levels:

» Unconstrained Funding Level

« Zero Funding Level

« Maintain Current PCI Funding Level

« PCl target scenario ( 5 point increase or
any target) and,

» Town’s Current Projected Funding Level

After a review of the budget scenarios

with the Town, Harris will provide full
detail reports for the scenario most likely

Capital Improvement | to be followed by the Town.

Plans)

Harris & Associates, Inc.

Your Benefit

Areport
demonstrating the
level of funding Town
needs to practice the
most cost-effective
means of managing its
pavements.

Areport showing the
impact of various
funding levels on
Town’s PCl and
maintenance backlog.

Reports detailing
specific treatments,
treatment cost, and
year of treatment

for each section
accommodated under
selected budget level.

B ScopeofWork m 32

Deliverable

+ Budget Needs
Report.

» Budget Scenario
Reports.

« PCl Chart.

« Deferred
Maintenance
Chart.

« Selected Scenario
Reports.

Role/Person
Responsible

« Vijay Pulijal,
PE (Project
Manager)

« Marissa Baclig
(Pavement
Technician)

« Paul Muse
(Pavement
Technician)
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Town of Paradise
Pavement Management System Update 2017

Proposed Scope of Work

Task

Description

6.0 DRAFT REPORT

6.1 Draft Report

Harris will provide the following sections

in the PMS report for the Town:

« Executive summary - project
methodology, results of budget analysis,
and findings.

» Section 1: Introduction - the need for a
pavement management system.

« Section 2: Methodology - field survey
procedure, maintenance strategies.

« Section 3: PCl Report - current PCl from
inspection data for each pavement
section.

« Section 4: Budget Reports - impact of
various budget scenarios on PCl and
deferred maintenance, charts, and
annual work programs.

« Section 5: Backup Data

- Section Description Report - all
pavement section data.

- Inspection Inventory - pavement
distresses, severity, and quantity for
each pavement section inspected.

- Maintenance treatment decision
trees and inventory of applied

historical treatments.

7.0 TRAINING - FIELD DISTRESS SURVEY

7.1 Field Training

Harris team will provide a field training

for up to five staff members. As part of

the field training, three to four streets will

be inspected. The goal of this training is

to provide skills and knowledge in the

following areas:

» Identify inspection units used for
pavement inspections.

« Identify pavement distresses collected
for each inspection unit.

« Learn techniques to ensure quality
inspections of pavements

» By the end of the field training, Agency
staff will be capable of performing
inspections independently.

Harris & Associates, Inc.

Your Benefit

Reports including
all data generated
from this project,
incorporating your
comments.

B ScopeofWork ™ 33

Deliverable

« Draft report for
review by Town
staff.

Role/Person
Responsible

« Vijay Pulijal,
PE (Project
Manager)

« Marissa Baclig
(Pavement
Technician)

« Pual Muse
(Pavement
Technician)

« Vijay Pulijal,
PE (Project
Manager)

« Paul Muse
(Pavement
Technician)
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Town of Paradise
Pavement Management System Update 2017

Proposed Scope of Work

Task Description Your Benefit Deliverable L0 Per§ on
Responsible
8.0 TRAINING - ONLINE STREETSAVER® PROGRAM
8.1 StreetSaver® Harris will provide half day training on StreetSaver® program « Vijay Pulijal,
Program Training the StreetSaver® program to Town Staff. knowledge PE (Project
This training will aim at providing users Manager)
general concept on PMS and StreetSaver® « Marissa Baclig
software. Each module of the program (Pavement
will be covered. At minimum, following Technician)
topics will be covered; « Paul Muse
« System requirements for accessing (Pavement
online StreetSaver® program. Technician)
« Data Entry and Editing
» PCI Calculations
» Budget Scenarios & Project selection
« PMS Reports & Graphs
If the Town of Paradise integrates its GIS
with the SStreetSaver® program, training
on the GIS module will be covered.
 General toolbar navigation
» Standard Features
« Creating project
« Printing map
« Exporting shapefiles
64
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Town of Paradise
Pavement Management System Update 2017

Proposed Scope of Work

Role/Person

Task Description Your Benefit Deliverable .
Responsible

9.0 GIS SEGMENTATION AND MAPPING INTEGRATION

9.1 GIS a. Harris will produce a shape file The shape file » Segmented « Paul Muse
Segmentation/ for the Pavement Management produced will be Town’s centerline (Pavement
Mapping Integration/ Program (PMP) from the Town’s fully segmented to shapefile. Technician)
Maps Generation GIS street centerline shape file. match with the street | « PCI Listing map

The segmented PMP Shape file segments from the color coded

will match with the existing street | PMP Database. « Work plan map (5

section definitions from Town’s year schedule of

pavement management program. treatments)

This job will be accomplished

post completion of inspections

and before generating the

analysis. Exact matching (i.e. fully

linked) of the StreetSaver® data

to the Town’s shape file cannot be

guaranteed.

b. Upon completion of GIS

segmentation, Harris will provide

the PMP-GIS segmented shape

file to MTC for integrating the

mapping with the StreetSaver®

program. MTC charges a $2,500

(Mapping integration fee)

to integrate the segmented

shape files into the Streetsaver

program. Up to four (4) layers

of shapefiles are included in the

price. Examples of layers are

street centerline, district council

boundary, Town limits, and

redevelopment district, block

address, etc.

c. Harris will generate a PCI
map and 5 year schedule of
recommended treatments map.

10.0 FINAL REPORT AND COUNCIL PRESENTATION

10.1 Final Report After Town’s review of the draft report, « Three copies of « Vijay Pulijal,
Harris will submit the final report and Final Report. PE (Project
CD containing Town’s PMS database. + CD with MTC PMS Manager)
Three copies of the Final Report will be files. « Marissa Baclig
delivered, along with a CD containing the (Pavement
PMS files. Technician)

10.2 Council Harris will attend one Council meeting to « Council
Presentation present background, inventory, findings Presentation.
and recommendations.
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EXHIBIT “B”

Compensation

66

Contrat No. 17-07
Page 25 of 29




Cost Proposal

Cost Proposal PMP Update Hourly breakdown by Personnel

Task
1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

9.0

Assumptions:

. A total of 100 centerline miles of the Town of Paradise’s streets will be surveyed.
. All the field inspection will be based on the ASTM D6433 standards (Standard Practice for Roads and Parking Lots Pavement Condition Index Surveys).
. Hours and fees are subject to adjustment during initial scoping session with Agency or subsequent directives from the Agency.

The above fee includes direct labor and overhead costs including transportation, living expenses, communication and materials.

.Indirect expenses (such as mileage, duplicating, and postage) are included in the totals shown above.
_Task 2.0 - Streetsaver online PMP will be setup and the data migration will be done by MTC. However M&R update will be performed by Harris.
. Task 9.0 - Gis Segmentation task will be performed by Harris and the mapping integration will be done by MTC.

. Task 9.0 - Agency’s Street centerline shape file will be segmented to match with the PMP segments as part of this update by Harris.

_Task 9.0 - This is a one-time GIS mapping segmentation charge and does not cover subsequent updates of new streets to the GIS shape file.

8. Task 9.0 - A PCI listing map will be generated color coded by PCI condition. Scenario maps will be generated

o o e b=

~1 O O

Description
Project Administration

Pavement Database Setup and M&R UpdateA (MTC Fee
indicated below)

Field Surveys and Field QA-QC

Inspection Data Entry and PCl Calculations
Budget Analysis

Draft Report

Training - Field Distress Survey

Training - Streetsaver Program

GIS Segmentation and Mapping IntegrationB (MTC Fee
indicated below)

Final Report and Council Presentation
Total Hours

Billable

Harris & Associates, Inc.

Cost Proposal

Project
Director

4

0

$ 1,000

A

Project

Manager

8

2

4
55

$212375

Project
Engineer

6

2

4
42

§ 9,450

|l

?:l:{‘ Oi:fa‘: Total Total §/Task
4 22 $4,610
6 10 $1,590
133 157 $20,695
24 38 $5,910
8 12 $1,820
16 24 $3,640
4 10 $1,810
4 10 $1,810
36 45 $6,165
12 20 $3,180
247 348
$ 28,405

Subtotal (Harris Fees):

Mre Streetsaver GIS mapping features.
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Cost Proposal (Cont)

g Purchase Migration
Task Description (MTC) (MTC) Fee (MTC) Total
A Pavement Database Setup (On-line StreetSaverTM 9.0) n/a $3,000 $ 1,500 $ 4,500
B GIS Mapping Integration with Streetsaver online program One time MTC Integration fee only §2,500
Subtotal (MTC Fees): | $7000 |
Assumptions (MTC Fee):

1. Task A - A new Pavement Management System ( MTC’s online Streetsaver program) will be purchased and developed from scratch.

2. Task A - MTC charges $3,000 towards data migration (one time fee varies depending on the available data) and $1,500 towards the first year annual
subscription fee.

Task A - Upon completion of this task MTC will provide Agency with the online credentials to access the program. Agency will forward them to Harris.
Task A - The segment attributes for each street will be added to MTC’s Streetsaver program (PMP).
Task A - Historical Maintenance and inspection data (if provided by the Agency) will be migrated into the new PMP.

ol g B

Task B - Upon completion of GIS segmentation, Harris will provide the PMP-GIS segmented shape file to MTC for integrating with the Streetsaver
program.

N

Task B - MTC charges a $2,500 ( Mapping integration fee) to integrate the segmented shape files into the Streetsaver program.

8. Task B - Up to four (4) layers of shapefiles are included in the price. Examples of layers are street centerline, district council boundary, city limits,
redevelopment district, block address, etc.

Lumpsum Harris and MTC Total

(Including Harris and MTC Tasks): 358,230
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EXHIBIT “C” — Insurance Reqguirements

Consultant shall procure and maintain for the duration of the contract insurance against claims for injuries to
persons or damages to property, which may arise from or in connection with the performance of the work
hereunder by the Consultant, its agents, representatives, or employees.

Minimum Scope of Insurance
Coverage shall be at least as broad as:
1. Insurance Services Office Commercial General Liability Coverage (occurrence form CG 0001).

2. Insurance Services Office form number CA 0001 (Ed. 1/87) Coverage Automobile Liability, code
1 (any auto).

3. Workers’” Compensation insurance as required by the State of California and Employer’s Liability
Insurance.

Minimum Limits of Insurance
Consultant shall maintain limits no less than:

1. General Liability: $1,000,000 per occurrence for bodily injury, personal injury and property
damage. If Commercial General Liability Insurance or other form with a general aggregate limit is
used, either the general aggregate limit shall apply separately to this project/location or the general
aggregate limit shall be twice the required occurrence limit.

2. Automobile Liability: $1,000,000 per accident for bodily injury and property damage.
3. Employer’s Liability: $1,000,000 per accident for bodily injury or disease.
Deductibles and Self-Insured Retentions

Any deductibles or self-insured retentions exceeding $25,000 must be declared to and approved by the
Town. At the option of the Town, either: the insurer shall reduce or eliminate such deductibles or self-
insured retentions as respects the Town, its officers, officials, employees and volunteers; or the Consultant
shall provide a financial guarantee satisfactory to the Town guaranteeing payment of losses and related
investigations, claim administration and defense expenses.

Other Insurance Provisions

The commercial general liability and automobile liability policies are to contain, or be endorsed to contain,
the following provisions:

1. The Town, its officers, officials, employees and volunteers are to be covered as insured as respects:
liability arising out of work or operations performed by or on behalf of the Consultant; or
automobiles owned, leased, hired or borrowed by the Consultant.

2. For any claims related to this project, the Consultant’s insurance coverage shall be primary
insurance respects the Town, its officers, officials, employees and volunteers. Any insurance or
self-insurance maintained by the Town, its officers, officials, employees or volunteers shall be
excess of the Consultant’s insurance and shall not contribute with it.

3. Each insurance policy required by this clause shall be endorsed to state that coverage shall not be
canceled by either party, except after thirty (30) days prior written notice by certified mail, return
receipt requested, has been given to the Town.
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Acceptability of Insurers

Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a current A. M. Best’s rating of no less than A: VII, unless
otherwise acceptable to the Town.

Verification of Coverage

Consultant shall furnish the Town with original certificates and amendatory endorsements effecting
coverage required by this clause. The endorsements should be on forms provided by the Town or on other
than the Town’s forms provided, those endorsements conform to Town requirements. All certificates and
endorsements are to be received and approved by the Town before work commences. The Town on reserves
the right to require complete, certified copies of all required insurance policies, including endorsements
affecting the coverage required.
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TOWN OF PARADISE
Council Agenda Summary
Date: July 11, 2017

Agenda No. 6a

ORIGINATED BY: Marc Mattox, Public Works Director / Town Engineer
REVIEWED BY: Lauren Gill, Town Manager
SUBJECT: Paradise Sewer Project Feasibility Report & Recommendation

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

1. Acknowledge and accept Bennett Engineering’s Town of Paradise Sewer Project,
Alternatives Analysis and Feasibility Report: Determining a Preferred Option for
Implementation.

2. Concur with staff recommendation to:

a. Select the Direct Connection to the City of Chico Water Pollution Control Plant
alternative as the preferred alternative

b. Commence efforts with the City of Chico to determine with certainty if they are
willing to negotiate a regional connection

c. Defer Special Assessment District Formation until adequate funding has been
secured for construction of the selected alternative.

d. Engage state and federal representatives on project need and alternative grant
funding options

e. Secure additional grant funding for preliminary design and environmental studies

Purpose:

The purpose of this Council item is to formally accept the Alternatives Analysis and Feasibility
Report, completed by Bennett Engineering. The study recommends taking the next steps
toward construction of a viable wastewater treatment method enabling us to treat our effluent in
a manner that allows us to remain a charming mountain community with a small town feel while
ensuring our economic future and the future of our businesses. Treating our wastewater also
allows for a better economy while protecting the groundwater.

Background:

Since its incorporation in 1979, the Town of Paradise has sought a formal wastewater treatment
solution for various zones and boundaries, all of which primarily focused on commercial and
densely populated residential areas — the portions of Paradise most vulnerable to groundwater
degradation and economic stagnation due to sewer limitations.

Professional studies from industry experts in every decade since 1980 have been completed
and all essentially come to the same conclusion: The Town of Paradise is running out of time. It
is inevitable that the continual degradation of groundwater quality and exceedance of soil
capacities to absorb and treat high volumes of wastewater will require action on behalf of the
Town and its constituents.

The need to develop a sustainable wastewater solution for the core Paradise areas, along
Skyway, Pearson and Clark Roads can be summarized in the following three reasons:
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1. The Economy:
A town cannot survive when businesses close, and new businesses are precluded
from operating due to septic issues and failures.

2. The Environment:
All septic systems fail eventually, and when they do they cause harm to the
surrounding environment and ground water.

3. The Community:
As a bedroom community, Paradise needs good restaurants, shops and small
businesses for our community to thrive, and without a sewer, it is difficult to maintain
and attract these types of businesses in Town.

On April 12, 2016, Paradise Town Council awarded a contract to Bennett Engineering to
analyze the Town’s wastewater challenge and to draft an Alternatives Analysis and Feasibility
Report. The report would analyze several options as detailed below, including a no project
option and recommend the most feasible solution and next steps. The Town was fortunate to
have been awarded a grant from the State Water Resources Control Board, funded through
Proposition 1, the Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014, in order
to pay for the feasibility report.

Executive Summary:

Alternatives in this study were analyzed to address sewer service reliability problems and select
the best alternative for the Town to carry forward to district formation, preliminary design, and
environmental documentation. Although many alternatives have been previously studied and
estimated for cost, this study eliminated non-viable options and brought complete solutions
together for evaluation on an equal basis. All alternatives that provide sewer service must be a
“‘complete project.”

A complete project has been defined by the project team as a project that provides for
collection, treatment, and disposal in addition to being permit-able, construct-able, and
financially and operationally feasible.

The five options studied and analyzed under this report:

A. Localized Wastewater Treatment Plant with Effluent Land Application. Local sewer
collection system for service area. Acquire land with adequate area for secondary level
treatment plant and land application area to comply with Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR).

B. Localized Wastewater Treatment Plant with Surface Water Discharge Location. Local
sewer collection system for service area. Acquire land with adequate area for a tertiary
level treatment plant and location for effluent discharge to creek. Will require a RWQCB
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.

C. Regional Connection to the City of Chico Water Pollution Control Plant. Local sewer
collection system for service area. Acquire right of way for regional pipeline and
connection to the City of Chico WPCP. Requires regional agreement with the City of
Chico and appropriate connection fee.

D. Wastewater Treatment with Beneficial Reuse. Local sewer collection system for service
area. Acquire land with adequate area for a tertiary level treatment. Treated effluent
connected to reclaimed water system for distribution and re-use via irrigation. Excess
reclaimed water would be taken to a land application area for irrigation.

72




E. No Project. No collection system or treatment plant. The Town continues to function on
septic systems and accept the environmental and economic risks.

Some of the additional efforts included in this study that prior studies did not include were public
outreach and engagement and a socioeconomic study to assess both the beneficial economic
aspects of building a major infrastructure project and the negative economic aspects of the “No
Project” Option. The socio-economic study projected benefits to the Town and region that
included 161 added jobs, additional $12.8 million in sales and output to the region in all sectors,
regional long-term impact of $68 million in private and public investment, and $56 million
increase in the property tax base. The study also predicted a 5 to 13 percent property value
increase for parcels within the sewer district.

The restrictions that continue under the “No Project” Option have a broader effect beyond
individual businesses. They burden the overall local economy’s ability to grow and diversify, as
well as limit resiliency of businesses during any sustained economic downturn. Business
districts thrive and survive based on the diversity of its members and the goods and services
provided. It is the collection of businesses, more than the sum of the individual ones, that draws
customers to shop in a particular business district as opposed to other places (for example,
Chico). Retail shoppers who come to the district may choose to purchase additional items from
that of their original intended visit. There will be less incentive for potential customers to choose
to visit the business district if the diversity of business offerings continues to shrink.

According to recent figures, on Skyway alone, 122 septic systems have failed in the last years
or are predicted to fail in the next 10 years. Some systems can be replaced with batch systems
or septic tanks with filter treatment systems at high individual cost; but only so long as adequate
land area for leach field of the system effluent is available. Businesses without this option must
operate a holding tank to be pumped on a regular basis and hauled to a septage receiving
facility. Commercial property owners that cannot afford these options will likely have businesses
fail as they cannot be re-sold without a viable sewer system. This is the fate for many of the
businesses in the main corridors of the Town as systems fail.

The top two options which have emerged as a result of this study:

Two options emerged from the feasibility study and option analysis process with the highest
scores: Regional Connection to the Chico WPCP and Localized Wastewater Treatment Plant
with Beneficial Reuse. The Localized Treatment Plant had the lowest capital cost of the options
at $64 million, while a Regional Project was estimated to cost $83 million.

However, the Regional Project had the lowest Net Present Cost over the 80 year life cycle and
was chosen as the recommended option due to life cycle cost, environmental impacts, public
impacts, and long term operational burden.

While the feasibility study identified the best long term solution for the Town, it did not identify an
adequate source of grant funding to make the project economically feasible for the rate payers.
The funding burden of the preferred options would require significant tax assessments,
individual loans for equipment and connections, higher than average fees for operations and
State Revolving Fund low interest loan payback.

In order to move forward with the Regional Connection to Chico WPCP, a memorandum of
understanding will need to be worked through with the City of Chico Council. A significant
source of additional grant funding will need to be identified to support the project beyond the
maximum $8 million allowed through the State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB'’s)
SRF Program.
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Since the issuance of the Draft Feasibility Report in February the scoring and ranking of the
Local Wastewater Treatment with Beneficial Reuse option has increased. The site for this option
has not been fully explored, however, several potential opportunities exist in the event in which
the preferred alternative is unable to proceed.

It is the recommendation of this study that the direct connection to the City of Chico be pursued
via negotiations with the City of Chico to achieve a memorandum of understanding and
discussions with state and federal representatives progress to identify additional funding on the
order of 70 to 75 percent of the project cost.

Staff Analysis and Recommendation:

With the completion of the latest feasibility study, many themes can be used to summarize the
public’s reception of the project and the Town’s persistent efforts to keep the community
informed of the impacts of action, and inaction.

1. Cost. The cost of any project is always the top concern for the implementing agency and
specifically how these costs affect the constituents which the projects aim to serve. As
outlined in the executive summary, the price of a wastewater solution is not cheap. It is
the opinion of staff that the current funding climate for project’s such as the Town'’s is not
built to support projects of this magnitude and type. Meaning, most published
opportunities are written to support funding expansions and technology improvements —
not building a wastewater treatment plant from laying the first foot of pipe to the last
effluent diffuser to a receiving water body. This is why the Town remains certain that this
project will move forward only with the support of our elected officials in Sacramento and
Washington DC. While the environmental benefits of the project are many, the primary
driver of a wastewater solution is achieving economic potential through improvements of
community quality of life services. However, the Town cannot force a project upon the
community for purely economic benefits and in the same action overly burden them with
payments they cannot afford. As a result, pertaining to cost, staff recommends only
proceeding with a future project for construction when supplemental grant funds
have been secured, putting wastewater fees on residential and commercial
properties which are in the same range as comparable communities with
established treatment plants built when 75% grant funds were available for their
construction.

