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Garden Grove City
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Christopher V. Phan
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Phat Bui
Council Member

Kris Beard
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Meeting Assistance:  Any person requiring auxiliary aids and services, due to a disability, to address
the City Council, should contact the City Clerk's Office 72 hours prior to the meeting to arrange for
accommodations.  Phone:  714) 741-5040.
 
Agenda Item Descriptions: Are intended to give a brief, general description of the item.  The City
Council may take legislative action deemed appropriate with respect to the item and is not limited to
the recommended action indicated in staff reports or the agenda. 
 
Documents/Writings:  Any revised or additional documents/writings related to an item on the agenda
distributed to all or a majority of the Council Members within 72 hours of a meeting, are made
available for public inspection at the same time (1) in the City Clerk's Office at 11222 Acacia Parkway,
Garden Grove, CA  92840, during normal business hours; (2) on the City's website as an attachment
to the City Council meeting agenda; and (3) at the Council Chamber at the time of the meeting. 
 
Public Comments:  Members of the public desiring to address the City Council are requested to
complete a pink speaker card indicating their name and address, and identifying the subject matter
they wish to address.  This card should be given to the City Clerk prior to the start of the meeting. 
General comments are made during "Oral Communications" and should be limited to matters under
consideration and/or what the City Council has jurisdiction over.  Persons wishing to address the City
Council regarding a Public Hearing matter will be called to the podium at the time the matter is being
considered.
 
Manner of Addressing the City Council: After being called by the Mayor, you may approach the
podium, it is requested that you state your name for the record, and proceed to address the City
Council. All remarks and questions should be addressed to the City Council as a whole and not to
individual Council Members or staff members. Any person making impertinent, slanderous, or profane
remarks or who becomes boisterous while addressing the City Council shall be called to order by the
Mayor.If such conduct continues, the Mayor may order the person barred from addressing the City
Council any further during that meeting.
 
Time Limitation: Speakers must limit remarks for a total of (5) five minutes. When any group of
persons wishes to address the City Council on the same subject matter, the Mayor may request a
spokesperson be chosen to represent the group, so as to avoid unnecessary repetition.At the City
Council's discretion, a limit on the total amount of time for public comments during Oral
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Communications and/or a further limit on the time allotted to each speaker during Oral
Communications may be set.
 

PLEASE SILENCE YOUR CELL PHONES DURING THE MEETING.

 
AGENDA

 

Open Session
 

ROLL CALL:  COUNCIL MEMBER BEARD, COUNCIL MEMBER BUI, COUNCIL
MEMBER PHAN, MAYOR PRO TEM JONES, MAYOR NGUYEN
 
INVOCATION
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

1. PRESENTATIONS

1.a. Community Spotlight:  Recognition of Larry Gray and Stephanie
Estrada, as the 2016 Senior Volunteer Man and Woman of the
Year.

1.b. Presentation regarding the City's 60th Anniversary Celebration.

2. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS (to be held simultaneously with other
legislative bodies)

3. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

RECESS
 
CONDUCT OTHER LEGISLATIVE BODIES' BUSINESS
 
RECONVENE 

4. CONSENT ITEMS

(Consent Items will be acted on simultaneously with one motion unless separate discussion
and/or action is requested by a Council Member.)

4.a. Adoption of a Resolution authorizing the application for grant
funding from the 2016 Bicycle Corridor Improvement (BCIP)
Program. (Grant amount $1,201,978) (Action Item)

4.b. Adoption of Resolutions for the November 8, 2016, General
Municipal Election. (Action Item)

4.c. Acceptance of Completion for Project No. 7246-Harbor Boulevard
Improvements from Garden Grove Boulevard to Chapman Avenue,
Phases IIA and IIB. (Action Item)  

4.d. Acceptance of Completion for Project No. 7651 - Garden Grove
Community Meeting Center Remodel. (Action Item)
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4.e. Acceptance of Completion for Project No. S-1157 Replacement of
103 Water Gate Valves. (Action Item)

4.f. Approval of an Agreement with California Forensic Phlebotomy,
Inc., for blood sample collection services. (Cost: $95,000 per
year) (Action Item)

4.g. Authorize the Issuance of a purchase order to Deere and
Company for one (1) new flail mower. (Cost:
$127,251.29) (Action Item)

4.h. Reject all Bids received for the West Haven Reservoir
Rehabilitation Project No. 7359 and Authorize the City Clerk to re-
advertise for Bids at a future date. (Action Item)

4.i. Adoption of a Resolution amending the Memorandum of
Understanding between the City and the Orange County
Employee's Association, Garden Grove Employee's
League. (Action Item)

4.j. Adoption of the Resolution amending the Memorandum of
Understanding between the City and the Orange County
Employee's Association, Garden Grove Chapter. (Action Item)

4.k. Approval of Measure M2 Fiscal Year 2016-17 Seven-Year Capital
Improvement Program (CIP); Approval of an Amendment to the
M2 Fiscal Year 2014-15 Seven-Year CIP; and Certification of
Maintenance of Effort Requirement.  (Action Item)

4.l. Receive and file minutes from the April 26, 2016, and May 10,
2016, meetings. (Action Item)

4.m. Approval of Warrants.  (Action Item)

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS

(Motion to approve will include adoption of each Resolution unless otherwise stated.)