2. Growth. What makes Paradise unique is the ability for the Town to keep it's small-town
feel with beautiful recreational amenities, a safe, close knit community and keeping our
guality of life the best kept secret in Butte County. With the development of this feasibility
study, many residents expressed similar concerns for cost as the potential change in
Paradise’s community character. In contrast, the Town continues to hear from local
business owners, developers and residents that a sewer project is needed — now. Their
desire for a project is not to make Paradise the next Chico, Roseville, or Sacramento.
Moreover, they have either been directly impacted by a failed septic system with no
alternatives for replacement or they see opportunities to make Paradise a better place to
live. Not through the construction of high rise apartment complexes, but through the
salon adding a few more chairs, our local brewery finding the right site to open a
restaurant, or simply providing long-term security to their home’s property value. Should
a project move forward, regardless of treatment method, a drastic change or
growth in Paradise is not expected.

3. History. At several workshops through the development of this feasibility study, it was
expressed as a reminder to those who opposed a sewer project in the early 1990s that
many things have changed — but the need for a wastewater treatment solution has not. A
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mostly funded project was cancelled and the supporting Council was recalled. Since this
time, costs and environmental regulations have disproportionately increased to
unprecedented levels for wastewater collection, treatment and dispersal. Inaction
remains an unpredictable option. While the Town has successfully avoided any “cease
and desist” orders from the State for groundwater and stream degradation, this may not
be sustainable with an ever-changing regulatory climate. A cease and desist order from
the State may have many variations, including but not limited to, a forced action to a
treatment alternative with little financial support to do so. Examples of this can be found
throughout the State, mostly where groundwater and associated groundwater quality
directly impacts drinking water supply — conversely to the Town’s surface water provided
through Paradise Irrigation District.

With the feasibility study analysis performed by Bennett Engineering fully complete, staff
is recommending Council to take action — to select an alternative, secure environmental
review, right-of-way, and design grant funding while deferring district formation services
until adequate construction grants can be secured.

Staff concurs with Bennett Engineering’s recommendation to formally select Direct
Connection to the City of Chico Water Pollution Control Plant as the best path to move
forward at this time. This option presents the best leverage of economies to scale,
reduces the long term capital, operations and maintenance costs, and has the least
environmental impact.

With this decision made, the Town will be able to definitively solicit support for “a project” — one
that is beyond the feasibility study phase and has community support (at a subsidized cost).

To move forward, staff recommends the following next steps:

1. Select the Direct Connection to the City of Chico Water Pollution Control Plant
alternative as the preferred alternative

2. Commence efforts with the City of Chico to determine with certainty if they are willing to
negotiate a regional connection

3. Defer Special Assessment District Formation until adequate funding has been secured
for construction of the selected alternative.

4. Engage state and federal representatives on project need and alternative grant funding
options

5. Secure additional grant funding for preliminary design and environmental studies

With the preparation of the Environmental Impact Report, the project will need to review sub-
alternatives within the project, such as pipe alignments and pump station locations, as needed,
to determine the project design which has the least environmental impact needing mitigation.

Regardless of the alternative selected, the Town of Paradise community can rest assured that a
project will not advance to construction until adequate grants and other funding sources can be
secured. In the meantime, staff and Council should remain committed to seeking 100% funding
for a project. Expectations, however, should be near 70-75% grant funded.

Finally, should the Town be able to secure any maximum amount of grant funding, the
community must also rest assured that the process will come to a vote of the people.
This vote would be strictly limited to those within the proposed district boundary and
must be voluntarily passed in every project scenario.
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In summary, the Council is being asked to:

1. Acknowledge and accept Bennett Engineering’s Town of Paradise Sewer Project,
Alternatives Analysis and Feasibility Report: Determining a Preferred Option for
Implementation.

2. Concur with staff's recommendation to:

a.

b.

C.

d.

e.

Select the Direct Connection to the City of Chico Water Pollution Control Plant
alternative as the preferred alternative

Commence efforts with the City of Chico to determine with certainty if they are
willing to negotiate a regional connection

Defer Special Assessment District Formation until adequate funding has been
secured for construction of the selected alternative.

Engage state and federal representatives on project need and alternative grant
funding options

Secure additional grant funding for preliminary design and environmental studies

Financial Impact:

With the recommended actions, there are no new financial impacts to the Town of Paradise.
One hundred percent of all costs associated with the feasibility report preparation are
recoverable through the SWRCB grant obtained in 2016. Moving forward, staff plans to continue
to utilize this grant to coordinate with the City of Chico on next steps and continue to seek
additional funding with our Sacramento and Washington DC legislators to begin the design and
environmental review phase.

Attachments:

1. Town of Paradise Final Sewer Project, Alternatives Analysis and Feasibility Report:
Determining a Preferred Option for Implementation, dated June 21, 2017
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Figure 1.1: Town of Paradise Proposed Sewer Service Area.
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Executive Summary

Since its incorporation in 1979, the Town of Paradise has sought a
formal wastewater treatment solution for various zones and boundaries,
all of which primarily focused on commercial and densely populated
residential areas — the portions of Paradise most vulnerable to
groundwater degradation and economic stagnation due sewer limitations.
Professional studies from industry experts in every decade since 1980
have been completed and all essentially come to the same conclusion:
The Town of Paradise is running out of time. It is inevitable that the
continual degradation of groundwater quality and exceedance of soil
capacities to absorb and treat high volumes of wastewater will require
action on behalf of the Town and its constituents.

According to recent figures, on Skyway According to recent ﬁgures, on Skyway
alone, 122 septic systems have failed or

lone, 122 i ms have failed or ar
are predicted to fail in the next 10 years. alone, septic systems have fa €d O Are

predicted to fail in the next 10 years.
Some systems can be replaced with batch
systems or septic tanks with filter treatment
systems at high individual cost; but only so long as adequate land area
for leachfield of the system effluent is available. Businesses without this
option must operate a holding tank to be pumped on a regular basis and
hauled to a septage receiving facility. Commercial property owners that
cannot afford these options will likely have businesses fail as they cannot
be re-sold without a viable sewer system. This is the fate for many of the
businesses in the main corridors of the Town as systems fail.
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could alleviate these limitations for the Town.

X

The current on-site policies used to protect

Options are available for failed systems but they come at a significant
cost and disruption of service. Another limitation for the town is that
additional multi-family housing cannot be developed as current on-

site septic restrictions will not allow the development density due

to wastewater flows. The current on-site policies used to protect
groundwater quality and public health have contributed to the stagnation
of population and economic growth in

the Town. A wastewater collection and

groundwater quah'ty and pubﬁc health have  treatment system could alleviate these
contributed to the stagnation of population  limitations for the Town.

and economic growth in the Town. A This Feasibility Study marks the 7th study
wastewater collection and treatment system 1o assess the problem, review prior work,

and develop alternatives. Alternatives in
this study were analyzed to address sewer
service reliability problems and select
the best alternative for the Town to carry forward to district formation,
preliminary design, and environmental documentation. Although many
alternatives have been previously studied and estimated for cost, this
study eliminated non-viable options and brought complete solutions
together for evaluation on an equal basis.

All alternatives that provide sewer service must be a “complete project.”
A complete project has been defined by the project team as a project
that provides for collection, treatment, and disposal in addition to being
permit-able, construct-able, and financially and operationally feasible.
The five options are as follows:

A. Localized Wastewater Treatment Plant with Effluent Land
Application. Local sewer collection system for service area. Acquire
land with adequate area for secondary level treatment plant and land
application area to comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR).

B. Localized Wastewater Treatment Plant with Surface Water Discharge
Location. Local sewer collection system for service area. Acquire land
with adequate area for a tertiary level treatment plant and location
for effluent discharge to creek. Will require a RWQCB National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.

C. Regional Connection to the City of Chico Water Pollution Control
Plant. Local sewer collection system for service area. Acquire right-
of-way for regional pipeline and connection to the City of Chico
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WPCP. Requires regional agreement with the City of Chico and
appropriate connection fee.

D. Wastewater Treatment with Beneficial Reuse. Local sewer collection
system for service area. Acquire land with adequate area for a
tertiary level treatment. Treated effluent connected to reclaimed
water system for distribution and re-use via irrigation. Excess
reclaimed water would be taken to a land application area for
irrigation.

E. No Project. No collection system or treatment plant. The
Town continues to function on septic systems and accept the
environmental and economic risks.

Some of the additional efforts included in this study that prior studies
did not include were public outreach and engagement and a socio-
economic study to assess both the beneficial economic aspects of
building a major infrastructure project and the negative economic
aspects of the No Project Option. The socio-economic study projected
benefits to the Town and region that included 161 added jobs, additional
$12.8 million in sales and output to the region in all sectors, regional
long term impact of $68 million in

private and public investment, and
$56 million increase in the property ~ Lown and region that included 161 added jobs,

tax base. The study also predicted  additional $12.8 million in sales and output to the
a 5 to 13 percent property value
increase for parcels within the
sewer district.

The socio-economic study projected benefits to the

region in all sectors, regional long term impact of
$68 million in private and public investment, and

. | $56 million increase in the property tax base.
The restrictions that continue

under the No Project Option have

a broader effect beyond individual businesses. They burden the overall
local economy'’s ability to grow and diversify, as well as limit resiliency of
businesses during any sustained economic downturn. Business districts
thrive and survive based on the diversity of its members and the goods
and services provided. It is the collection of businesses, more than the
sum of the individual ones, that draws customers to shop in a particular
business district as opposed to other places (for example, Chico). Retail
shoppers who come to the district may choose to purchase additional
items from that of their original intended visit. There will be less
incentive for potential customers to choose to visit the business district
if the diversity of business offerings continues to shrink.
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The project team implemented a public outreach strategy that engaged
both small groups and the public at large. The project team engaged a
Project Stakeholder Group (PSG) to gather feedback through the study
process and assist in the development of alternative selection criteria
and weighting for preferred option selection. Public meetings were also
held throughout the study to inform stakeholders and gather feedback
for the project team. The Draft Sewer Project Feasibility Report was
issued for public comment at the end of February 2017. A presentation
outlining the main points of the study was given at a special City Council
meeting on February 28, 2017 and questions and comments were
addressed. Written public comments were provided to the project team
via letters, comment cards, e-mails, and notes. An open public workshop
for questions and answers related to the Draft Feasibilty Report was held
on March 22, 2017. A collection of comment responses are attached as
appendix to this Final Report and the entire public feedback process led
to some changes between the Draft and Final Reports.

Two options emerged from the feasibility study and option analysis
process with the highest scores: Regional Connection to the Chico WPCP
and Localized Wastewater Treatment Plant with Beneficial Reuse. The
Localized Treatment Plant had the lowest capital cost of the options at
$64 million, while a Regional Project was estimated to cost $83 million.
However, the Regional Project had the lowest Net Present Cost over the
80 year life cycle and was chosen as the recommended option due to
life cycle cost, environmental impacts, public impacts, and long term
operational burden.

The draft allocation of available grant, State Revolving Fund (SRF) loan,
and property tax assessment yielded preliminary rates that are higher
than adjacent and similar sewer agencies. This is primarily due to a
difference in what the other agency rates are actually paying for. Most
sewer rates are paying for operations and maintenance and some level
of SRF loan or capital fund for system expansions, recent wastewater
treatment plant (WWTP) upgrades, and re-investment. But almost no
other agency we compare rates to is currently paying back the cost of
building an entire collection system, major conveyance, and treatment
plant. That being said, it is clear that the cost is significant and will be
a considerable burden to the residents and business owners within the
sewer service area. The project team believes additional grant funds will
need to be identified in order to form an assessment district and move
forward with a vote.
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While the feasibility study identified the best long term solution for the
Town, it did not identify an adequate source of grant funding to make
the project economically feasible for the rate payers. The funding burden
of the preferred options would require significant tax assessments,
individual loans for equipment and connections, higher than average
fees for operations and State Revolving Fund low interest loan payback.
In order to move forward with Option C — Regional Connection to Chico
WPCP, a memorandum of understanding will need to be worked through
with the City of Chico Council. A significant source of additional grant
funding will need to be identified to support the project beyond the
maximum $8 million allowed through the State Water Resources Control
Board's (SWRCB's) SRF Program.

Since the issuance of the Draft Feasibility Report in February the scoring
and ranking of the Local Wastewater Treatment with Beneficial Reuse
option has increased. The site for this option has not been fully explored,
however, several potential opportunities exist in the event in which the
preferred alternative is unable to proceed.

It is the recommendation of this study that Option C be pursued

via negotiations with the City of Chico to achieve a memorandum of
understanding and discussions with state and federal representatives
progress to identify additional funding on the order of 70 to 75 percent
of the project cost.

PROJECT NEXT STEPS

1. Town council endorsement of preferred option(s)

2. Negotiation for memorandum of understanding with the City of
Chico

3. Obtain additional grant funding for preliminary design and
environmental documentation

4. Obtain commitments for additional grant funding for design and
construction

Assessment District formation and vote
Secure loans and Assessment (Bond Sale)

Final design and right-of-way acquisition

© N o o

Project construction and start-up
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Background and Problem
Statement

The need for a centralized wastewater treatment solution in Paradise
may be the single most studied, unfunded capital project in Butte
County. A Town of over 26,000 residents with high groundwater, poor
soil percolation and limited land, cannot continue to rely on individual
septic tanks and leach fields indefinitely—at least not in all sections

of the Town. Since its incorporation in 1979, the Town of Paradise has
sought a formal wastewater treatment solution for various zones and
boundaries, all of which primarily focused on commercial and densely
populated residential areas—the portions of Paradise most vulnerable

to groundwater degradation and potential economic stagnation. In every
decade since 1980, professional studies from industry experts have been
completed and all essentially come to the same conclusion: The Town

of Paradise is running out of time. It is inevitable that the continual
degradation of groundwater quality and exceedance of soil capacities

to absorb and treat high volumes of wastewater will require action on
behalf of the Town and its constituents. Prior studies have recommended
plans and policies which have been implemented and provide benefit to
defer collection and centralized treatment Town-wide, but for the densely
populated residential and commercial corridors in Paradise, time is of
the essence.
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Figure 1.1 — Downtown Paradise Commercial Core Septic System Failures

According to recent figures, 27 septic systems have already failed on
Skyway alone, with 39 systems predicted to fail in five years and 56
systems predicted to fail in the next ten years. A depiction of the Town’s
commercial core septic system failures is shown in Figure 1.1.

The lack of a sewer system has a twofold impact—both are very
important local and regional drivers. The first is an impact on the area’s
economy and the second is on the environment.

If the economy in Paradise suffers, the regional economy suffers as well.
Regional economic hubs, like the City of Chico, depend upon profitable
local economies to be successful.

If the economy in Paradise suffers, ~ Evenina healthy economy, many of
the businesses in Paradise cannot
afford the high cost of septic
system repairs or replacement.
Continual operation of septic systems and leach fields impose inherent
limitations on businesses that affect their ability to make a profit or
create jobs. The creation of jobs provides regional cash flow and the
potential for a better quality of life for area residents.

the regional economy suffers as well.

TOWN OF PARADISE SEWER PROJECT REPORT

94




Residential properties within the proposed service area also suffer due
to the lack of sewer. Many residential parcels in the densely populated
and commercial areas of Town are constrained by small size (and lack

of sufficient area for additional leach fields), and high ground water.
With the construction of a sewer, currently constrained parcels could

be developed into multi-family housing or low income/fixed income
housing. As a recipient of a HOME Grant from California State Housing
and Community Development, the Town of Paradise is required to offer a
certain number of low income housing units that it is currently unable to
meet due to septic constraints. Development of low income multi-family
housing made possible by a sewer could help the Town comply with these
regulations.

The lack of a viable sewer infrastructure to serve the commercial and
densely populated residential areas is not only a detriment to the
local and regional economy, but also poses an environmental threat to

groundwater and surface water, both
precious regional resources. The '1}16 IaCk Ofa Vlable SEwer Infrastructure to

practice of collecting wastewater and serve the commercial and densely populated
processing through individual septic

tanks and leach fields has a direct
impact to water resources. The same
limitations which restrict economic an environmental threat to groundwater and

residential areas is not only a detriment to the
local and regional economy, but also poses

development, also protect groundwater  gi;rface water, both precious regional resources.

resources. The Town of Paradise has

proven that successful monitoring

and enforcement can prevent blatant and negligent groundwater
contamination, yet environmental risk for discharging the wastewater
of over 26,000 people within 18.3 square miles of land remains highly
disconcerting. Efforts to reduce this risk to local groundwater through
identification and collection of the most concentrated wastewater flows
must be explored.

The decision to finance and build a collection and treatment system has
been deferred several times due to concerns over costs and the necessary
political will to implement a project. The effect of this inaction is
significant. Many businesses are dealing with failing septic systems with
inadequate leach field capacity and they lack the land area to correct

the situation. The only remaining individual remedy available to them is
sewage holding tanks that need to be pumped out regularly or expensive,
engineered, on-site batch treatment systems that produce a higher
quality effluent to the leach fields but still require adequate land area for
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Figure 1.2 — Town of Paradise and City of Chico Population Change Since 1970
(Source U.S. Census, retrieved June 4, 2015. 2015 Estimated)

dispersal. For some, neither of these options are viable and subsequently
the property becomes abandoned—Iliterally destroying the economic
future of the Town.

The Town of Paradise’s challenges with sewer collection and treatment
are not unique. Many small to medium size communities have
endeavored to plan, finance, design, construct, and operate wastewater
systems where none had existed before. Motives for such projects

varied between communities, including mandates due to groundwater
degradation. Through review of these projects, it is clear that improving
groundwater quality and increasing the water supply are two key
objectives of the State of California. Both of these goals are attainable
through a wastewater collection, treatment, and dispersal solution which
fits the needs of the Town of Paradise.

A LOOK BACK

Over the past four decades—even before the Town’s incorporation (1979)
—the effects of wastewater from the Town'’s onsite septic systems have
been studied as to their impacts on local streams. Many of the studies
identified the Town’s commercial areas and associated onsite septic
systems would cause severe limitations and negatively affect streams due
to the commercial area concentration and volume. Several independent
studies and reports have supported these claims and set the foundation
for current and ongoing wastewater treatment and disposal solutions
considered in this report.
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HISTORICAL STUDIES

A common theme in many of the previous studies is the prediction of
future population as it relates to future sewer flows. The benefit of 30
years of hindsight shows that all of the previous reports significantly
overestimate population in the future, Figure 1.2. The current population
of the Town is 26,476 which is equivalent to the population in 2000.
The lack of economic growth tied to the lack of a sewer system may

have contributed to the stagnant population and a distressingly stagnant
economy.

Study No. 1: 1983 Wastewater Management Study Phase 1 Report and
Supplementary

The 1983 study focused on groundwater quality and potential
degradation due to septic systems and leach fields. The study monitored
shallow wells for fecal coliforms and Nitrate. The study evaluated
performance of the majority of septic systems as adequate and that
through proper inspection and maintenance, the existing systems

could continue to function. It was recommended that only the Middle
and Upper Honey Run and Lower Skyway basins pursue a centralized
wastewater collection and treatment at that time.

Discussion of bacteriological samples in the lower Skyway Basin yielded
this conclusion:

“...high septic system density has resulted in wastewater
application rates which appear to have exceeded the assimilative
capacity of the soil mantle and have caused water quality
degradation and potential public health hazards.”

The report predicted the population of the Town to reach 29,000 by
1992 and 35,000 by 2002. Wastewater flow projections for the sewer
service area arrived at 1.68 mgd for Average Dry Weather Flow (ADWF)
and 4.2 mgd for Peak Wet Weather Flow (PWWF).

The supplementary study’s intent was to document the need for
centralized wastewater management facilities. This was accomplished by
bacteriological study of surface water samples near the central Skyway
area. Samples were tested for fecal coliforms, fecal streptococcus, and
total coliforms. The result of the supplementary study was that a serious
pollution problem did not exist in most of the streams of the central
Skyway area. The study recommended implementation/continuation of
the sewer ordinance mandated in 1984 to limit loading rate of leach
fields in high density areas to 900 gal/acre-day.
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The report proposed
paying for the
$17.8 million capital
cost with property
assessment and
connection fees of
$1,500 per user
initially. Monthly
rates were estimated at
$30 per month with
60 percent going to
debt service and 40
percent paying for
system operations and
maintenance costs.

The sample sites should likely be revisited and re-sampled to compare
to the prior study to identify if there has been further water quality
degradation in the last 30-plus years.

The study concluded that the Town should start planning for collection
and treatment in the commercial areas via clustered treatment systems.
It was felt that the clustered concept would eventually give way to

a centralized system for the Town as growth demanded. The short-

term recommendation also suggested the development of an on-site
wastewater management district (septic tank and leach field monitoring
program), which was soon implemented by the Town.

Study No. 2: 1985 Wastewater Management Plan Phase Il Report

Objectives of this study included development of an on-site wastewater
management district, with rules, regulations, and financing; development
of a long range plan for sewer collection and treatment for the central
commercial areas, Skyway and Clark Roads, including financing; and
developing long range plans for disposal of septage. Finally, the report
discussed options for hazardous waste management.

This study predicted a population of 32,000 in 1995 and 35,000

in 2005. Flow projections for the service area assumed an ADWF of
1.2 mgd and a build out ADWF of 2.4 mgd. At the time of the report
more than 100 on-site systems needed annual repairs and more were
chronically malfunctioning in the Town.

The study evaluated four options for collection and treatment including
a regional option to the City of Chico. The study also considered a dam
and storage for reclaimed water. Based on cost estimates and present
worth evaluation for the options, the report recommended an aerated
lagoon process for treatment and a gravity system for collection. The
study also recommended energy turbine recovery for the effluent pipeline
with various effluent disposal options including a dammed reservoir, land
application, and fodder crop irrigation on the lands between “the Ridge”
and HWY 99.

The study estimated the connection fee to the City of Chico’s Water
Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) using Chico’s development criteria based
on Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs) and estimated connection at $7.7
million in two phases totaling $15.5 million (1985 dollars). Therefore, it
recommended land application and treatment as the cheaper option over
regional connection.
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The report proposed paying for the $17.8 million capital cost for the
wastewater treatment plant with property assessment and connection
fees of $1,500 per user initially. Monthly rates were estimated at $30
per month with 60 percent going to debt service and 40 percent paying
for system operations and maintenance (O&M) costs.

Study No. 3: 1992 Wastewater Collection, Treatment and Disposal
Preliminary Design Report

This study includes the preliminary design and costs for the wastewater
collection system and treatment system to serve the commercial
corridors of the Town. The study anticipated serving 3,010 EDUs initially
and 7,800 EDUs at buildout, which equates to an ADWF at buildout of
1.56 mgd.

For the collection system, this study deviated from the 1985 study

and recommended a hybrid system including both Septic Tank Effluent
Pumping (STEP) and gravity collection with a few lift stations to serve
the service area. Recommendations were based on a 20-year horizon and
present worth analysis of capital and O&M for each option.

The recommended treatment system was aerated ponds followed by sand
filtration and ultraviolet (UV) disinfection with a stream discharge to
Nugen Creek. Wastewater reclamation was analyzed but found to be too
expensive to produce versus current irrigation cost of potable water from
Paradise Irrigation District.

Study No. 4: 2004 Downtown Revitalization Area Clustered Wastewater
Treatment System Master Plan

After the commercial corridor collection and treatment system failed

to advance in 1993, alternative plans needed to be made by the
downtown area to alleviate septic system failures. The Town of Paradise
Redevelopment Agency developed a master plan for clustered wastewater
treatment and disposal system.

The intent was to serve the redevelopment area and have a treatment
capacity of 100,000 gallons per day serving 93 residential lots and

187 commercial lots. The treatment system would continue to rely

on infiltration via buried equalization tanks, aeration tanks, digesters,
clarifier tank, and disinfection tanks on a six-acre parcel. This system
would produce a higher quality effluent than a traditional septic tank,
but would need appropriate land with good percolation characteristics for
disposal.
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Study No. 5: 2010 Wastewater Treatment and Collection System
Feasibility Study for the Downtown Cluster System

This study consisted of feasibility design and evaluation of a clustered
wastewater system for the Downtown Revitalization Area (DRA) as well
as other commercial corridors (redevelopment areas (RDAs)). Key issues
identified in this report include: a conventional gravity sewer system was
not feasible and a STEP system was recommended for the collection
system; and the key to providing sewer service was identifying adequate
dispersal area for the sewer effluent.

The study recommended a MBR treatment system for the treatment
plant with the incorporation of a septage receiving facility. It was
anticipated that flow would be 184,000 gpd for the DRA and RDA-1,
which would equate to Phase | of the system. Phase Il and Il would
include the DRA and all of the RDAs and design flow was estimated to
be 534,000 gpd. The cost of collection, treatment, and dispersal for
Phase | was estimated at $20 million (2010 dollars).

Study No. 6: 2012 TOP Wastewater Treatment Historical Background
and Comparative Analysis

Report to council included a problem statement and discussion of the
project need. It also included a recap of previous studies. The focus
of the report is the description and analysis of three collection and
treatment options. The options include:

1. STEP collection system with MBR treatment and land application
of effluent just outside of Town limits along the Skyway corridor

2. Collection system with a regional pipeline to the City of Chico
WPCP

3. Collection system with treatment plant, storage, and effluent re-use
at the Tuscan Ridge Golf Course

Town Council directed staff to further study Options 2 and 3. Analysis
depicted the storage component of the Tuscan Ridge option problematic
with regards to dam safety and permitting. Therefore the regional option
was selected as preferred due to cost and permitting complexity and
time requirements.
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PURPOSE OF THE CURRENT FEASIBILITY REPORT
(STUDY NO. 7)

The purpose of the 2017 Sewer Project is to develop options to address
sewer service reliability problems and select the best alternative

for the Town to carry forward to district formation, environmental
documentation, and preliminary design. Although many options have
been previously studied and estimated for cost, this study will eliminate
non-viable options and bring complete solutions together for evaluation
on an equal basis.

All options that provide sewer service must be a “complete project.” A
complete project is a project that provides for collection, treatment, and
disposal in addition to being permit-able, construct-able, and financially
and operationally feasible.

The report evaluates project cost, sewer service area, funding options,
anticipated regulatory requirements, and public support for the five
options. The five alternates are:

A. Localized Wastewater Treatment Plant with Effluent Land
Application. Local sewer collection system for service area. Acquire
land with adequate area for secondary level treatment plant and
land application area to comply with RWQCB Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDR).

B. Localized Wastewater Treatment Plant with Surface Water Discharge
Location. Local sewer collection system for service area. Acquire
land with adequate area for a tertiary level treatment plant and
location for effluent discharge to creek. Will require a RWQCB
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.

C. Regional Connection to the City of Chico Water Pollution Control
Plant. Local sewer collection system for service area. Acquire right-
of-way for regional pipeline and connection to the City of Chico
WPCP. Requires regional agreement with the City of Chico and
connection fee.

D. Wastewater Treatment with Beneficial Reuse. Local sewer collection
system for service area. Acquire land with adequate area for a
tertiary level treatment. Treated effluent connected to reclaimed
water system for distribution and re-use via irrigation. Excess
reclaimed water would be taken to a land application area for
irrigation.

E. No Project. No collection system or treatment plant. The
Town continues to function on septic systems and accept the
environmental and economic risks.

A complete project
has been defined by
the project team as a
project that provides for
collection, treatment,
and disposal in addition
to being permit-
able, construct-able,
and ﬁnanciaﬂy and
operationally feasible.
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No Project Alternative and
Socio-Economic Study

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STUDY

A variety of economic factors can influence the community decision to
invest in a sewer project for the commercial core of the Town of Paradise.
This section details the economic impacts and related issues associated
with the proposed sewer project, beginning with a brief overview of
public investment and the community and property impacts of sewer
investment. Quantitative benchmarks are provided.

Other communities have faced the decision of providing a centralized
sewer system before the Town of Paradise. Case studies from these
communities provide valuable insight and lessons learned. Relevant
studies will be discussed in this section. A reconnaissance forecast

of the economic impacts of the proposed sewer project is presented.
The impact estimates rely on parameters and factors developed in
comparable studies, and are applied to current estimates of construction
cost.

It should be noted that similar studies and communities have been
evaluated and projections from that data help form the expectations of
economic benefit for the Town of Paradise as a region. The individual
commercial benefits are not evaluated because every business is
different and there are many factors that control their growth and
success. It is not possible, within the scope of this study, to predict
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improved revenues for each business or type of business within the Town.

However, it is clear that removing barriers to entry (high sewer septic
tank treatment systems initial cost) for new business has a cascading
benefit to the economic health of a community and those regional
benefits are discussed here.Economics of Public Investment

Public infrastructure is considered the foundation for economic

development. A vibrant community requires access to roads, water,

sewer, communication technologies, and electricity. Investment

in both the infrastructure (i.e., the purchase of physical plant and
equipment) and the operation and maintenance

ImPFOVed water treatment and sewer (e.g., labor, supplies) of these structures will
plants have been identified as one of the expand the productive capacity of an economy,

for improving economic productivity.

12

infrastructure types most responsible

by both increasing resources and enhancing the
productivity of existing resources.

A wide variety of empirical research recognizes

the importance of infrastructure to the growth
and function of a regional economy. Regions that lead in economic
development have better physical infrastructure. The studies that
find a positive impact conclude that public infrastructure stimulates
economic activity in two primary ways: by increasing the productivity
of private businesses, or as an unpaid factor of production (Janeski
and Whitacre, 2014). Private inputs are typically purchased in an open
market; however, public capital is provided by government and financed
through taxes. Because tax payments are not necessarily connected to
the quantity of public capital used by private businesses, public capital
can be seen as an unpaid input to the businesses’ production process.
Aschauer (1989) argued that public investment creates an increase in
the rate of return to private capital, resulting in private investments four
to seven times as large as the original public investments themselves.
Improved water treatment and sewer plants have been identified as one
of the infrastructure types most responsible for improving economic
productivity.

ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF SEWER INVESTMENT

Economic impact studies show a direct correlation between economic
growth and public infrastructure investment. A review of the economic
impacts of public investment in water treatment and sewers found
that these investments yield positive returns and have greater returns
than most other types of public infrastructure investments. New sewer
development generates direct, short-term benefits through construction
activity and labor, and long-term benefits through economic activity
required for operation and maintenance of the sewer infrastructure.
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Indirect benefits are generated to virtually all other sectors of the
economy through need for equipment, materials, and supplies; insurance
and financing services; fuel; and restaurants and retail establishments,
as required by construction activity and laborers. In addition, locally-
earned wages and income is re-spent in the local community following
normal household spending patterns for goods, services, and taxes.

In general, a community decision to upgrade to a sewer system will
recognize these benefits:

1. Cleaner water with fewer bacteria and disease-causing pathogens in
creeks.

2. Safer drinking water in areas where poor septic tanks threaten the
same groundwater also used for drinking water.

3. A more attractive community for businesses looking to locate in a
small Town, but avoid operating their own wastewater treatment
system.

4. Increased home values for properties within the district, as buyers
want to avoid upgrading or maintaining a private septic system.
Increased home values for properties outside the district as the
overall economy of Paradise improves.

In-depth research on the economic impact
of rural water and sewage investments was

conducted by Bagi (2002). Bagi’s study
examined the impact of 87 water and sewer  and other services would emerge as a result

Businesses that would use the new water
and sewage system, including retail stores

projects across 30 different states, with 54 of increased economic activity, population,
located in urban areas and 33 in rural areas.

The Economic Development Administration
(EDA) financed all of the projects in the study.
Each project was built for specific businesses or potential investors. The
potential to attract new businesses was found to be an indirect benefit.
Businesses that would use the new water and sewage system, including
retail stores and other services, would emerge as a result of increased
economic activity, population, and personal and family income.

and personal and family income.

Among the rural water/sewer projects, total construction cost per project
was $1,418,738 in 1990 dollars (or $2,325,230 in current dollars).
The study determined that every dollar spent in constructing an average
water/sewer project:

m Generated almost $15 of private investment
m Leveraged $2 of public funds
= Added $14 to the local property tax base
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residences and businesses when a septic
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system is replaced by a sewer system.

Results of the study showed that investments in sewer projects can save
and create additional jobs, stimulate private sector investment, attract
additional government funds, and increase the property tax base.

A later study by Krop, et al. (2008) explored the economic contribution
of water and sewer investment on the local and regional economy. The
primary output of the water and sewer industry is clean water. Producing
this output requires infrastructure (new and rehabilitated), water
treatment supplies, and labor (operating and maintaining infrastructure).
Because output is used as an input for households (wages and water)
and industry (water), increases in water and sewer output has a direct
impact on other sectors of the economy. The authors cite U.S. Bureau

of Economic Analysis estimates that each dollar of output in the water
and wastewater sector results in an additional $2.095 of output in all
sectors combined (as a “multiplier effect”). In addition, for every job in
the water and sewer industry is responsible for another 2.9177 jobs in
the economy. The numbers cited apply to California, which are somewhat
lower than for the United States as a whole.

A detailed study for the Water Research Foundation and Water
Environment Research Foundation by AECOM (2014) estimated that
nationally, on average, every $1 million in direct spending (capital and
operating) by surveyed water and wastewater utilities supports 16 jobs
across all sectors of the economy.

Impacts on Property Values

Property values increase for private residences and businesses when a
septic system is replaced by a sewer system. Septic systems put strict
limitations on private and commercial structures and constrain property
values. Residential homes are limited as to the number of bedrooms
which can be constructed, and multi-family

Property values increase for private parcels are regulated to non-existence. Septic

systems limit expansion or potential uses for a
site for business parcels. A centralized sewer
system can remove limitations on property use,
including home size for private residences,

and allow for a broader approach to general community planning.
Neighborhood and community planning contributes to value on individual
properties by virtue of the synergistic relationship with adjacent
properties

Business districts that are connected to a central sewer system add to
property values for landowners. A central collection system provides
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usage flexibility for individual land parcels and removes density
constraints on adjacent land parcels. This means that land can be used
for a wide range of purposes consistent with local zoning and planning,
and without the need for accommodating for existing uses on adjacent
or nearby parcels that may saturate soils (EPA, 1978, p. 135). Business
districts often benefit from higher density—closer together storefronts
or restaurants—because of its walkability and inviting atmosphere for
potential customers. In contrast, a reliance solely on septic systems
means each parcel must have its own leach field, so small lots are not
practical or even possible.

Efforts by researchers to quantify the role of sewer connections versus
septic systems on property values are limited. Property values are
determined, in large part, by potential uses for the land. These potential
uses are limited by physical characteristics, location, and restrictions
such as zoning. Soil restrictions create additional limitations for septic
systems, as does minimum lot sizes; public sewer service does not create
such limitations, and the increased potential income of the property is
reflected in its value.

Land appraisers tend to be skeptical asto  The researchers found that property value was
whether an individual property connected

to a public sewer is more valuable than ) ) )
a comparable property with a fully- public sewer versus those with septic systems.

functioning septic system. However, the However, they d1d ﬁnd that a home (and
qualifier of “fully-functioning” implies
that the property in consideration already
contains suitable soils and is of adequate
lot size to accommodate replacement
leach fields in the future. Many properties
in Paradise are constrained by poor soils, high ground water and
inadequate lot size.

roughly the same for those connected to a

property) was more valuable if the property

One study in Michigan attempted to evaluate whether residential
property values were influenced by the availability of a public sanitary
sewer. The study included a statistical analysis of residential parcels
connected to public sewer and those on septic systems. Parcels were
grouped by acreage, house size, and other attributes, in order to isolate
the sewer or septic variable. The researchers found that property value
was roughly the same for those connected to a public sewer versus
those with septic systems. However, they did find that a home (and
property) was more valuable if the property had access, or was adjacent,

had access, or was adjacent, to a public sewer...
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to a public sewer, as compared to those where there is no public sewer.
This finding reinforces that “free-riders,” or those with access but do
not connect, receive benefits without paying for it. In other words,

the expense of public sewer should be shared by all who have access,
comparable to fire protection service that is assessed to all property
owners (W.E. Upjohn Institute, 2015).

A recent study of small communities in Oklahoma found that
“quantitatively, communities that obtain a water infrastructure project
can expect their median house values to increase by between five and
thirteen percentage points higher than in an otherwise similar community
without a water infrastructure project” (Janeski and Whitacre, 2014).

Case Studies

The following case studies all have similarities to the Town of Paradise.
All four communities were facing economic growth limitations due to
reliance on septic systems and a lack of a centralized sewer service and
treatment. All of the communities were driven by groundwater quality
degradation to implement a permanent solution. One key difference
between the case studies and the Town of Paradise’s situation is that
the Town is not currently facing fines and time scheduled orders to
implement sewer.

Port St. Lucie, Florida

In 1993, the City of Port St. Lucie was in a period of
steady growth in population and residential housing.
During this time, the City had a limited, disaggregate
sewer and wastewater system. The City acquired existing
private systems and treatment plants as part of a multi-
phased water and waste water expansion program. Under
the program, property owners were assessed their share of
infrastructure costs within their respective neighborhoods.
In addition to public health concerns (septic systems could
pollute the groundwater aquifer supplying fresh water to the
community), there were three identified economic concerns:

1. Commercial development was constrained without an adequate
water system.

1. The absence of a diversified commercial base meant the burden of
providing services was on single-family residences.

1. Continued reliance on septic systems placed a limit on home sizes,
and thus property values. This also limited property tax revenues for
the community.
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The City Council conducted a series of public hearings beginning in
1994. Based on community feedback, and after conducting extensive
research, a low-pressure system was selected in lieu of a more expensive
gravity system. Cost savings were realized by reduced pipe costs and
shallower depth (three feet below the surface) for low-pressure systems
as compared to gravity systems. Homeowners could choose to options:
(1) pay their assessments in full before a cutoff period, and receive a
discount; or (2) pay over a 20-year period via an annual escrow payment
attached to their mortgage.

When the City assumed ownership of the utility in 1994, there were
10,800 sewer connections. The final phase of the sewer installation
was completed in 2006, resulting in 43,472 customers with City sewer
service.

Malibu, California

In 2009, the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB), Los Angeles Region, passed a resolution (R4-
2009-007) prohibiting on-site wastewater disposal systems
in the City of Malibu Civic Center. In response, the City of
Malibu, the RWQCB, and the State Water Resources Control
Board entered into a Memorandum of Understanding,
whereby a special Assessment District would be established
in order to construct wastewater collection and recycled
water distribution facilities, and an off-site wastewater
treatment plant. The cost of connecting to these facilities
would be borne separately by each property owner, and
each property would be provided with the right to discharge up to

a predetermined wastewater flow and load based upon the type of

parcel development. In other words, individual parcels were assessed

to determine the allowable wastewater load based upon existing and
anticipated uses. A total of 57 individual parcels were included. The cost
of the new wastewater collection, treatment, and distribution facilities
were apportioned among the 57 parcels according to an approved
allocation formula. The total assessable cost of the improvement was
determined to be $63.7 million.

Yucca Valley, California

The Hi-Desert Water District provides water service for the Town of Yucca
Valley and surrounding areas in San Bernardino County. Until recently,
Yucca Valley depended almost exclusively on septic systems and leach
fields for disposal of wastewater. The Colorado River Basin Regional
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Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) determined that effluent from the
septic tank systems within Yucca Valley and the Water District is the
cause of ground water quality degradation in the area.

Following a resolution (R7-2011-0004) adopted by the RWQCB
prohibiting septic tank discharges in the Town of Yucca Valley, the
Hi-Desert Water District is following a three-phase project to construct
and operate required facilities, including a wastewater treatment and
reclamation facility, trunk sewer lines, and a collection system to serve
individual properties. Three Benefit Areas were established representing
three phases of construction as well as being used to apportion costs
of the improvements relative to the benefits that are received within
each Benefit Area. Certain improvements constructed in Phase 1 of the
construction provide a direct and special benefit to all properties within
the three benefit areas; these improvements are called the common
facilities. The improvements include the local sewer collection system,
sewer laterals and improvements that provide treatment capacity within
the wastewater reclamation facility.

Benefit Area 1 includes the central business district and surrounding
residential area. Benefit Area 2 is a high-density residential area on
the west side of the Assessment District. Benefit Area 3 will include
an expansion area and is expected to account for future buildout in the
community.

The total estimated assessment cost, including facilities, incidental
expenses, district offset credits, and construction period financing,

is $145.2 million. This cost, including acquisitions and works of
improvement, will be assessed and apportioned upon the several lots,
pieces or parcels or portions of lots or subdivisions of land.

Crescent, Oregon

All residents and businesses in the community of Crescent, Oregon,

are currently solely dependent on individual septic systems. Oregon’s
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has determined that nitrate
groundwater contamination levels in the area are out of compliance
with Environmental Protection Agency standards. The community has a
shallow groundwater table with rapidly draining soils and no barrier to
fluid movement into the shallow groundwater. The DEQ also confirms
that at certain times of the year, fecal contamination is detected in

the groundwater. As a result, the adjacent Little Deschutes River is
being impacted by the failing septic systems. The DEQ concludes that
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combining and better treating wastewater in the community, through
a sanitary treatment facility at a location further from and at a higher
elevation than the Little Deschutes River, will better protect public
health and the river water quality.

The Crescent Sanitary District (CSD), working with the multi-agency
Central Oregon Regional Solutions Team, developed an approved
facilities plan to finance, and construct a community wastewater
treatment facility. The plan proposes a lagoon treatment system on a
roughly 200-acre land area to include approximately 50-60 acres for a
chlorination facility, treatment, and storage lagoons. An additional 160
acres is need for two 80-acre areas for crop irrigation. The large area is
required to allow land application of the treated effluent while protecting
groundwater.

A proposed site is located on Gilchrest State Forest land adjacent to

the community, which would require that the State of Oregon sell and
transfer approximately 200 acres to the CSD. The parcel is a low site
class for timber production, will have an insignificant impact on Gilchrest
Forest Management, and meets the state’s Greatest Permanent Value
standard than the current use for timber production.

Summary

The Port St. Lucie demonstrated the long term vision of the community
to remove a barrier to growth as well as develop a creative way to bring
in customers to the new sewer system via a low interest loan program

for the cost of initial connection. This approach may be helpful to the
Town of Paradise. The City of Malibu provided a good example of how

an expensive project could be distributed between large commercial
properties and smaller residential properties. The Yucca Valley case study
demonstrates a phased approach to development of the sewer collection
and treatment system and an example of how costs and benefits can be
divided among the stakeholders assessed. The Crescent, Oregon example
illustrates the impact of the large amount of land needed to implement a
lagoon and land application approach to wastewater treatment.

ESTIMATED ECONOMIC IMPACTS TO THE TOWN OF PARADISE

With a population of about 27,000, and spread over 18 square miles
of terrace topography, the Town of Paradise evolved from its roots as a
desirable bedroom community and destination for retirees, to a home for
young families in search of its rural, foothills community lifestyle (Rocky
Mountain Institute, 2004, p. 7-1). Commercial businesses, including
service, medical, and retail sectors, accompanied the population growth,
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The Town of Paradise
relies upon over 11,000
individual septic systems

to treat and disperse

wastewater generated
by residential and

commercial land uses.
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but are fairly limited relative to the population. All properties rely on septic
systems, and there are no public sewer systems, including within the
business district.

The Town of Paradise relies upon over 11,000 individual septic systems
to treat and disperse wastewater generated by residential and commercial
land uses. As the Town has grown and evolved, concerns over wastewater
collection and treatment, especially in commercial areas, both downtown
and elsewhere, has become more urgent (Town of Paradise, 2012, p. 2).
According to a Paradise-commissioned report, some 27 septic systems
along the Skyway have failed, another 39 are expected to fail in the next
five years, and 56 are expected to fail in the next ten years (Scharaga,
2015). Most downtown businesses lack space for replacement leach
fields, or funds for an engineered solution to individual septic issues.
Businesses also face restrictions on what and how much can be put

into their septic systems, which are sensitive to oils, fats, and excessive
water, and that has led to limits on the functions that can take place on
individual parcels. For example, some restaurants face restrictions on
number of tables allowed, washable versus disposal dishes, employees
hired, or in some cases even whether there is a public restroom (Town of
Paradise, 2012; Scharaga, 2015).

Wastewater problems in the Town have long been recognized, with many
septic system failures noted even in the 1970s. Water sampling conducted
in the late 1970s through 1982 found high bacteria levels in surface
waters and some private drinking wells around the commercial district,
and septic system problems thought to be the source (Rocky Mountain
Institute, 2004, p. 7-3). According to a 1992 Town of Paradise report,

the 1980s showed significant commercial growth for the nearby cities

of Chico and Oroville, with growth in sales tax revenues per capita of 37
percent and 45 percent, respectively. Paradise, meanwhile, saw only an

8 percent increase in sales tax revenues per capita (Town of Paradise,
1992, Table I1). At the time, the Paradise business community perceived
itself to be at a competitive disadvantage to Chico due to the lack of a
wastewater collection and treatment system, small lot sizes, and a strained
soil capacity in the Paradise business district, which often precluded
commercial development and building renovations that would increase
wastewater generation.

Despite the recognized need for sewer infrastructure to service the
downtown commercial area, the Town and its Council rejected several
proposals, prepared from studies beginning with a 1988 feasibility study,
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as too costly to the business community. Many residents were also upset
with how assessment units were assigned to properties, the implications
of sewers for the growth on the Town’s character, and the projected
construction cost of the sewer system (Rocky Mountain Institute, 2004,
p. 3-2).

Following defeat of the sewer plan, an onsite wastewater management
program became the means for Paradise to manage all wastewater
systems in Town. This program is highly regarded in the state, and
“represented a permanent solution for residential areas.” However,
over the past several decades of growth, the need for a better means

of wastewater collection and treatment, especially in commercial areas
and densely populated residential areas, has become more urgent.

As noted in a 2012 report to the Town Council, “This [urgency] is
particularly true within the Town’s more intensively developed Downtown
and other commercial areas where septic system failures are increasing
and available land for replacement leach fields is constrained, or non-
existent... the Town’s commercial areas would be severely limited if a
more permanent solution was not attained” (Town of Paradise, 2012,
p. 2).

According to the 2010 Census, the Town’s population was 26,218,

and included 12,981 housing units. California Department of Finance
(CDF) is responsible for preparing population projections for each of
the state’s counties. Table 2.1 shows CDF’s projection for Butte County,
starting from the 2010 Census and projecting through to the year 2040.
Table 2.2 presents the projection for the Town of Paradise if it grows

at a rate similar to that of Butte County as a whole. The median home
price in Butte County from November, 2013, the latest data available,
is $255,950, according to the California Association of Realtors (CAR,
2016). Zillow indicates the current home value in the Town of Paradise
is $228,200 (Zillow, 2016).

Table 2.1 - Butte County Population (2010) and Projections to 2040

At the time, the Paradise
business community
perceived itself to
be at a competitive
disadvantage to Chico
due to the lack of a
wastewater collection
and treatment system,
small lot sizes, and a
strained soil capacity in
the Paradise business
district, which often
precluded commercial
development and
building renovations
that would increase
wastewater generation.

T ok ots o0 —ons o0 zoss 2o

Butte County 220,273 226,656
Source: California Department of Finance, 2014.

Table 2.2 - Town of Paradise Population (2010) and Projections to 2040

236,936 247,378

254,725

264,150 267,852

T ol = ols om0 aoes aos0_zoss zoao

Town of Paradise 26,218 26,978 28,202 29,445 30,320 31,442 31,883
Source: U.S. Census (2010), and adapted from California Department of Finance,
2014, with Butte County projections applied to the Town of Paradise.
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The data seem to indicate that both population and home values have
not risen on pace with the rest of Butte County and are the lack of typical
sewer service appears to contribute as a limitation.

THE COST OF DOING NOTHING: LIMITS TO GROWTH WITHOUT
A PUBLIC SEWER SYSTEM

Town of Paradise commercial businesses face a difficult future without
resolution to its wastewater collection problem. Existing septic systems
in the business district continue to function, but continuing failures

can and will harm existing and adjacent businesses that utilize common
leach field areas, as well as contamination of the groundwater underlying
the community.

Many of the commercial businesses are unable to afford the high cost of
septic system repairs or replacement. In addition, limitations on business
operations, such as the number of tables allowed in restaurants, the
number of chairs in a salon, or the number employees that a business
can hire, restrict their ability to pay for costly repairs. Septic systems also
limit or prohibit existing businesses or commercial property owners from
expanding or developing property to maximize its full potential, or restrict
their ability to take advantage of market opportunities. In addition, septic
systems by nature can emit odors that are unpleasant, and in the case

of a failed or improperly functioning septic system — can be a threat to
health. For a business, septic odors are a major deterrent for patrons,
most critically for restaurants.

New commercial developments face significant challenges, even if they
can afford the septic tank system alternatives. While “development” may
seem like something that rarely affects residents, any new building in
Paradise, big or small, represents “development”, providing improved
land and up-to-date buildings. These improvements are not only pleasing
to the eye, but also generate tax dollars that go back into the community
for things like public safety and road maintenance. New development is
a critical component of economic vitality in a Town like Paradise, and
development is currently arrested by the lack of a sewer system. While
some larger developments can afford the high cost to plan, engineer

and install an onsite treatment system, the effort and time involved in
meeting the stringent septic requirements are enough to block many new
developments in their planning stages. A recent coffee shop installed a
sand filtration system with a new septic system and had a failure within
one year that required $65,000 in repairs. A new fast food restaurant
had to invest nearly $250,000 to install a septic filter system and
acquire adjacent properties, otherwise not needed, just to have the
appropriate leach-field capacity for the treatment system’s effluent.
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See Tables 2.3 and 2.4. These are examples of the difficulties faced by
business owners who want nothing more than to set up shop in Paradise,
but are stopped in their tracks when confronted with the realities of
onsite septic system. A sewer could be the step necessary to make
previously abandoned projects feasible and inject life into downtown.

Table 2.3- Costs for New Development — Onsite Septic System

Cost of Alternative Onsite Treatment
System
$250,000

Yearly Maintenance of Onsite
Treatment

$1,500

Table 2.4 — Costs for New Development — Potential Sewer

Potential Sewer Connection Fee Potential Sewer Yearly Assessment,
(Commercial) Service and Maintenance
$15,000 - $30,000 $1,500 - $3,000

The current restrictions have a broader effect beyond individual
businesses. They burden the overall local economy’s ability to grow and
diversify, as well as limit resiliency of businesses during any sustained
economic downturn. Business districts thrive and survive based on the
diversity of its members and the goods and services provided. It is the
collection of businesses, more than the sum of the individual ones, that
draws customers to shop in a particular business district as opposed

to other places (for example, Chico). Retail shoppers who come to the
district may choose to purchase additional items from that of their
original intended visit. This could mean buying a latte, enjoying a meal,
filling the car with gas, and stopping by the bank or credit union before
returning home. Employees of other businesses also tend to shop locally.
There will be less incentive for potential customers to choose to visit the
business district if the diversity of business offerings continues to shrink.

Action Alternative Effects

There are two alternatives presently being considered: local control and
treatment vs. regional connection. The first alternative would have the
Town of Paradise build its own treatment plant. The second alternative
would connect to Chico’s sewer system via a regional pipeline. The below
analysis considers the economic effects of the regional alternative.

The Regional Option for creating a collection system and connections

for 1,400 customers, as well as a conveyance pipeline to the Chico
treatment plant, has an estimated capital cost of $83 million. With a
four percent rate of interest for capital financing, annual repayment costs
amount to a total of $6,107,285. This figure does not include annual
operating and maintenance costs.
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The capital cost of the collection system within the Town of Paradise is
estimated to be $47 million of the total for the Regional Option, with
an annual capital repayment cost of $3.5 million. Based on this annual
cost on construction and operation costs for large infrastructure projects
such as a sewer serving 1,400 customers, and applying estimates from
comparable studies, the following economic impacts can be anticipated:

m An additional 55 jobs in wastewater management and treatment
(based on 16 jobs per $1 million in local investment).

m An additional 161 total jobs in all sectors in the Town of Paradise and
vicinity (based on a 2.9177 employment multiplier)

m An additional $12.8 million in additional sales and output in the
region in all sectors within the Town of Paradise (based on a 2.10
output multiplier).

m An estimated long term regional impact of an additional
$68.3 million in private and public investment, and an additional
$56.4 million increase in the property tax base (based on past
research in water and sewer infrastructure impacts (Bagi, 2002)).

m An estimated increase in property values of five to thirteen percent.

NO PROJECT OPTION

The No Project Option of the Sewer Project study evaluated the impacts
on the economic growth of the Town if no improvements to the existing
sewer collection and treatment system were made. The study confirmed
that the economic potential of the Town is limited due to a lack of a
centralized wastewater treatment system.

All businesses in Paradise currently fall into one of two categories: those
businesses that have adequate land for an effective septic tank/leach
field system and those that do not. Commercial properties that do not
have enough land for a suitably sized leach field are limited to three
alternatives:

m Reduce the size of their operation—a profit limiting solution and a
step that may lead to the closing of a business

m Purchase additional land for wastewater disposal — an expensive
option, many times untenable for small businesses and impossible for
businesses with no additional land to purchase

m Install a more robust treatment system (such as batch reactor or an
in-situ biological filter system) to reduce the leach field area required
for effluent disposal—another expensive option that is not possible for
many small businesses

Commercial properties with failing septic systems that lack the capital

for a new treatment system must limit both sewage demand and

customer base. The same applies for commercial properties that cannot

afford to purchase additional land for a leach field. For commercial
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properties with higher water demands and sewage loading, like
restaurants, growth is not possible and even sustaining the existing level
of operation is a struggle.

A centralized sewer system serving the commercial core of the Town
would remove the limitations on economic growth and encourage new
business ventures and current Town businesses to invest and expand.
The discussion below attempts to define and quantify the socio-economic
benefits of a sewer project to the Town of Paradise.

PROJECT VS. NO PROJECT OPTION

All of the project alternatives provide equal initial benefit to the
commercial core of the Town, with the exception of the No Project
Option.

The No Project Option has been chosen in the past for economic
reasons. This option is fatally flawed within the context of this study
because it does not solve the problem nor does it meet the current and
future needs of the Town. By selecting the No Project Option, each
property owner within the service area would continue to be financially
responsible to solve the problems that result from a septic system
failure. A septic system failure could be catastrophic for business owners
and lead to a total loss of the business. If their system fails and they
lack the land area or capital to build a newer or more technically robust
system, their business and property value effectively goes to $0, since it
cannot be re-sold.
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Public Involvement
and Outreach

One of the most crucial elements of the sewer project feasibility study

is the full involvement of the public and critical project stakeholders
throughout the entire process. One of the key lessons learned from the
completion of prior studies and history of inaction is that for a project of
any type to move forward, the public must be provided with good, factual
information from the beginning. The decision process for a project of this
magnitude needs also the decision making process needs to be open,
transparent and provide multiple opportunities for public input. A multi-
faceted outreach program was developed by the consultants to ensure a
high level of community participation. This program includes the following
components:

m Development of a Public Participation Plan

m Development and launch of www.paradisesewer.com

m Provide monthly updates and public comment period at regularly
scheduled Town Council meetings

m  Formation of a Project Stakeholder Group

m Host public workshops at critical stages of the study process

m |dentify and coordinate with interested private and public sector parties
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Public Meeting

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN

The Public Participation Plan, included in the Appendix, was formulated
to provide a written approach to implementing various public engagement
activities. The plan identified key audiences, listed below:

All Town of Paradise Residents

Town of Paradise Residents in Potential Service Boundary Area
Town of Paradise Businesses in Potential Service Boundary Area
Chamber of Commerce

Butte Environmental Council

Media

Butte County

City of Chico

Regulatory agencies

The Public Participation Plan also included key messages which were to
be emphasized through the public process and development of the study.
These messages are summarized below:

NEED

m Paradise is one of the largest municipalities in the country that
relies solely on septic systems for the treatment and dispersal of its
wastewater

m  Downtown business corridor septic system failures continue to increase

m Available land for replacement leach fields is constrained or non-
existent

m  Groundwater is impacted by the quantity of septic systems and system
failures, as are local streams, a precious resource in Butte County

m A better wastewater collection and treatment system is becoming an
urgent necessity

120




BENEFITS

m Positive economic impact

m Businesses will no longer have to take extraordinary measures to
prevent or reduce septic system failures

m  Multi-family, affordable housing developments will no longer be
considered unsuitable land use due to constraints from too-small
septic systems

m  Environmental impact

m The risk of groundwater and local streams pollution by failing septic
systems will be decreased

PLANNING PROCESS

m By working together to identify the appropriate solution to the Town of
Paradise sewer problem, the Town gets better together

m The Project Stakeholder Group and frequent public open houses will
provide Paradise residents and businesses opportunities to help plan
and guide the process

Lastly, the Public Participation Plan provided a step-by-step outline of
proposed public engagement activities. This outline primarily focused
on hosting public workshops as needed with regular public input
opportunities throughout.
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PARADISESEWER.COM WEBSITE LAUNCH

The intent of launch a dedicated website to the study was to provide a
central location for all project information including previous studies,
public engagement opportunities, frequently asked questions, and an
interactive service area boundary map. These tools allowed residents with
zero project background information to perform their own research and
get needed critical information. Residents were also able to determine
in real time if their property was in the Proposed Service Area Boundary
using a GIS-based map. This map accepts both Assessor’s Parcel
Number (APN) and property addresses to give a direct and clear answer
for every property owner in Paradise. Finally, the website provides a
direct means for residents to ask questions specific to their property.
Copies of the website pages are included in the Appendix for reference.

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING UPDATES

See appendix for presentations, dates, and topics.

PROJECT STAKEHOLDER GROUP

The Project Stakeholder Group (PSG) was envisioned as an informal
non-decision making body with participants representing a wide cross-
section of the community and potentially impacted agencies. The intent
of the PSG was to provide transparency and opportunity for timely input
while arming representatives with good, quality information for them to
distribute to their respective constituencies.

The following groups attended various PSG meetings:

Chamber of Commerce

State Water Resources Control Board Staff
State Revolving Fund Staff

Butte County Environmental Services Staff
Various business owners within the Town
Town of Paradise Staff

City of Chico Staff

Paradise Irrigation District Staff

Elected officials

PSG meetings were open to the public, with most discussions involving
the identified stakeholders. The PSG was particularly involved in the
selection of evaluation criteria for the options analysis and the weighting
of the criteria for the matrix. Meetings were held with the PSG at the
Town Hall on the following dates:
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PARADISE STATE
IRRIGATION REVOLVING

DISTRICT TOWN OF FUND
PARADISE

STAFF

JUNE 1, 2016

The Paradise Sewer Project Team gave a presentation outlining the
background, purpose, and need for the project; the scope of the
feasibility study; the project charter and roles of the team members;
preliminary service area map; overview of the options to be evaluated;
plan for future meetings; and finally the role of the PSG for the project.
PSG members introduced themselves and were asked to share their
thoughts on the project.

AUGUST 31, 2016

The meeting focus was on discussion of recent informational public
meeting and feedback. Service Area Maps were handed out and
discussed. Draft Alternatives Analysis Selection Criteria and Weighting
were distributed for review, discussion, and modification. The no project
alternative was also discussed.

OCTOBER 26, 2016

The Sewer Project Team provided an update on the study progress
including: sewer flow estimation, types of sewer collection systems,
alternative cost development, and discussion of revised alternatives
selection criteria and revised weighting based on prior feedback.
Feedback and discussion was primarily on the project costs and how it
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Public Meeting Participation

translates down to the individual land owner in terms of assessment,
connection fee, and monthly service charge. Concern was high for the
number of Town residents who are retired and have fixed incomes.

JANUARY 25, 2017

The team presented the results of the socio-economic study and
discussed project benefits and No Project Option impacts at a PSG
meeting.

PUBLIC WORKSHOPS
Public Workshops were determined to be important throughout the
development of the study. Some residents may not have access to the
internet or attend Council meetings—therefore, hosting a dedicated
date and time to discuss the project with the public has served as an
effective engagement tool. The first
public meetings were held June
15, 2016. Two meetings were held
that day in order to provide multiple
opportunities for local residents to
learn more about the project. The
first meeting was held from 2:00
p.m. to 3:30 p.m. and the second
P meeting was held from 6:30 p.m.
to 8:00 p.m.

Notification for the meeting was
provided with a postcard that
was mailed to every address in
Town. The intention of reaching
the entire Town was to provide

a comprehensive overview of the study and to make one facet of the
project clear: only those who are in the district pay for the project. An
advertisement was placed in the Paradise Post and ran in the Saturday
June 11, 2016 edition of the paper. A news release was also sent to
the Paradise Post, and that ran in the online edition of the newspaper.
Copies of these notifications can be found in the Appendix.

On August 22, 2016 a third public meeting was held to share
information with residents about the service area boundary and

the status of the feasibility study. This meeting also allowed local
residents additional opportunities to ask questions about the Project.
Notification for the meeting was provided with a postcard that was
mailed to residents and property owners who were within the Proposed
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Service Area Boundary only, approximately e ~ G
1,168 addresses. The intention of reaching

TOWN OF PARAD

the service area only was to definitively SEWER PROJECT

notify owners of their properties’ status as PROPOSED SERVICE BOUNDARY

included in the study, and subsequently a PUBLIC MEETING

potential sewer district. An advertisement

was placed in the Paradise Post and ran in Phta by Glenn Horirgtan

. YOUR PROPERTY HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED AS BEING WITHIN

the Wednesday, August 17, 2016 edition THE PROPOSED SERVICE BOUNDARY

of the paper. A news release was also sent The Town of Paradise received a grant from State Water Resources Control board to conduct
. . . a Sewer Feasibility Study for providing sewer service to the more densely populated

to the Paradise Post. A media adVISOI’y was corridors of the Town - portions of Clark, Pearson and Skyway. This study will analyze

sent to Action News/ KHSL, KRCR, and different options for providing wastewater collection conveyance, treatment, and disposal

(and re-use); as well as the best methods of paying for the selected preferred option.

KCVU. Copies of these notifications and a
complete summary of the meeting is provided
in the Appendix. The meeting included a Public Meeting Postcard
formal presentation covering information on Project status, proposed
service boundary area, anticipated flows, funding structures, and next
steps. After the presentation was complete, the engineering consulting
team and Town of Paradise staff answered questions in an open forum.
Attendee questions ranged in topics from pump station types and
locations, service area boundary, timeline, and property values. While
some answers were straight forward, many were yet to be determined
since the Project was still in early stages.

On February 28, 2017 a special town council meeting was held at

the Paradise Performing Arts Center for the presentation of the Draft
Feasibility Report. The scope of the Feasibility Report was discussed
and the preliminary findings were presented with project costs, funding
options, and a projection of potential individual residential and
commercial costs. The Draft Feasibility Report was made available for
comment a few days before the meeting and a 30-day period was started
for public comment.

On March 22, 2017 a drop-in Public Workshop was held at Town Hall

for the public to ask questions and receive answers from the project
team. Comment cards were also provided to help the public provide
written comments on the Draft Feasibility Report. Comments were also
provided to the project team via the project website, email to town staff,
and letters by mail. The project team collected all the comments in a
matrix and provided responses. The matrix of comments and responses is
included in the appendix of this Final Report.
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TECHNICAL ENGAGEMENT MEETINGS

The project team met with the following individuals and organizations
to gather information, develop the project options, and understand
opportunities for project synergies with other work in the region:

m Town of Paradise Staff on service area and land use

m Equipment and process vendors to gather capital and operations costs

m City of Chico to discuss technical challenges and opportunities of the
Regional Option

m Butte County to discuss land use and WWTP siting and environmental
resource background data

m RWQCB to discuss WWTP discharge options and anticipated permit
limits

m Tuscan Ridge Golf Course to discuss reclaimed water reuse
opportunities

m Paradise Irrigation District to discuss water demand data and
reclaimed water reuse opportunities

m California Water Service to discuss operations costs and reclaimed
water opportunities

m Tuscan Ridge Golf Course and Presby Systems to discuss potential
partnering in wastewater treatment and reuse at the golf course

The outcome of these technical engagement meetings was that the
feasibility study team had a much better understanding of other agency
roles and responsibilities, alignment of goals with the Town of Paradise
and the potential sewer district to be formed, opportunities for future
collaboration, and the limitations the agencies have going forward. All
of the agencies contacted expressed enthusiasm and encouragement for
the sewer project going forward and were open to future discussions to
provide technical assistance and data.

PUBLIC DRAFT REVIEW

The vast majority of comments received on the Draft Feasibility

Study were supportive of the sewer project in concept, but not in
implementation. This was due mostly to the cost of the project and

the portion of the project’s cost burden to residential customers. Many
comments expressed concern over the many potential residential
customers within the service area living on fixed incomes and their ability
to not only pay for the improvements and connection fee, but also the
monthly service charge.

The project team understood this concern well leading up to publishing
the Draft Feasibility Study and it is why the recommendation to go
forward with the project is largely contingent on the ability to acquire
more grant funding than currently anticipated and limit the amount of
financed project cost even through low interest loans.
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TOWN OF PARADISE

FACT SHEET

With the Town's commercial septic situation continually worsening, the Paradise Town Council is taking proactive
steps to consider a wastewater solution for the more densely populated areas in Paradise.

To further this effort, the Town has received a grant from the State Water Resources Control Board to conduct a
Sewer Feasibility Study. This study will analyze the best options for providing wastewater collection, treatment and
dispersal in addition to exploring methods of paying for each option.

The study will include the following five options for the proposed service area (map provided on the back of this
fact sheet):

* This option includes buying a piece of property large enough to build a sewage treatment plant with
holding ponds/tanks, for eventual dispersal or release onto the land. Previous studies showed that
approximately 300 acres of available land would be needed for this option. The option must comply
with Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCE) Waste Discharge Requirements (\WDR).

* This option includes buying a piece of property large enough to build a sewage treatment plant (tertiary
level) and then dischargs to a creek, river, stream, lake or other approved waterway. This option will
require a RWQCE Mational Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.

* This option includes acquiring the right-of-way for a pipeline to connect with the City of Chico collection
system for eventual treatment at their Wastewater Pollution Control Plant. This option requires a
regional agreement with the City of Chico and a connection fee.

* This option includes buying enough land to build a tertiary level treatment plant that will allow the
treated water to be reclaimed and re-used for irrigation. Excess reclaimed water would be taken to a
land application area for irrigation._

Mo collection system or treatment plant. The Town continues to function on septic systems.

The technical solutions for the Town of Paradise Sewer Project may not be new, but the approach to the project will
be. The project need, scoping, option development, option screening, preferred option, assessment district
formation, and funding analysis will all be transparent and vetted with the public.

You can learn more about the Project, including information about public meetings and technical studies, by visiting
the Project website at www. paradisesewer.com
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Another theme in the feedback received was an emphasis on local
control of the sewer system and treatment. Many stakeholders expressed
apprehension and doubt in the ability of the Town of Paradise and the
City of Chico to come to agreement on a regionalized project. Moreover,
several comments assumed additional project costs would arise from
the preferred Option C as the project progressed through design and
construction. Some comments also suggested that control of costs and
connection fees would be entirely ceded over to the City of Chico and
that rates would be increased over time by the City without the Town’s
involvement or comment.

Less common comments focused on providing a more detailed analysis
of economic benefit to the businesses in the Town and suggested a more
micro-scale description of benefits relative to project cost be analyzed
and described.

Several comments indicated that residential customers saw the project
as mostly unnecessary for them with the majority of project benefits
going to businesses in the commercial core of the Town and suggested
that only the commercial core pay for the project.

There were a couple of comments that suggested that the language of
the study was somewhat inflammatory and read more like a position
paper than a technical study of options and impacts.

A few comments expressed doubt about the project costs and felt that
the project’s regional benefits were overstated. In general, the most
significantly opposed to the project were residential customers and
opposed primarily on the basis of cost. Commercial customers did not
provide very many comments by comparison and it is difficult to gauge
the level of support within the business community. However, all of the
project’s stakeholders agree the cost for connection and monthly service
fees should be as low as can be made possible to improve the project’s
chances of approval at an assessment district formation vote.
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Service Area

The following section describes the project history and current need for
the Town of Paradise to implement a centralized sewer system. Details
about how the service area will be served by the sewer system, the sewer
service plan, and the opportunity for the public to provide input on the
service area and map are provided below.

HISTORY

The proposed service area for this Feasibility Study is based on the
original areas designated in previous studies for downtown revitalization
and redevelopment. The study also considers anticipated areas of future
commercial density, infill, or more densely populated multi-family
residential parcels. The proposed service area boundary serves 1,471
parcels through the Skyway, Clark Road, and Pearson Road corridors, as
shown in Figure 4.1.

The service area boundary was developed based on primarily the

most densely populated areas and commercial corridors that can be
served with the most efficient investment in collection pipelines. The
majority of residential parcels within Town limits are outside of the
service area boundary, which means the land use and character of the
Town is not anticipated to change. The septic system density in most
residential areas is adequate for sewer treatment and is not anticipated
to significantly change. Landowners of parcels outside the service area
would not participate in a vote for formation of the special district nor
bear any financial responsibility for the costs of the project.

Landowners of parcels
outside the service area
would not participate
in a vote for formation
of the special district
nor bear any financial
responsibility for the
costs of the project.
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Figure 4.1 — Town of Paradise Proposed Sewer Service Area
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The Town will consider adjustment to the proposed service area based

on land use changes and public input prior to a final project approval.
Parcel owners with land nearby and adjacent to the proposed service area
boundary have requested to be included in the study area. All requests
will be considered, and many have been accommodated to date.

NEED

Defining an exact service area is critical to the success of the plan.

This allows for an accurate estimate for waste flow, which dictates the
appropriate collection system size and treatment options. The service
area will be defined on a map and provide a count of who will vote on the
formation of a special sewer district.

The need to modernize the densely populated areas and commercial

corridor district with a centralized sewer system is clear. To date, there

have been 27 septic system failures. This is just the beginning. It is

expected that 39 more will fail in the

next five years, based on monitoring To date, there have been 27 septic system
the existing systems. In 2015, nine

septic system replacements were ) o
completed. In 2016, six more were that 39 more will fail in the next five years,

failures. 'This is just the beginning. It is expected

replaced. The cost of replacement based on monitoring the GXiSting systems.
can vary by the severity of the system
failure. For some, the cost can be as
high as $80,000 to $100,000—these
are costs that can force businesses,
especially small businesses to relocate or close their doors altogether.
The impacts of the septic systems and their high repair costs are
noticeable. Some restaurants have restricted service because their septic
tank and leach field systems cannot accommodate full-service loading
and have limited leach field infiltration capacity — meaning fewer seats
in the restaurant, fewer booths in the salon, fewer hours of operation or
equivalent reduction in economic and community potential.

In 2015, nine septic system repairs were
completed. In 2016, six more were repaired.

SERVICE PLAN

Prior studies have looked at slightly different service areas, but all
emphasize the Skyway, Pearson Road, and Clark Road commercial
corridors. This study looked at each corridor, with significant
consideration of the topography, and created a conceptual layout of
pipelines to serve parcels within the service area. Prior studies have also
evaluated both gravity and low pressure collection systems.
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Figure 4.2 — Service Area Collection System
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The initial layout of a gravity collection system requires a lift station
with sewer force mains. This option proved to be much more expensive
than a low-pressure system fed by individual septic tank pumps. Due
to the difference in cost, a low-pressure system was developed for the
feasibility-level collection system cost estimate, as shown in Figure 4.2.
The low-pressure collection system relies on small diameter laterals to
transport effluent from on-site septic tanks with small pumps or gravity
(where head is available) to a collector. Collectors are located in each
street within the service area. The collectors convey wastewater to the
trunk lines, which are located in the major corridor streets. The trunk
lines move the wastewater to the treatment facility. This system reduces
the number of pipes buried in the streets.

The service area was divided into shed areas based on major road
intersections and topography. The following is a description of each
sewer-shed area.

UPPER CLARK

The Upper Clark shed area includes all connecting parcels north of
Nunnely Road, within the service area. The area also includes connecting
parcels between Nunneley Road and Pearson Road east of Clark Road
and those within approximately 500 feet west of Clark Road. These
parcels can feasibly connect service laterals directly to the trunk line.
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LOWER CLARK

The Lower Clark shed area includes connecting parcels in the service
area on Clark Road, south of Pearson Road. The 350-foot elevation
change from the southern service area boundary to the intersection of
Pearson Road and Clark Road may require the use of a pump station to
convey the wastewater to the trunk line at Pearson Road.

PEARSON

The Pearson shed area includes connecting parcels between Nunneley
Road and Pearson Road, from Clark Road to the Memorial Trail. It also
includes the connecting parcels south of Pearson Road to the service
area boundary. The Pearson Road corridor trunk line will have a larger
pipe diameter compared to other corridors to accommodate more
wastewater flow from the Clark Road shed areas. The trunk line will
convey wastewater to the proposed treatment facility near Skyway or to a
regional pipeline connecting to the City of Chico’s WPCP.

UPPER SKYWAY

The Upper Skyway shed area includes the connecting parcels within the
service area from the northern service area on Skyway near Pentz Road,
to Pearson Road, and is bordered by the Memorial Trail to the east near
the Pearson Road and Skyway intersection. The trunk line running down
Skyway will utilize the topography and gravity to convey wastewater

to the lower elevation, while maintaining low-pressure in the system.
Parcels with an elevation higher than the street along Skyway may be
equipped with a gravity connection rather than a pumped connection.

LOWER SKYWAY

The Lower Skyway shed area includes connecting parcels along skyway
south of Pearson Road. The area between Pearson Road and Buschmann
Road is also included. The trunk line in the Lower Skyway area is a large
diameter pipe because it must transport all the wastewater flow of the
collection system to the treatment facility.

A list of all parcels, areas, and anticipated average dry weather flows is
included in the Appendix.

CONSTRUCTION PHASING
At a feasibility design level, the construction for the conceptual
collection system is presumed to be a phased process.

Collection system construction phasing would begin at the treatment
facility or regional pipeline connection and work up from the lower
elevation sewer-shed areas to the higher elevation shed areas. Areas
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furthest from the major corridors connected by collectors, such as
parcels along Nunneley Road, will likely be connected during later
phases of construction. Larger diameter trunk lines installed in

major corridors, like Pearson Road, would have tie-ins positioned for
connecting collectors and laterals during later phases of construction.

The on-site construction of the septic tank effluent systems would occur
during the same phase as adjacent conveyance system construction.
Ongoing coordination efforts with individual land owners will be an
important element of construction.

PUBLIC OUTREACH

The draft service area map was released for comment at a June 2016
Project Stakeholder Group meeting. After review by Town planning staff,
the map was shared at the August 2016 public meeting and added to
the project website.

The interactive website map allows Town residents to search for an
address or Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) to determine if a particular
parcel is included in the proposed service area. The project team
received comments at the public
meeting, where some parcel owners
added to the service area while others asked if  asked how they could be added to

...some parcel owners asked how they could be

they would have the ability to “opt-out™ if they  the service area while others asked if

choose. The project team...let meeting attendees

they would have the ability to “opt-
out” if they choose. The project team

know the ability to join or leave the service area fieiqed all questions, and let meeting
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Would be decided by the Town Council. attendees know the ability to join
or leave the service area would be
decided by the Town Council. All parcels within the final service area will
be assessed to help pay for the project as they receive benefit.

Other questions about project timing and connecting to the system were
discussed. Some parcel owners asked if they would need to connect
immediately, even if their septic system was functioning well. The
attendees were told that this will be determined by the specific districts.
Some districts will allow customers to connect at a later date, but will
provide incentive to customers to connect to the system sooner rather
than later.
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Wastewater Generation
and Collection

COLLECTION SYSTEM
OVERVIEW

The collection and conveyance system for the Town of Paradise service
area would require a hybrid system of pumping and gravity pipelines

to convey wastewater to a treatment facility. The varying topography
throughout the service area will require pumping for areas in lower
elevations (in canyons) to convey wastewater to areas where gravity flow
becomes more efficient. A gravity system and a pumped effluent sewer
system were analyzed and compared. The analysis looked at routes to a
treatment facility that may be located down either Skyway or Clark Road.
The analysis considered pipe sizes, depths, lengths, and associated costs
for the options. Upon review of the initial cost estimates, the effluent
sewer system has lower costs due to shallow pipes, fewer manholes, and
fewer pump stations.

A conventional gravity system, using lift stations at low points, was

the initial alternative analyzed for the service area. This alternative
would seem reasonable for an area with naturally sloping topography,
using gravity to move wastewater to a treatment facility. However, the
undulating terrain in the Town of Paradise would require a large number
of pump stations and force mains and deeper trenching for gravity
pipes to convey wastewater to a treatment location. The cost of a gravity
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ConventionalGravitylsysten
rm et Manhola

Figure 5.1 — Conventional Gravity Sewer System
(http://www.orenco.com/systems/wastewater_collection.cfm)

dominated system proved to be high, approximately double that of an
effluent sewer system. Figure 5.1 shows a conceptual illustration of a
conventional gravity sewer system with pump stations.

An effluent sewer system was the other alternative analyzed as an option
for collection and conveyance of wastewater. The effluent sewer systems
will use a septic tank (primary treatment) for each connection and convey
the effluent by means of pump or gravity to the collection system. The
effluent sewer system will operate under low pressure and will reduce
cost of the collection and conveyance system compared to a conventional
gravity sewer system. The lower cost is due to a reduction in pipe size,
shallower depth of pipe installation, fewer manholes, and fewer pump
stations. Figure 5.2 shows a conceptual illustration of a effluent sewer
system.

Figure 5.2 — Effluent Sewer System
(http://www.orenco.com/systems/wastewater_collection.cfm)

FEASIBILITY-LEVEL DESIGN
Onsite Facilities (Private)

The effluent sewer system will require each connection to use a septic
tank to separate solids and decant effluent wastewater for conveyance
to a treatment facility. The existing onsite septic tanks may be evaluated
for usefulness in the effluent sewer system, however it is assumed that a
majority of the existing septic tanks will be replaced. Due to the varying
topography in the Town of Paradise, the onsite (private facilities) will
require either an effluent pumping system or an effluent gravity system.
The size of the onsite systems will be site-specific based on design
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Figure 5.3 — STEP and STEG Collection Systems

loading. Connections with high solids loading may require a grinder pump
system to manage solids and reduce the frequency of periodic septage
pumping requirements. Figure 5.3 illustrates a septic tank effluent
pumping (STEP) system located below the grade line of the collector
pipeline and a septic tank effluent gravity (STEG) system located above
the grade line of the collector pipeline.

1. STEP system connections (Figure 5.4)

a. Primary Tank — Influent is separated by gravity, with solids settling
and fats, oils and grease rising to the top. Effluent (water) from
the middle of the tank is decanted to the secondary tank.

b. Secondary (Pumping) Tank — Effluent is accumulated until a
design volume (size dependent) is reach for pumping. The pump
discharges to the service connection lateral under low pressure.

c. Controls and SCADA — The STEP system is equipped with a
system that provides power, controls, and alarms for the system.

2. STEG system connections
a. Primary Tank — Same as STEP system.

b. Secondary Tank — A drain line from the secondary tank will
discharge to the service connection lateral. Effluent gravity
systems will only work where the secondary tank is in a location
that is above the energy grade line (EGL) of the pressurized
system.

c. The STEG systems will be equipped with an alarm in case of a
clog and/or overflow. No power is required except for the alarm.
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Figure 5.4 — STEP Tank Detail
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3. Additional requirements for connection

a. House to Tanks Connection — The new STEP or STEG tanks will
require a new gravity connection from the house sewer pipeline
to the tank.

b. Septic Tank Decommissioning — The existing on-site septic
tanks will require removal or abandonment. It would be the
responsibility of the property owner to demolish and remove
or properly abandon in place (pump septage, seal inlets, and
outlets, etc.) the existing septic tanks and leach fields.

Business and home owners should understand that this system still
utilizes a tank on their property and the tank will need to be maintained
on a similar frequency to the current septic systems they have now. The
tanks will likely need to be pumped by a septage hauler for sludge and
grease buildup every 10 to 15 years. Commercial properties, especially
restaurants, may have to be pumped more often. Restaurants should
use grease traps ahead of their tanks to prolong the tank’s maintenance
cycle.

Laterals

The sewer service laterals convey water from the individual tanks for
each service connection to the collector pipelines located in the public
right-of-way. The laterals include pipe owned by the property owner
(private) and a portion of pipeline in public right-of-way, which is the
responsibility of the Town or Service District.
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1. Lateral Installation — The effluent sewer system uses smaller
laterals, typically no larger than 1.5-inch diameter pipe, installed at
a shallower depth than conventional gravity sewer laterals (4-inch
pipe). In many cases, the effluent sewer laterals may be installed
using directional drilling, minimizing damage to property and
reducing the need for road closures due to open trenches.

2. Feasibility Assumptions

a. Private Laterals — 100 feet of lateral on private property (up to
the public right-of-way) is the assumed average length that will
be the responsibility of the property owners. This assumption
includes the distance from the tank to the back of walk.

Collectors

Collector pipelines are located in the public right-of-way through the
service area and provide collection of wastewater from the service
laterals.

1. Gravity Collectors — A conventional gravity system conveys
wastewater through the collectors to manholes then into trunk lines
for conveyance to the treatment plant. Gravity collectors require
larger pipes to accommodate gravity flow in an 80 percent full
pipe. Gravity pipe installations require open trenching to provide
adequate slope, increasing the cost of the project.

2. Effluent Collectors — Since the effluent sewer system is a
pressurized, closed system, the collector will increase in size as flow
accumulates as wastewater moves toward the treatment facility.

The pressurized laterals can connect directly into the collector,
eliminating the need for trunk lines and reducing the amount of
pipe needed to convey wastewater through the system.

Trunk Lines

Trunk lines are typical in conventional gravity sewer systems. The trunk
lines convey larger volumes of wastewater through the service area and
usually run in parallel to the collectors. The conventional approach
proved a very costly alternative in the analysis. For a more reasonable
cost of construction, trunk lines and collectors would both receive flow
directly from laterals, reducing the length of pipe required.

The pressurized laterals of the effluent sewer system can connect directly
into any size collector, eliminating the need for trunk lines and reducing
the amount of pipe needed to convey wastewater through the system.
The pipe sizes of the effluent system are generally smaller in diameter,
as the pipes flow completely full when under pressure pressurized.
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pump stations greatly reduces the cost of the
collection and conveyance system.

Pump Stations (Lift Stations)

In areas with significant changes in elevation, such as the Town of
Paradise, pump stations are required in a conventional gravity sewer
system. The accumulation of flow by gravity to the low points in the
system are pumped through a force main to a high point were gravity is
then used to deliver flow to the next low point. With a gravity system, the
service area in the Town of Paradise

Eliminating the need for most, if not all, of the  could require more than nine pump

stations to lift wastewater out of the
valleys and convey wastewater to a
treatment facility down Skyway or
Clark Road.

The effluent sewer system does not require the use of pump stations
(lift stations) for most of the service area, as each STEP or STEG tank
provides the necessary pressure to convey the wastewater through the
varying topography of the service area. In regions of the service area
where it is required to pump the wastewater up several hundred feet, a
pump station may still be required. Eliminating the need for most, if not
all, of the pump stations greatly reduces the cost of the collection and
conveyance system.

The elimination of pump stations reduces the cost of the system capital
cost, land acquisition, as well as the operation and maintenance of a
multitude of pumps and monitoring equipment.

Force Mains

A force main is the pressurized wastewater discharged from pump
stations in a conventional sewer system. A system that requires the use
of force mains can have two pipes in parallel to convey the collected
wastewater to the pump station by gravity and then the force main to
convey the pressurized wastewater to the next high point, depending on
the location of the wastewater treatment facility.

In addition to reducing or eliminating the pump stations, the effluent
system reduces or eliminates the need for two pipes in parallel in the
same streets. Each collector is technically a force main, with the ability
to receive services connection directly.

Man Holes/Cleanouts

A conventional gravity sewer system requires the installation of a
manhole approximately every 300 to 500 feet on collectors and trunk
lines. Along with the need for manholes, a clean out is required on every
service connection.
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The effluent sewer system is a closed, pressurized system that eliminates
the need for manholes. The elimination of manholes also greatly reduces
the potential for nuisance odors throughout the service area. The solids
separation that occurs in the on-site tanks means the need for cleanouts

at each service connection is not required. The elimination of manholes
and cleanouts reduces the cost of the collection system. The effluent sewer
system also reduces the maintenance on the collection system, as solids
that may cause clogging are greatly reduced or eliminated from the system
in the onsite tanks.

FLOW DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS
APPROACH TO FLOWS

The development of sewer collection, conveyance, treatment, and disposal
system options requires an estimate for the wastewater flows generated
within the proposed service area. The land area of each zoning designation
in the proposed service area boundary was determined by using overlapping
parcel boundaries with zoning designation boundaries. Flow generation
rates for each zoning designation were determined based on area of land for
commercial zoning designations and equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) per
acre for residential zoning designations.

Previous Studies

Previous studies for sewer projects in the Town of Paradise were reviewed.
Each study developed flows and loads for the proposed district boundary

in a slightly different manner. The flow estimates from the previous studies
did not provide flow generation by land use in a format conducive to the
changes in the proposed service area boundary.

The results of the previous studies are as follows:

Town of Paradise Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and Disposal
Preliminary Design Report, Volume 1 prepared by Nolte and
Associates (Nolte), dated July 17, 1992

This report used land use and residential density to determine flows for the
studied service area. The assumed wastewater generation was as follows:

m  Town Residential 200 gallons/residence per day (EDU)
m  Multi-Family Residential = 165 gallons/residence per day
m (EDU) Commercial and Industrial= 2,000 gallons/acre per day

Limited assumptions were provided for the calculations, however the
projected flow appeared reasonable for the purpose of the 1992 report.

WASTEWATER GENERATION AND COLLECTION

141




50

2010 TOP Wastewater Treatment & Collection System Feasibility
Study for the Downtown Community Cluster System prepared by
NorthStar Engineering (NorthStar), dated April 21, 2010

This study describes a comprehensive approach to development of design
flows with a percentage breakdown of residential zoning designations and
differing flows for commercial designations based on type of business.
The general wastewater generation was estimated as follows:

m Residential (including Multi-Family)

225 gallons/unit per day, to
maximum density

m  Commercial (High Flow) 1,200 gallons/acre per day
m  Commercial (Low Flow) = 600 gallons/acre per day

This study also applied a 20 percent reduction of design flows based on
the assumption the maximum density would not be fully realized. The
approach outlined by NorthStar does not lend itself to changes in the
service area boundary and recalculation. The previous studies lacked
sufficient descriptions of calculations and assumptions to be utilized for
the proposed service area for this current analysis.

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA WASTEWATER AGENCIES - DESIGN
CRITERIA COMPARISON

Several sewer service providers in the region were reviewed to compare
design flow evaluation criteria by land use to estimate design flow for
the project. Each sewer service provider has a different approach to
wastewater flow generation.

Comparative Flows

The average results of the comparative flows for similar land uses
designations are as follows:

m Single Family Residential = 284 gallons/unit per day or EDU
m  Multi-Family Residential 216 gallons/unit per day or EDU
m Commercial and Industrial 1,220 gallons/acre per day

The average of the comparative flows provides a general perspective on
the area’s wastewater generation. Historically the per capita flow range is
80-100 gallons per person per day.

Demographic Consideration

The sewer service providers reviewed for this analysis have different
demographics from the Town of Paradise. The Average Dry Weather Flow
(ADWF) assigned to a dwelling unit is assumed to be in relation to the
average number of people in a single family residence. Some of the more
urban communities or regional sewer agencies use a somewhat higher
flow rate per EDU.
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A comparison of the other northern California communities to the Town
of Paradise was reviewed for this analysis to aid in the development

of daily wastewater generation per EDU and per acre. The number of
people per household, between the years 2010-2014 and the population
density were compared.

Table 5.1 summarizes the comparison between the Town of Paradise, the
City of Chico, and the average for other northern California communities.

Table 5.1 — Demographic Comparison

_ Persons per Household | People per Square Mile

Town of Paradise 2.36 1,432.1
Chico 2.45 2,617.8
Comparative Average 2.48 2,384.8

FLOW DEVELOPMENT
Land Use Designation

At the time of this analysis, the proposed service area boundary for the
Town of Paradise was 1,165 acres with 1,041 acres of land area having
zoning designations (124 acre of streets). The Town of Paradise has

24 zoning designations and 10 generalized zoning designations. The
parcels located within the service area were separated by the generalized
zoning designation, such as Town Residential (TR) rather than a specific
designation of TR 1/3 or TR 1/2. An average number of residential units
per acre was applied to the residential designations to calculate the
estimated wastewater flow generation for the total area of each zoning
designation in the proposed service area.

Wastewater Generation

Typically, wastewater generation is estimated by gallons per person per
day, gallons per acre per day, or assigned a daily flow rate based on an
equivalent single family residential dwelling unit (EDU). The zoning
designations in the Town of Paradise allow for a reasonable assumption
of wastewater generation based on EDUs and gallons per acre. A lower
than average flow per EDU and flow per acre is assumed due to the
history of water conservation, a lower than average population density,
and an assumed reduction of inflow and infiltration (I/) due to the use of
modern construction materials and techniques.

The following is the assigned flow per EDU and flow per acre per day for
the Town of Paradise for this analysis.
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230 gallons per EDU per day
110 gallons per EDU per day
600 gallons per acre per day

m Flow per Single Family EDU
m Flow per Multi-Family EDU
m  No Residential Land Use

An average daily flow per EDU per day and the average daily flow per acre
per day for the areas in each designation was applied to calculate an
estimated wastewater flow for the proposed service area.

Build Out Flow Generation

Design at build out assumes zoning designation may change within the
service area to allow for growth with an assumed increase of wastewater
flows of 5 percent . Densification is likely to occur within the service
area, therefore the maximum EDU per acre for the generalized residential
zoning designations will apply.

DESIGN FLOWS

A design flow that accounts for the diurnal peaks of the average flows
and infiltration and inflow (/1) during wet weather is required for sizing
the conveyance, treatment and disposal of wastewater in the proposed
service area. A peaking factor is applied to the ADWF to calculate a
peak dry weather flow (PDWF). Typically a peaking factor falls in the
range between 1.5 and 3.0 and is derived using an empirical equation
that generates a curve based on the average daily flow. In addition to
the PDWF, I/l is usually accounted for during wet weather producing a
prediction for peak wet weather flow (PWWF). However, the selection
of a low pressure system and lack of manholes limits the inflow and
anticipated infiltration to the collection system. Therefore I/l is negligible
for the Town collection system. The PWWF will be used as a design
criteria in the options analysis and feasibility study.

The PWWEF of the proposed service area and anticipated buildout used
for the design criteria is approximated at 1.86 mgd for the purpose of
this study. Flows for septage receiving were not calculated for this level
of design and are anticipated to be a minor contributor to the treatment
system.

WASTEWATER CONSTITUENT LOADING

Town of Paradise Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and Disposal
Preliminary Design Report, Volume 1 (by Nolte, 1992) provided
projected wastewater characteristics that are used for the purpose of this
study. That report stated that, “wastewater quality was determined using
a mass balance prepared from the expected concentrations and flow rates
of various waste streams entering the treatment plant. Approximately one
half of the sewer district service area will be connected by conventional
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gravity sewer and the other half will be connected by STEP system.
STEP effluent is less concentrated than conventional sewer effluent
due to settling of solid particles in the septic tank.” The 1992 Report
calculated the concentrations for biological oxygen demand (BODb5),
total suspended solids (TSS), nitrogen (Total N), and phosphorus

(Total P) associated with wastewater from conventional sewer systems,
wastewater from STEP systems, septage from conventional septic tanks,
and septage from STEP systems. The assumptions in that report seem
reasonable and are adopted for this evaluation. The treatment plant
design concentrations were estimated in that report as follows:

= BOD5 = 310 mg/L
m TSS = 530 mg/L
m Total N = 57 mg/L
m Total P = 12mg/L

RECOMMENDATION

The PWWF of 1.86 mgd and corresponding loads derived above provide
the design criteria for an option analysis. This design flow represents the
anticipated 2040 build out within the service area and will be used for
the conceptual design of the sewer system for all options analyzed in the
feasibility study. To maintain a feasible cost of treatment, the ADWF of
0.98 mgd will be used for the design criteria, flow equalizations ponds
will be used to attenuate the peak flows.

During the design of the preferred sewer collection, conveyance,
treatment, and disposal system, a more specific and accurate prediction
of flows and loads generated in the service area should be developed
with a survey of actual land use, dwelling unit density, and the type of
commercial usage.

CAPITAL AND OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE COST
ASSUMPTIONS

Costs have been developed for the collection system including
assumptions for engineering, legal, and administrative costs of the
option design as well as contingency for unknowns commensurate with a
feasibility level study. Operations and maintenance include the following
staff levels:

General Manager
Administrative Assistant
Receptionist (part-time)
Operations Manager
Field Crew (2)

Septic On-site Lead
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COST AND RECOMMENDATION

Costs for the collection system are common to all options except for the
No Project Option. Additional costs for conveyance to various treatment
plant options are included in the treatment plant alternatives.

A low pressure sewer effluent system is preferred to serve the Town.
While the system requires a portion of infrastructure and maintenance on
each parcel, it limits the number of pipelines and manholes needed in
the collection system and reduces the cost of the collection system.

The capital cost of the collection system is estimated to be $47.4
million (including 20 percent design/construction contingency and 15
percent engineering design/permitting/environmental).
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Alternatives Analyzed
and Eliminated

Other alternatives that have been suggested over the years by the public
are also discussed. Many of these alternative treatment systems represent
other ways of treating wastewater than conventional treatment processes.

ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED AND ELIMINATED

Several years of studies and multiple potential sewer treatment options
have been suggested for implementation in the Town of Paradise. Many of
those suggestions have been offered by residents, and others have been
brought forward by engineers. The scope of the treatment solution and
area served vary for these alternatives. The most common concern from
previously suggested alternatives and subsequent studies is two-fold.

One is that the cost of a larger scale collection and treatment system is
high; and two, is that potential rate payers are seeking the lowest capital
cost option available as a viable solution. The stakeholders have shown a
preference for the lowest possible initial capital cost investment in order to
reduce both tax roll assessment and future sewer rates.

The principal challenge of these “natural” treatment alternatives is the
availability of satisfactory land area for effluent disposal, not necessarily
the biological adequacy of the treatment technology. Monitoring and
controlling these systems can be difficult. If the effluent cannot meet
discharge permit requirements, the reliability of these systems is not
equivalent to conventional treatment systems. Often these systems are
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Any collection system
that yields more than
100,000 GPD will
require a specific
permit and cannot
operate under the small
systems general order.
As defined earlier, the
anticipated flow from
the Paradise Sewer
Project Service Area is
over 800,000 GPD of
Average Dry Weather
Flow (ADWFE).

described as cheaper than conventional treatment and are used in rural
areas where conventional systems are not viable due to cost. However,
the discharge requirements and permitting are not equivalent to those
required by a municipal treatment permit.

One of the competing issues to consider with alternative small treatment
systems is the need to pool the required resources (parcels/customers)
together to help spread the capital cost and lower the financial burden of
a treatment system from the individual parcel owner. At the same time,
limiting flow to avoid discharge permit requirements is also a necessity.
The amount of land needed to disperse treated effluent is directly related
to the amount of sewage flow collected in a given area. As a result, more
sewage flow means that more suitable land is needed- already a scarce
commodity in the Town of Paradise.

The SWRCB has a General Waste Discharge Requirement for Small
Domestic Wastewater Treatment Systems (SDWTS). Only Small Domestic
Systems that discharge to land and with a monthly average flow rate of
100,000 GPD or less are eligible for coverage under this General Order.
An SDWTS that produces more than 20,000 GPD requires a plan and

a permit for controlling and monitoring nitrogen in a manner that is
compliant with the basin plan for that specific area.

SDWTSs are typically located at individual residences, rural parks,
schools, campgrounds, mobile home parks, roadside rest stops, small
commercial or residential subdivisions, restaurants, resort hotels/
lodges, small correctional facilities, temporary fire-fighting camps, and
recreational vehicle (RV) dump locations, including RV parks.

A Small Domestic System that uses subsurface disposal may be regulated
by a local agency rather than a Regional Water Board, consistent with

the Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design, Operation, and
Maintenance of Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems Policy (OWTS
Policy). Wastewater systems regulated by local agencies may continue that
coverage unless directed by the local agency or the Regional Water Board
Executive Officer to seek WDRs from the Regional Water Board.

It is important to have this context when reviewing some of the options
that have been suggested. Any collection system that yields more than
100,000 GPD will require a specific permit and cannot operate under the
small systems general order. As defined earlier, the anticipated flow from
the Paradise Sewer Project Service Area is over 800,000 GPD of Average
Dry Weather Flow (ADWF). Therefore any alternative treatment system
must have a clearly defined effluent location (stream, spreading ground,
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leach field, seepage wells) and be monitored to affirm compliance with a
discharge permit issued by the RWQCB. While an alternative treatment
system with added disinfection process may meet discharge requirements
of a specific discharge permit, monitoring and control of the treatment
process is more difficult when compared to a conventional WWTP that has
more operational controls and access for adjusting the treatment process.

Many of the smaller cluster treatment systems are appropriate treatment
options for a single parcel or multiple parcels that are grouped together
(cluster system). These advanced septic treatment systems provide a more
robust treatment than a simple septic tank (settling and sludge digestion)
and would produce a higher quality effluent, thereby prolonging the life of
the leach field. However, selecting a dispersal area location is challenging.
A significant amount of land (hundreds of acres) is necessary and even if
the land area is available in or near Town boundaries, the soils may not

be as amendable to infiltration as land off of the “Ridge.” Prior geologic
studies indicate more efficient infiltration characteristics in soils located in
the valley off of the “Ridge.”

The predominant soil type in the valleys around the Town is Aiken Clay
Loam with moderate permeability, but there is variability within the Town
for leach field effectiveness.

IN TOWN INFILTRATION AREAS AND GENERAL GEOLOGY
Skyway Corridor North of Wagstaff Road

This area has no history of issues for wastewater dispersal and, in
general, has decent soil for septic systems with larger lots. Soil depth and
permeability is good. There is a narrow band of high groundwater on the
east side of Skyway up to Rocky Lane.

Clark Road Corridor South of Buschmann Road

This area is generally adequate for septic systems and wastewater
dispersal. South of this area, the soils become increasingly shallow with an
Andesite “lava cap” close to or at the native surface in much of the area.
The commercially zoned parcels in this area have shallow soils and leach
field construction or replacement is restricted by the Onsite group.

Parcels Surrounding Boquest Boulevard

Five parcels in the north side of this region are non-conducive to onsite
wastewater treatment due to the perennial creek nearby and the small
lot sizes. Almost all of these parcels have individual advanced treatment
systems. Any failure of existing leach fields in this area would not be
replaceable.
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Parcels on Middle Skyway and West of Skyway

Failed septic and leach field systems in this area tend to require
alternative systems, which are hard to fit on the steeply sloped lots. The
soils are shallow, with “lava cap” and boulders prevalent. The systems in
this area are well maintained, operate well, and typically have adequate
room for leach field replacement.

Discussion

Infiltration and dispersal areas must be sited outside of Town in order to
have the necessary acreage, and adequate permeability found in the area
soils. This conclusion was reached through the prior studies that analyzed
feasibility-level design of a collection system for the commercial corridors
of the Town. Studies analyzed the land off of the “Ridge” and sited
infiltration areas away from the Tuscan formation geology.

The Tuscan formation, in its “unweathered” state, is marked by
predominantly hard and course rock fragments that make excavation
difficult without blasting or the use of rock trenchers. In its weathered
state, the Tuscan formation turns to red clay with hard fragments. The
boulder and gravelly clay portion is referred to as the Aiken Phase. Soils
that have accumulated in weathered swales have formed clay loam that

is often two to five feet thick. These soils drain well, are conducive to
wastewater disposal and become more common at further distances from
the Ridge and at lower elevations. Infiltration characteristics also improve.

CLUSTER SYSTEMS

A typical cluster system is made of a sequence of buried tanks, each with
a treatment process similar to a conventional treatment plant. The treated
effluent from a cluster system would likely be dispersed by leach field or
pressure dose trenches. The ambient ground water quality would need

to be established and the ground water monitored for compliance with a
RWQCB WDR. Adequate land area would be needed for both treatment
and dispersal. These factors will likely cause the siting of the plant and
discharge area to be outside of Town along Skyway or Neal Road. The
distance of the plant and discharge area from Town will add significant
conveyance cost. In addition, the project impacts would look similar to
Option A with pond treatment and land disposal. This alternative has
been eliminated from consideration because there is inadequate land area
near Town and the cost of conveyance to an appropriate site would be
equivalent to Option A, already considered in the study.
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WETLAND TREATMENT

Natural wetlands function in nature to remove suspended solids and
nutrients like nitrogen and phosphorous. These natural processes can
be applied to municipal stormwater and wastewater treatment through a
constructed wetland. There are three types of constructed wetlands:

1. Subsurface flow wetlands
2. Surface flow wetlands
3. Floating treatment wetlands

Wetland systems usually require more land area than a conventional
wastewater treatment plant, which means the savings in treatment costs
over conventional treatment costs would be somewhat offset by the need
for additional land.

Subsurface Flow Wetland

Typically this system flows through trenches filled with sand, rooted plants,
and a gravel draining layer to collect effluent. Unfortunately, these systems
do not completely replace conventional wastewater treatment as a primary
treatment of screening, grit removal, and settling is usually needed as a
pre-treatment step to prevent clogging the system. A final disinfection step
would also be required to meet discharge permit requirements. Therefore
the wetland concept only replaces the biological (BOD removal) portion of
a conventional treatment process.

One advantage of a subsurface system over surface and floating wetlands
is that they attract fewer mosquitoes.

treatment systems
Surface Flow Wetlands

Often known as free water surface wetlands, these wetlands are mainly
applied to municipal treatment schemes as a polishing step for tertiary
treatment after a conventional process. They are effective at removing
residual nutrients and pathogens and will have both floating water plants
(Hyacinth) and soil rooted reed plants. These systems are often utilized

in concert with conventional treatments to create a wildlife habitat or a
buffer zone between the treated effluent and sensitive ecological areas
like estuaries. Surface wetlands attract wetland animal species and birds,
which can contribute to the biological nutrient loading from the animal
waste. This may lead to inconsistent removals of nitrogen as new ammonia
(bird waste) is added to the system. Another challenge is mosquito
control, especially in suburban areas. Wetland plants are also at risk of
die-off under sustained freezing temperatures, which can upset treatment

ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED AND ELIMINATED

Examples of surface flow and floating

151




60

capacity and nutrient uptake. Therefore, surface flow wetlands are
generally a poor fit for areas with sustained snow periods. This alternative
has been eliminated from consideration due to confidence in consistently
meeting a discharge permit requirement and the challenge to manage
additional impacts such as mosquitoes and planting replacement when
assimilative capacity of nutrients is reached.

IN-SITU TREATMENT

These systems collect sewage and disperse the flow into buried chambers
(perforated pipes with a filter matting) that act as both settling and
filtration treatment steps. Sewage also infiltrates as the sewage makes its
way through the chambers. These systems are relatively cheap to install
and provide effective treatment for small systems. They are a good fit as
a clustered system for small communities in rural areas. In-situ systems
still require septic tanks or STEP systems at each service to act as primary
settling/solids removal. Under higher flow conditions (>100,000 gpd),
these systems would likely require flow equalization, an impermeable
liner for the buried filter pipe array, and post treatment extraction and
disinfection to meet a NPDES permit or be conveyed to an adequate area
for spreading and infiltration under a WDR permit. A treatment system
scaled up to 1.0 mgd would cost approximately $7 million without
disinfection. This alternative has been eliminated from consideration due
to its scalability to meet the needs of the Town of Paradise anticipated
flows. However, this option might be revisited if a sewer district cannot be
formed and blocks of businesses have failed septic systems. This option
will still be challenged for land for treatment area and discharge/dispersal
locations close to town.

VERMIFILTRATION

Vermifiltration is a filter bed system used to treat high BOD wastewater
with soil as a filter and worms as the biological processor of dissolved
organic carbon and nutrients. They have been used effectively on small
scales of 10,000 to 50,000 GPD to treat agricultural, dairy, and human
wastes. Large scale treatment of more than 1 mgd is rare but has been
implemented in rural agricultural areas. The advantage of the system

is the low energy usage to treat the wastewater, relative to conventional
treatment. They are primarily sold as decentralized systems for rural and
agricultural areas and are not widely demonstrated in municipal use with
conventional collection systems.
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Questions remain as to the reliability of the treatment system to
consistently meet effluent requirements for either land application or
stream discharge with municipal influent. Treated effluent would need to
be conveyed to an adequate land application area or stream and additional
disinfection would still be required and must be considered in any cost
comparison with a conventional system. Systems have been in use in
Australia and Chile for several years and have only recently been used

in the U.S. in rural areas for food processing (wine and fruits) and dairy
wastes. Representative costs are difficult to find. While data show good
performance for removal of BOD, it is less clear on chloroform bacteria
removal and consistency in disinfecting the effluent for stream discharges.
The primary demonstration usage has utilized leach fields and land
application and infiltration as the discharge step. This alternative has been
eliminated from consideration due to concerns over its scalability and
effluent reliability for stream discharge.
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Alternatives Summary

The following section describes the options and alternatives that have
been evaluated for consideration for the sewer project report. These
options and alternatives have been informed by previous studies and
public input. Each of the four main options include a detailed approach,
expected regulatory requirements, design criteria, pros and cons, and
summary cost estimates. The funding section of this report outlines the
anticipated costs per connection for each of the options.

The options analyzed are as follows:

Option A - Localized Wastewater Treatment Plant with effluent
land application

m Local sewer collection system for service area. Acquire land
with adequate area for secondary level treatment plant and land
application area for a RWQCB Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR).

OPTION B - LOCALIZED WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT
WITH SURFACE WATER DISCHARGE LOCATION

m Local sewer collection system for service area. Acquire land with
adequate area for a tertiary level treatment plant and location for
effluent discharge to creek. Will require a RWQCB National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.
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Figure 7.1 — Example of a Pond Treatment System

Pond treatment

OPTION C - REGIONAL CONNECTION TO THE CITY OF CHICO
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PLANT

m Local sewer collection system for service area. Acquire right-of-way for
regional pipeline and connection to the City of Chico WPCP. Requires
regional agreement with the City of Chico and connection fee.

OPTION D — WASTEWATER TREATMENT WITH BENEFICIAL
REUSE

m Local sewer collection system for service area. Acquire land with
adequate area for a tertiary level treatment. Treated effluent
connected to reclaimed water system for distribution and re-use via
irrigation. Reclaimed water would be stored in ponds in the winter
and provided for golf course irrigation in the summer.

OPTION E — NO PROJECT

m No collection system or treatment plant. The Town continues to
function on septic systems.

GENERAL DISCUSSION OF DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
AND PROJECT TREATMENT PLANT OPTIONS

The overall project alternatives rely on three different wastewater
treatment options. Option A is a pond treatment system, Figure 7.1, that
would store and treat sewage to a secondary level for land application of
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Figure 7.2 — Tertiary Treatment and Disinfection

the effluent. Options B and D are a tertiary treatment option, Figure 7.2,
to produce high quality effluent for either creek/stream discharge or
potential reuse. Option C utilizes the City of Chico’s existing Wastewater
Pollution Control Plant.

The treatment options are based on expected permit types, and their
associated requirements for effluent discharge location and method.
The permitted discharge requirements from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) would either be a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit or a Waste Discharge Requirement
(WDR) Order permit.

ANTICIPATED DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

The State Water Resources Control Board operates under the federal
Clean Water Act (CWA) and is responsible for regulating wastewater
treatment plants in the state of California. The permitting authority is
delegated to nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs).
The NPDES Permit Program controls water pollution by regulating point
sources that discharge pollutants into the waters of the United States.
Point sources are individual conveyors like pipes or man-made ditches.
Examples of pollutants include, but are not limited to, rock, sand, dirt,
and agricultural, industrial, and municipal waste.

New discharges require that an application and a Report of Waste
Discharge (ROWD) are submitted to the RWQCB board. Permits are
granted with specific conditions, including discharge type and the
specific environment within a watershed basin (Basin Plan) and
specific to the water body (stream) receiving the discharge. Typically,
discharges that lead to surface water (creeks, streams, rivers, or lakes)
require a NPDES Permit and treatment plants that dispose of effluent
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Land application of effluent includes
alfalfa or other fodder crops and
pasture lands

by land (evaporation, irrigation, infiltration, and recharge) require a
WDR permit. The RWQCB typically reviews both permit types every

five years. In that time span additional studies are often required,
depending on changes in the watershed basin plan or new data from
more recent constituent studies. The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) establishes the Water Quality Research and resulting constituents’
requirements. The requirements are then transferred to the State Boards
for implementation.

National Point Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit

NDPES permits are more burdensome to acquire between the two
options for Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWSs). NPDES permits
often require more stringent discharge limits on nutrients, metals,
disinfection byproducts (DBPs), and contaminants of emerging concern
(CECs) such as pharmaceuticals.

Those dischargers pursuing a permit for surface water discharge should
expect a higher level of staff time and operating costs for permit
maintenance. The additional efforts can be seen in areas like constituent
sampling and testing, effluent toxicity testing, pesticides, temperature,
turbidity, and chemicals. Permits also typically require ongoing studies
of both effluent and the water quality received by the discharger. These
studies generally lead to plans that require updates and submission to
the RWQCB on a regular basis.

Historical evidence demonstrates that a POTW will face more restrictive
discharge permit limits and potential treatment plant upgrades and
revisions every five years. These revisions are often driven by EPA
requirements that the RWQCB cannot dismiss, which can lead to plant
upgrade costs above the average life-cycle costs for equipment repair
and replacement.

Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) Permit

WDRs will typically require operations plans for flood control or spray
irrigation and tail-water capture. Groundwater sampling and monitoring
is the most common requirement in reporting to the RQWCB on permit
performance.

Similar to a NDPES permit, the constituents for monitoring are usually
based on a watershed basin plan or groundwater plan for the region. A
key element in maintaining the WWTP process and monitoring discharge
is avoiding groundwater degradation, which is verified by periodic
groundwater sampling.
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Odor control and mosquito abatement are both key concerns for WWTP
operators of pond systems. For these reasons, pond systems are typically
located well outside of urban centers. Preferably, pond systems are
surrounded by agricultural areas to act as a type of buffer zone for
neighbors.

SURFACE DISCHARGE TO CREEK (NPDES PERMIT)

The Town-adjacent tertiary treatment option investigated wastewater
discharge to either Hamlin Slough or Nugen Creek. Both of these creeks
eventually feed into Butte Creek and the Sacramento River. Hamlin
Slough and Nugen Creek are transitory water flows, so the WWTP effluent
would be the predominant flow in the creeks. The RWQCB refers to this
condition as “effluent dominated” and typically require effluent discharge
to meet California Code of Regulations Title 22 Reuse Requirements

for Disinfected Tertiary Recycled Water. This means that treatment

would include removal of biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), nutrients,
turbidity, and disinfection for coliform organisms. This level of treatment
is equivalent to water quality requirements for reclaimed water or “purple
pipe” systems.

“Disinfected tertiary recycled water” means a filtered and subsequently
disinfected wastewater that meets the following criteria:

A. The filtered wastewater has been disinfected by either:

a. A chlorine disinfection process following filtration that provides
a CT (the product of total chlorine residual and modal contact
time measured at the same point) value of not less than 450
milligram-minutes per liter at all times with a modal contact time
of at least 90 minutes, based on peak dry weather design flow; or

b. A disinfection process that, when combined with the filtration
process, has been demonstrated to inactivate and/or remove Land application of effluent may use
99.999 percent of the plaque forming units of F-specific spraying, flooding or drip application
bacteriophage MS2, or polio virus in the wastewater. (A virus that
is at least as resistant to disinfection as polio virus may be used
for purposes of the demonstration.)

B. The median concentration of total coliform bacteria measured in
the disinfected effluent does not exceed an Most Probable Number
(MPN) of 2.2 per 100 milliliters utilizing the bacteriological results
of the last seven days for which analyses have been completed and
the number of total coliform bacteria does not exceed an MPN of 23
per 100 milliliters in more than one sample in any 30 day period. No
sample shall exceed an MPN of 240 total coliform bacteria per 100
milliliters.
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Effluent applications for the tertiary
treatment and disinfection option
include wetlands augmentation,
surface discharge, reuse for select
agriculture, and golf course irrigation

LAND APPLICATION (WDR PERMIT)

Land application commonly allows for a lower level of treatment
focused on removing BOD and the collection, digestion, and storage of
sludge. Nutrient limits typically focus on Nitrate-Nitrogen. Monitoring
generally focuses on background groundwater quality. Wells are sampled
to measure Coliforms, Total Dissolved Solids, and Nitrate. Influent
monitoring focuses on grit and debris removal to protect the aerobic
processes. Plant monitoring tends to focus on odor control and wet
weather flow to prevent overflow during a “100-year storm.”

Sludge is stored for stabilization and eventually dewatered and hauled
to a landfill. Volumes of storage are usually selected that require sludge
off-haul every 10 years.

SEWER PROJECT OPTIONS

Now that the alternative treatment systems and discharge permit
requirements have been discussed, the following sections describe the
core project options analyzed at the feasibility level. They include a
brief description of elements, discharge permit type, sizing based on
anticipated flows, anticipated operation costs and staff, capital costs,
and a list of pros and cons.

Operations costs for all of the proposed alternatives begin with staffing
for the new sewer district. This cost includes the minimum number

of staff needed to sufficiently manage the utility at the executive,
engineering, administrative, and operations levels. Additional costs
are included for each option. These costs depend on the treatment

or conveyance requirement to operate the system from collection to
conveyance to treatment to discharge.

POND TREATMENT - OPTION A

Pond systems utilize diked areas to store and treat sewage. Organic
materials are bio-oxidized and stimulated by surface aerators. Solids are
settled and bio-degraded anaerobically. Effluents are typically stored,
evaporated, and discharged on controlled land via flood irrigation or

spraying.

The aeration pond approach is limited to irrigation during the drier
months and effluent storage in wetter months, which means that this
treatment option requires significant land area for treatment, storage,
and land application. In the case of the Town of Paradise, the project
would need approximately 300 acres of land, and depending on
availability, may need to purchase additional acreage to maintain a
suitable buffer zone from adjacent creeks, homes, and businesses.
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The advantages of aeration ponds for treatment are:

Less stringent permitting requirements and monitoring
Lower operational and maintenance cost

Less complex system for operation

Reduced disinfection requirements

The disadvantages of aeration ponds for treatment are:

m Large land areas required for moderate flows

m Additional storage for winter flows when effluents cannot be spread or
evaporated effectively

m Limited locations available for storage, treatment, and spreading

DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS/PERMITS

Option A would operate under a RWQCB WDR permit requiring that the
treatment plant storage ponds, treatment lagoons, and spreading basins
be outside of the 100-year floodplain and do not allow effluent to run-off
to surface waters or come into public contact or contact with agriculture
used for human consumption.

SIZING

Sizing for the plant was based on similar treatment plants utilizing this
treatment scheme and scaled to the Town of Paradise’s anticipated
flows. The treatment plant would include a treatment pond, disinfection,
effluent storage ponds, effluent pump station, irrigation pump station,
land disposal field with spray irrigation, and tail-water recovery area with
sump.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

A summary of our operations and maintenance (0&M) assumptions and
unburdened costs are show below in Table 7.1.

Table 7.1 — Option A - Operations and Maintenance Cost

Annual Operations and Maintenance - Treatment Ponds and Land Disposal (Option A)

1 Chemicals ($/yr)(assume chlorine disinfection) 1 LS $65,000 $65,000
2 Lead operator ($/yr) 1 LS $130,000 $130,000
3 Assistant operator 1 LS $85,000 $85,000
4 Additional Labor Cost ($/yr) (misc. repairs) 1 LS $10,000 $10,000
5 Sampling and Lab Testing ($/yr) 1 LS $50,000 $50,000
6 Power Requirements ($/yr) 1 LS $25,000 $25,000

Subtotal O&M $365,000
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CAPITAL COSTS

The anticipated capital cost for Option A is $34.9 million for the lagoon
style treatment plant with land application of effluent. This includes
the transmission main from the Town to the treatment plant and land
acquisition to accommodate a 300 acre project site.

The total capital cost for the option is $82.5 million for private
connection costs, collection system, and treatment plant.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
Septage Receiving

The proposed collection system utilizes tanks at each parcel and would
need to be pumped for sludge periodically. Septage pumping, collection,
hauling, and disposal would continue to be a future need just like the
Town’s septic systems require now. Although, it is anticipated that this
type of maintenance will only be needed every 10 years on average,

it means that any proposed wastewater treatment plant for the Town

of Paradise must include septage receiving as part of the treatment
scheme. This cost has been added to the treatment options of this
report.

MEMBRANE BIOREACTOR (MBR) PLANT - OPTION B AND D

The MBR process used for conceptual design and cost estimates utilize
a Flow Equalization/Attenuation Tank, a 3-stage MBR system, Solids
Handling with Septage Receiving, ultraviolet (UV) disinfection, and a lab
and/or office building. The overall plant is anticipated to utilize no more
than a 20-acre parcel.

The MBR options assume the wastewater treatment plant effluent will
be discharged to a creek where the volume of water is dominated by
the effluent. Effluent-dominated discharges are common in California
and the required treatment levels are high. The effluent leaving WWTPs
typically meets reclaimed water requirements, which includes low
turbidity, nutrient removal (Phosphorous and Nitrogen), and required
disinfection.

Under this scenario a Membrane Bio Reactor (MBR) is assumed as the
primary treatment option with UV disinfection. An MBR system generally
uses 25 percent of the area of a conventional wastewater treatment
process. MBR systems are typically more cost effective for treatment

for lower flows and isolated areas where land availability is a primary
concern. The cost of these systems continues to drop as they become
more common. These systems have become the preferred method of
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treatment in land constrained areas with flows in the 200,000 gallons
per day (GPD) to 2 million gallons per day (MGD) range, due to their
small footprint and effluent quality reliability.

The advantages of an MBR treatment process are:

m  Small footprint

m High quality water effluent providing for re-use and irrigation
opportunities

m Typically come in modular systems that are expandable

m Low turbidity effluent reduces disinfection dosing and costs

The disadvantages of an MBR treatment process are:

m Typically higher capital cost and operational costs due to energy
demands

m Limited high flow capacity

m Storage and use of cleaning chemicals for maintenance (Sodium
Hypochlorite and Citric Acid)

Discharge Requirements and Permits

Option B and D would operate under a RWQCB NPDES permit.

Sizing and Footprint of Treatment Options

The difference in treatment approach, operations, and discharge permits
have been discussed, but land is the key difference between MBR
treatment and aeration pond treatment. The MBR tertiary treatment
approach allows for all-season discharge and even seasonal reclamation
and reuse of effluent for irrigation. The process for the Town of Paradise’s
anticipated flows could fit on as little as 10 acres, with some of the
processes taking place inside a building. For the purposes of this study,
20 acres has been assumed as appropriate for an MBR process with UV
disinfection.

Capital Costs Comparison for Treatment

The MBR treatment plant option is estimated to cost approximately
$16.4 million (including 20 percent design/construction contingency, 15
percent engineering design/permitting/environmental). The inclusion of

a pipeline and storage facility for beneficial reuse (Golf course irrigation)
costs approximately $25 million.

These costs are combined with the collection system cost to yield the
overall capital construction cost for Options A, B, and D.

The total capital cost for Option B is $64 million and the total capital
cost for Option D is $72.6 million
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STAFFING AND OPERATIONS COSTS

A summary of our O&M assumptions and costs for Option B are shown
below in Table 7.2.

Table 7.2 — Option B - Operations and Maintenance Cost

Annual Operations and Maintenance Cost - MBR (Option B)

Item | ltem Estimated | Unit | Unit Price | Total

No. Quantity
1 Chemicals ($/yr) 1 LS $1,000 $1,000
2 Lead operator ($/yr) 1 LS $130,000 $130,000
3 Assistant operator 1 LS $85,000 $85,000
4 Additional Labor Cost ($/yr) (Filter cleanings) 1 LS $10,000 $10,000
5 Sampling and Lab Testing ($/Month) 12 EA $10,000 $120,000
6 Power Requirements ($/yr) 1 LS $60,000 $60,000
7 UV Servicing ($/yr) 1 LS $50,000 $50,000
8 Solids Management ($/yr) 1 LS $6,000 $6,000

Subtotal O&M $462,000

A summary of our O&M assumptions and costs for Option D are shown
below in Table 7.3.

BENEFICIAL REUSE - OPTION D

During the drought, political interest in wastewater reclamation and
reuse increased significantly and remains high. Grant funding has been
made available and projects have been implemented to encourage the
practice across the state of California.

Ultimately, wastewater reuse implementation is determined by water
demand and economics, not technology or public interest. The limitation
on reuse is most often due to the cost to produce the appropriate water
quality and the cost of conveyance to deliver the treated water to the end
user. Usually, new infrastructure is required for conveyance and storage.
As a product, reclaimed water has proven to be more effective than
potable water for irrigation of golf courses, parks, fodder crops, and park-
strips because of its higher nutrient levels (phosphorous and nitrogen).

Most of the communities currently using reclaimed wastewater are
located adjacent to wastewater treatment plants, which limits the cost

of infrastructure to deliver the water. Additionally, many communities
subsidize the delivery cost to encourage its use and offset their potable
water demands. This practice is most effective in cities that manage both
water and wastewater responsibilities. For example, the City of Roseville
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Table 7.3 — Option D - Operations and Maintenance Cost

Annual Operations and Maintenance Cost - MBR with Beneficial Reuse (Option D)

Item | Item Estimated | Unit | List Price Total
Quantity
1 Chemicals ($/yr) 1 LS $1,000 $1,000
2 Lead operator ($/yr) 1 LS $130,000 $130,000
3 | Assistant operator 1 LS $85,000 $85,000
4 Additional Labor Cost ($/yr) (Filter cleanings, Pipe inspection) 1 LS $15,000 $15,000
5 Pond Maintenance and Discharge Monitoring ($/yr) 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
6 Sampling and Lab Testing ($/Month) 12 EA $10,000 $120,000
7 Power Requirements ($/yr) 1 LS $65,000 $65,000
8 UV Servicing ($/yr) 1 LS $50,000 $50,000
9 Solids Management ($/yr) 1 LS $6,000 $6,000

Subtotal O&M $477,000

does not currently charge a connection fee for new users of reclaimed
water adjacent to a reclaimed water main. Reclaimed water rates are 50
percent of the potable rate in the City of Roseville. The “purple pipe”
infrastructure is paid for and installed by new developments and the
connection fee is then paid via property assessments or Mello-Roos taxes
passed through to the home owners who buy in the new developments.

The common relationship in Southern California is that special
wastewater districts are the wholesalers of the treated reclaimed water
and adjacent water companies build and manage the infrastructure to
deliver the water as retailers.

Reuse Opportunities

Purple pipe used for reclaimed water

The project team met with water agencies (California Water Service and ~ distribution
Paradise Irrigation District) and Butte County officials to discuss interest

and need for reclaimed water. While there are schools and parks within

the Town that would be a good fit for reclaimed water, the water demand

is very low relative to the anticipated wastewater treatment volume.

These water customers are currently receiving potable water at very low

rates and the cost of reclaimed water production and conveyance would

not be offset by sales, which means that reclaimed water would not be

cost effective.

The most likely end user for reclaimed water in the area is the Tuscan
Ridge Golf Course, because the summertime water demand is significant.
In addition, the landscaped area requires a considerable amount of
groundwater pumping, which Butte County wants to limit. The demand
is much lower during wetter months. Low demand means that a storage
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pond and year round surface water discharge point is necessary. It is
highly unlikely that the cost to produce and deliver the reclaimed water
would be offset by its sale price. One potential benefit of reclaimed water
use is the possibility of additional grant funding opportunities for the
project. However, more research is required to determine the source and
maximum amount of grant funding available to offset the additional cost
of adding reuse to the MBR treatment option.

Additional Analysis for Option D post Draft Feasibility Report

On March 22, 2017 the project team met with the Tuscan Ridge Golf
Course developers and discussed their near-term plans to build 160
home units in and around the existing golf course. To develop the
residential component of the development, Tuscan Ridge will need

to develop a wastewater treatment system. They are moving forward
with a Presby treatment system that is effectively a buried filter with

a settling component upstream of the biological process. The system
has demonstrated effectiveness in many rural areas and at flows up to
100,000 gallons per day. The system is modular and expandable and
an effluent extraction and disinfection step could be added to produce
reclaimed water for irrigation. The development intends to reuse their
effluent for golf course irrigation. The development team has proposed to
partner with the Town of Paradise to combine wastewater treatment and
reuse and store the treated effluent in a series of lakes around the golf
course.

The project team believes this option could have benefits in reducing the
project cost, but several hurdles need to be overcome. The development
will need to form a community services district for sewer service, acquire
a waste discharge permit from the RWQCB, and demonstrate Title 22
effluent requirements can be met to reuse the water for golf course
irrigation. If successful, the project would be the first Presby system
permitted in the State of California.

Questions still remain about the ability of the proposed Tuscan Ridge
treatment system scaling up to the flows required by the Town, but the
option holds promise for cost savings via reduced land cost and the
potential ability to store winter reclaimed water flows without stream
discharge via various storage ponds around the golf course.

SEPTAGE RECEIVING

Both of these options will need to provide for Septage receiving as
described in Option A.
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REGIONAL CONNECTION - OPTION C

A regional connection to the Chico Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP),
Figure 7.4, presents several advantages as an option. Those advantages
include the following:

1.

Removes land requirement for WWTP in or near the Town of Paradise
by moving the treatment component of the complete sewer solution
to Chico.

2. Provides for “economy of scale” in distributing the cost of wastewater

treatment for the Town to be included with over 80,000 people
served by the WPCP. This has long term benefits to share costs for
life cycle costs of the treatment plant in addition to costs required
for regulatory environment changes.

3. Limits staffing requirements for the Town of Paradise Sewer District

by only requiring collection system and conveyance operations
oversight.

4. Is favored by the RWQCB as it limits the number of permits they

are required to manage and is felt to be more protective of the

watershed.
TOWN OF PARADJ'S? i
),—_./""
sl TOWN OF PARADISE
BEN EN @ REGIONAL TRANSMISSION PIPELINE TO
T CITY OF CHICO WPCP I

Figure 7.3 — Conceptual Regional Pipeline Alignhment
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Chico Water Pollution Control Plant.

The regional connection option was previously identified in the 2012 study
(Staff Report to Town Council) with the assumption that adequate capacity
existed with the City of Chico in both the collection system adjacent

to Skyway and at the WPCP. Treatment capacity at the treatment plant
likely does exist, however changes to WPCP operations and retrofitting
may be required. It is unlikely that capacity exists in the City of Chico
collection system adjacent to Skyway Road. The City of Chico Sewer
System Master Plan, June 2013, indicates planned growth areas in the
southeast quadrant of the City. Within the same plan the future pipelines
designed to serve this area show significant upsizing and larger parallel
pipelines well into the older downtown area. These factors indicate an
inadequate pipeline capacity in the existing collection system; it would be
unable to convey new flows to the WPCP. The pipeline capacity is based on
anticipated flow within the current urban services boundary and sphere of
influence.
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The regional option transports wastewater from Paradise to the Chico Pollution Control Plant

If similar collection system capacity limitations are assumed for the

flow from the Town of Paradise, then additional capacity would need

to be added through portions of the City of Chico. Additional capacity
requires construction, which would incur additional costs due to more
traffic control, utility clearances, and crossings at Little Butte Creek and
Highway 99. This would significantly increase the construction cost of the
regional pipeline. After discussing various options with the City of Chico
Engineering Staff, the conceptual alignment for the regional pipeline was
directed south to avoid the more densely developed areas of south Chico.
This realignment allows for a lower unit cost of pipeline construction by
improving constructability and avoiding existing utilities. Furthermore,
tying in at the WPCP directly removes any reduction of collection system
capacity which could be needed for planned developments in southeast
Chico—a significant hurdle in project feasibility.

The regional pipeline from the Town of Paradise is considered a closed
conduit, which means no other connections are planned outside of the
Town’s Sewer Service Area. Once the pipeline reaches Chico city limits,
opportunities may exist for the City of Chico to provide additional capacity
in the pipeline for planned growth areas. Future developments would pay
for the additional pipeline capacity, which would lower the unit cost of
the pipeline within and adjacent to Chico city limits. Project partnerships
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and cost reduction opportunities could be explored further during the
preliminary design phase, if the Regional Option is selected as the
preferred alternative.

DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS/PERMITS

This option would fall under the City of Chico’s current NPDES permit
requirements. Order No. R5-2010-0019, NPDES No. CAOO79081.
Receiving water discharge points are the Sacramento River and the M&T
Irrigation Canal.

CAPITAL COSTS

The Regional Pipeline is anticipated to cost $35 million (including a 20
percent design/construction contingency, and a 15 percent engineering
design/permitting/environmental cost). This cost is significantly higher
than the previous study estimate due to following factors:

m Additional eight miles of pipeline to convey flows through and around
the City of Chico to the WPCP to the west

m Associated right-of-way costs through the rural sections of South
Chico to reach the WPCP

m Assumed City of Chico connection fee (to be negotiated)

These costs are considered to be as realistic as possible after discussions
with City of Chico engineering staff. The connection fee estimate is
based on anticipated Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs) from the Town

of Paradise service area. The actual connection fee will ultimately be
negotiated between the City of Chico and the Town of Paradise. The
estimated connection fee is conservative because Chico’s formula is
calculated based on sewer impact to collection system and WPCP.
However, the Town of Paradise sewer flow would only impact the WPCP
and not the existing City of Chico collection system.

The total project capital cost for Option C is $83.4 million.
STAFFING AND OPERATIONS COSTS

A summary of our O&M assumptions and costs for Option C are shown
below in Tables 7.4. Table 7.5 includes the operations cost of the
collection system and is common to all options.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Septage Receiving

Option C is limited in that the City of Chico WPCP does not allow
septage receiving due to concerns over nitrogen limitations on their
discharge permit. Therefore, septic tanks in the Town of Paradise will

need to be serviced and delivered to the Neal Road Septage Receiving
Station or alternate should the facility be closed.
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Table 7.4 — Option C - Operations and Maintenance Cost - Conveyance

Annual Operations and Maintenance Cost - Regional Transmission Line (Option C)

Estimated | Unit | Unit Price

Quantity

1 Miscellaneous Repairs ($/yr) 1 LS $25,000 $25,000
Subtotal O&M $25,000

Table 7.5 — Option C - Operations and Maintenance Cost — Collection System

Annual Operations and Maintenance Cost - Service Area (Common to all Options)

Estimated| Unit | List Price

Quantity

1 General Manager 1 LS $150,000 $150,000
2 Receptionist (Assume 1 full 1 part time employee) 2 LS $60,000 $90,000
3 Accountant 1 LS $100,000 $100,000

4 Operations - Collection System
Operations Manager 1 LS $130,000 $130,000
Field Crew/Utility Worker (assume 2) 2 LS $55,000 $110,000
On-Site Serviceman 1 LS $55,000 $55,000
5 Annual Maintenance ($/yr) 1 LS $50,000 $50,000
6 Septage Hauling 100 EA $1,000 $100,000
7 Building Cost (assumed service district housed at City Hall) 0 LS $18,000 $0
8 | IT Support ($/4yr) 12 LS $1,000 $12,000
9 Planning ($/yr) 1 LS $30,000 $30,000
10  Miscellaneous Expenses ($/yr) 1 LS $10,000 $10,000
Subtotal O&M $837,000
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Scoring Criteria

There are several factors that are both important and relevant to the
selection of the recommended sewer project option. To determine the
best option, a system for evaluation was established. The evaluation
criteria considered all factors, not just capital cost. The project team
wanted to make sure the selection criteria aligned with the known goals
of the community and Town staff. It was also important that the selection
criteria development and project option selection process be transparent.
To create transparency, the criteria for project option comparison were
drafted by the project team for review and vetting at two separate Project
Stakeholder Group (PSG) meetings.

The evaluation criteria were expanded and modified then reduced, based
on feedback and discussion with the PSG. Each option was considered
and scored relative to each other for cost, environmental impact,
secondary benefit, interagency agreements, public impacts, operational
issues, and right-of-way (ROW). The measurement for each option relied
on subjective estimates derived from known impacts. Scoring was based
on a range of 1 - 100, with 100 representing a perfect score and 1 being
a negative score. The selection criteria and scoring guidance is described
in detail below.

In addition to the selection and refinement of the selection criteria, the
team and the PSG established a criteria weighting. The criteria weighting
was created because some factors are considered more important than
others when selecting the preferred project option. For example, cost
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was determined to be the single most important factor, so it was given
the highest weight. The PSG meetings helped to determine the criteria
weighting. Through discussion, the group agreed that each selection
criteria would be given a weight between 5 percent and 40 percent, with
the more important factors given a higher weight. See Table 8.1 for the
agreed upon criteria weighting.

Table 8.1 — Selection Criteria and Weighting

Selection Criteria Weighting

Cost 40%
Environmental Impact 15%
Secondary Benefit Options 15%
Interagency Agreements 5%
Public Impacts 10%
Operational Issues 10%
Right-of-Way 5%

Each project option was scored, relative to the selection criteria above,
on a range of O — 100. Higher scores indicate positive attributes for the
option and lower scores indicate high impacts or negative attributes, as
shown below in Table 8.2.

Table 8.2 — Scoring Parameters

Scoring Range | Interpretation

0-20 Poor or Prohibitive
20 - 40 Difficult
40 - 60 Moderate or Average
60 - 80 Favorable
80 - 100 Excellent
COST

As shown in the criteria weighting above, cost is the most important
issue for the stakeholders in the Town of Paradise. Capital costs were
combined with anticipated operations and maintenance costs to generate
a net present cost (NPC). Measurement for this criteria was based on

an 80-year NPC. The cost includes all capital costs, ROW, and the cost
to implement project start-up. In addition, an estimation of annual
operations, maintenance, and overhead of an operating system for
collection and treatment were included. Replacement costs are also
considered over the lifecycle. Scores: 1 = high cost, 100 = low cost.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

Environmental impacts are an important factor in project implementation
because impacts to endangered species and habitats can stop and/
or significantly delay project schedules. The probable areas for the

WWTPs and pipeline alignment were  Environmental impacts are an important factor

evaluated against the Butte Regional
Conservation Plan (BRCP). The

oroject team also discussed potential €ndangered species and habitats can stop and/or

environmental impacts with Butte signiﬁcandy delay project schedules.
County officials to gain a deeper

understanding of current and future land use plans. Measurement for

this criteria were based on a rated score for impacts to environmental

resources like threatened or endangered species, wetlands, trees, air

quality, and water quality. Anticipated RWQCB requirements for a

discharge permit were also considered in scoring the options. Scores: 1

= high impact, 100 = low impact.

SECONDARY BENEFIT OPTIONS

Secondary benefits are those that provide additional advantages above
and beyond wastewater collection and treatment. An option that would
provide secondary benefits would receive higher scores under these
criteria. The rated score indicates the option’s apparent benefits to
economic growth, environmental water (stream flows for fish habitat),
long-term water sustainability (potable water use offset), temporary water
storage for fire fighting, potential re-use for irrigation, and potential
re-use for fodder crops. A higher score in this criteria also indicates the
option’s position for additional grant money from sources not available to
wastewater treatment alone. 1 = low benefit, 100 = high benefit.

INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS

The interagency agreements criteria are used to measure the timeline,
complexity, and potential negotiations between agencies. This is due to

a Regional Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for sewer connection.
These criteria also measures an interagency agreement for recycled water
use, or other coordination efforts beyond what is required for essential
collection and treatment. 1= high complexity, 100 = low complexity.

PUBLIC IMPACTS

The public impacts criteria is focused on short-term (construction) and
long-term (WWTP plant proximity) impacts. The rated score grades
aesthetics, sound, odor, traffic, and the number of ROW/easement
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negotiations that impact adjacent stakeholders. Benefits of the work
are not considered here. Construction schedule and speed are also
considered in the rated score. 1 = high impact, 100 = low impact.

OPERATIONAL ISSUES

The operational issues criteria are used to assess differences in the
legacy of the option. In this case, legacy means the long-term operations,
replacement, management, negotiation, overhead, and study for sewer
district staff outside of operations and replacement costs, which are
captured in the cost criteria. Discharge requirements vary, depending

on the treatment plant processes. Some processes are less complex to
monitor and maintain than others. The legacy of water quality studies

and its analysis differ, depending on the treatment level of the effluent,
location, and manner of discharge. The rated score represents the
complexity of wastewater treatment process, and the number of discharge/
anti-degradation studies. 1 = high complexity, 100 = low complexity.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

The ROW criteria uses a rated score based on the purchase of property,
ROW, or easements needed to implement the construction of the project
option. Additional ROW adds cost to the project but also adds complexity
due to the longer bid and construction timeline. Property acquisition
cost is included in the cost criteria. These criteria address the labor,
management, and negotiation necessary to acquire more or less ROW
depending on the sewer project option. 1 = high ROW coordination, 100
= low ROW coordination.
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Alternatives Analysis

SUMMARY

Results of the initial scoring are included in Table 9.1 — Sewer Project
Scoring Matrix. Initial scoring indicates that Option C — Regional
Connection to the Chico WPCP is the recommended option. The second
choice would be Option B — Localized WWTP with a surface water
discharge location.

Option B has the lowest capital costs due to the WWTP’s proximity to the
collection system. However, the longer the lifecycle, the more that Option
C separates itself from the other options in lower NPC. See Figure 9.1.
Also, Options B and D are more likely to face stronger challenges for
siting and property acquisition from adjacent neighbors than Option C.
Options B and D carry more long-term cost risk due to the RWQCB's
b-year permitting cycle and potential WWTP upgrades that will be
required to meet updated regulation and controls.

Option C has the lowest long-term operations and maintenance cost
and lowest long-term risk for discharge permit cost changes over time.
This option has the highest capital cost due to the significant length of
pipeline required to convey sewage from the TOP collection system to
the City of Chico WPCP headworks.
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Figure 9.1 — Comparison of Option Net Present Cost Over Varying Life-Cycles

Option A is a localized WWTP with effluent land application and requires
a significant amount of land acquisition and a long conveyance pipeline
to deliver collected Town flow to the WWTP. Less stringent discharge
requirements and long-term permit compliance with few anticipated
upgrades over time are advantages for this option, however, long-term
costs and initial capital costs are both high.

OPTION A - WWTP WITH LAND APPLICATION

The main advantages of this option are that the Town will be able to
maintain local control and operate under a WDR permit with lower long-

term management burden and less anticipated permit changes over time.

This option has low energy consumption and the WWTP construction is
less complex in relation to other treatment options. However, Option A
ranks last in our scoring and evaluation due to high costs from both a
capital cost and long-term NPC perspective. See Table 9.1.

Table 9.1 — Option A Scores

Cost 35
Environmental Impact 40
Secondary Benefit Options 80
Interagency Agreements 60
Public Impacts 50
Operational Issues 60
Right-of-Way 40
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Cost

This option received a score of 35, mainly because it was the highest
cost project over the lifecycle. Specifically, the pipeline from the TOP
collection system to the new WWTP and the acquisition of over 300
acres for land for wet weather storage, treatment ponds, and effluent
land application added up to significant capital costs.

Environmental Impact

This option scored a 40 for environmental impact due to the large
amount of land required for construction. The land area designation

is categorized as agricultural and is therefore compatible for use as

a WWTP from a county planning perspective. The plausible area for
the plant would be within a BRCP delineated Urban Permit Area
(UPA) adjacent to Butte Community College and would likely affect

a “Grassland Community” as defined in the BRCP. The land area is
adjacent to the Butte County Deer Winter Migration Area. The WWTP
area would not likely affect wetland or riparian habitat, but the grazing
habitat for either cattle or deer could be affected. Cultural resources for
the WWTP area have not been delineated as part of the BRCP, so it is
assumed no cultural resources are affected.

The areas evaluated would be outside of the 100-year flood plains for
Clear Creek and Little Dry Creek, but those flood plain areas would have
limitations if additional land area were needed.

The remainder of the project, including the TOP sewer collection system
and Clark Road sewer pipeline would lie outside the boundaries of the
BRCP.

Secondary Benefit Option

Secondary benefits for Option A are favorable and received a score of
80, mostly because the effluent will only be treated to a secondary

level and there are several potential uses for that water. Under Title 22
of California Water Code, disinfected secondary effluent can be used for
irrigation of pasture for dairy, nurseries and sod farms, orchards without
fruit/nut and water contact, and vineyards without fruit and water contact.

Interagency Agreements

This option scored a 60 for interagency agreements. Although the
project would not need to form an agreement with another city or sewer
agency, it would require the acquisition of land from private owners.
This option would most likely participate in the BRCP for impacts
during construction. In addition, encroachment permits from Butte
County would need to be acquired, which is why the score was less than
favorable.
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Public Impacts

Public impacts received a score of 50, or moderate impact, because
there would be fairly significant amount of construction needed for the
conveyance. The construction would have a negative affect on traffic on
Clark Road, which is a major access road for the Town of Paradise. The
large acreage of land would require a willing seller with several large
parcels — this may be difficult to find. If negotiations were unsuccessful,
other large parcels would need to be acquired, which would demand
additional pipeline length and road impacts.

Operational Issues

This option received a score of 60, or less favorable, due to the long-
term operation and maintenance of the WWTP. The WWTP will require
compliance with a RWQCB Waste Discharge Requirement that will be
revisited every five years. Compliance sampling and reporting is essential
to the permit maintenance. If groundwater monitoring demonstrates a
lack of water quality degradation, additional requirements, or WWTP
process changes are unlikely. The most common ongoing maintenance
challenges with facultative ponds and effluent land application is odor
control and mosquito abatement during warmer months.

Right-of-Way

A significant amount of land is required for this option, which is why it
received a score of 40, or difficult, relative to the evaluation criteria.

OPTION B - WWTP WITH STREAM DISCHARGE

Option B would have several advantages, including local control of
wastewater collection and treatment, a small environmental footprint,
less conveyance from collection system to WWTP, and lower capital cost.
However, this option will carry the most stringent treatment requirements
from the RWQCB, because of an effluent dominated stream discharge.
See Table 9.2.

Table 9.2 — Option B Scores

Criteria ‘ Score

Cost 70
Environmental Impact 40

Secondary Benefit Options 60

Interagency Agreements 70
Public Impacts 40
Operational Issues 40
Right-of-Way 50
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Cost

Option B received a score of 70, or favorable relative to other options,
because it has the lowest capital cost and the second best net present
cost. The preferred treatment option to meet the strict discharge
requirements demands more energy than most treatment options; this
is due to the MBR treatment and use of ultra violet light (UV) as a
disinfection step. Because of the additional energy costs, this option
would have the second highest anticipated operations and maintenance
cost.

Environmental Impact

This option received a score of 40, or difficult to moderate, for
environmental impact. The acquisition of a new NPDES permit from the
RWQCB may present a challenge, because a WWTP located close to the
Town and its residents is more likely to draw opposition from adjacent
land owners. Streams in the area are ephemeral and although the
effluent will be treated to a high level of quality, the stream flow will be
dominated by the effluent year round.

Secondary Benefit Option

This option scored a 60, or average to favorable, for secondary benefits.
The effluent stream flow would likely create a habitat for local wildlife.
The effluent could be diverted to a reclaimed water delivery system in
the future due to its high level of treatment and quality.

Interagency Agreements

This option would require the typical encroachment permits and
environmental permitting for a large civil project, but would not need
coordination with another city or special wastewater utility district.
Because of the relatively low level of interagency agreements, this option
received a score of 70, or favorable.

Public Impacts

This option rates lower for public impacts, with a score of 40, due to

its proximity to Town residents. Keeping the WWTP close to the Town
decreases the infrastructure cost, but increases the project profile. MBR
plants provide a high level of water treatment with a small site footprint.
A WWTP of this size is commonly used at the expected flow rate of this
project. They are also often sited near homes and businesses with a
relatively small aesthetic impact. Many WWTPs are completely enclosed
in buildings to control odors and mitigate visual impacts. However, the
stigma of a home or business’s proximity to a WWTP can be challenging,
because of the negative impacts on property values. This impact is more
specific to owners looking to rent or re-sale their property.
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Operational Issues

The MBR option requires process control and maintenance that
exceeds a facultative pond system. Disinfection requirements for
stream discharge will limit the use of chlorine due to the production

of disinfection byproducts. A UV system is the most likely disinfection
process to be used. The bulb replacements for UV disinfection systems
are becoming less expensive each year as technology improves, but they
are still relatively costly and require a higher energy supply than other
disinfection options. Because of these operational costs, this option
received a score of 40, or difficult to moderate.

Right-of-Way

This option will require significantly less property and land to purchase
for the WWTP than Option A. However, it will still need a willing seller
with adequate acreage. Due to ROW impacts, this option received a score
of 50, or moderate.

OPTION C - REGIONAL PIPELINE

Option C, a regional pipeline connection to the Chico WPCP, has several
advantages. It has the lowest net present cost for project life cycle over
40 years, lowers the discharge permit change risk by connecting to an
established treatment plant, spreads treatment plant improvement costs
over a significantly larger pool of rate payers, and significantly limits local
and regional impacts to stakeholders and streams. See Table 9.3.

Table 9.3 — Option C Scores

Cost 80
Environmental Impact 80

Secondary Benefit Options 30

Interagency Agreements 40

Public Impacts 60

Operational Issues 90

Right-of-Way 30
Cost

Option C received the highest score of 80 for the cost criteria due t