5.a. Adoption of Resolutions for the Annual Levy of Fiscal Year 2016-
17 assessments for Garden Grove Street Lighting District, Garden
Grove Street Lighting District No. 99-1, and Garden Grove Park
Maintenance District. (Action Item)

5.b. Adoption of a Resolution for the Annual Levy of Fiscal Year 2016-
17 Assessment of  Main Street Assessment District No. 1. (Action
Item)

5.c. Consideration of the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. (Action
Item)

6. COMMISSION/COMMITTEE MATTERS

7. ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

7.a. Award of Contract to R.J. Noble Company, for Project No. 7277 -
Knott Street Rehabilitation from Garden Grove Boulevard to

Page 3 of 311 



Lampson Avenue, and for Project No. 7228 Valley View Street
from SR 22 westbound off-ramp to Tiffany Avenue. (Cost:
$2,061,972.50) (Action Item)

7.b. Adoption of a Resolution approving the Garden Grove Tourism
Improvement District Advisory Board's 2016-2017 Annual Report,
Declaration of Intention to levy assessments for Fiscal Year 2016-
17, and setting a Public Hearing on the proposed
assessment. (Action Item)

7.c. Approval of Assignment of Grove District Resort Hotel
Development Agreement (Site C) from Land & Design, Inc., to
Investel Garden Resorts, LLC.  (Action Item)

8. MATTERS FROM THE MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS, AND CITY
MANAGER

9. ADJOURNMENT

 
The next Regular City Council Meeting will be held on Tuesday,
June 28, 2016, at 5:30 p.m. at the Community Meeting Center,
11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, CA.
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Agenda Item - 4.a.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Lisa Kim

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Community and Economic
Development 

Subject: Adoption of a Resolution
authorizing the application
for grant funding from the
2016 Bicycle Corridor
Improvement (BCIP)
Program. (Grant amount
$1,201,978) (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

For City Council to approve a Resolution authorizing the application for grant funds
from the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) for the 2016 Bicycle Corridor
Improvement Program (BCIP) to improve the Garden Grove on-street bicycle
infrastructure by 75 percent.  
 

BACKGROUND

The BCIP is a $20 million grant program for projects that make bicycling and walking
easier and safer in Orange County. Funding for the program comes from the
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program, a federal program that
provides funding for transportation projects that help meet Federal Clean Air Act
requirements. To date, OCTA has awarded $10 million in grant funding through the
program to 28 projects.

DISCUSSION

On May 9, 2016, staff submitted a grant proposal for bikeway improvements on
several corridors. The proposed bikeway improvements would improve the on-street
bicycle infrastructure by 75 percent and provide a more convenient network by
creating 14.85 miles of comfortable bikeways. These improvements would be a
major step in accomplishing the goal from the Garden Grove Active Streets Master
Plan of a safe, comfortable, network of bikeways. Per grant eligibility guidelines, the
City is also required to submit a resolution by June 30, 2016, authorizing the
application for grant funding during the selection process.
 
The bikeway improvement locations identified for this grant include the following
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streets:
 

Brookhurst Street (Trask Avenue – Katella Avenue)  
Gilbert Street (Westminster Avenue – Katella Avenue)
West Street (Garden Grove Boulevard – W. Convention Way)
Chapman Avenue (Valley View Street – Beach Boulevard)
Lampson Avenue (Westcliff Drive – Haster Street)

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no impact to the General Fund. The City is requesting $1,201,978 of grant
funds from OCTA. The required matching funds of 12% will come from specifically
designated AQMD Rideshare funds and non-General Fund, Public Works Capital
funds.  

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Adopt the attached Resolution authorizing the application for Bicycle Corridor
Improvement Program (BCIP) funds from the Orange County Transportation Authority.

 
By:  Erin Webb, Senior Planner
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Resolution 5/31/2016 Resolution Letter 5_14_16Resolution.doc
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GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 

 
RESOLUTION NO.  

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE 
AUTHORIZING APPLICATION FOR FUNDS FOR THE BICYCLE CORRIDOR 

IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FUNDED WITH CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR 
QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FUNDING UNDER THE MOVING AHEAD FOR 

PROGRESS IN THE 21ST CENTURY AND FIXING AMERICAS SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION ACT FOR CITY OF GARDEN GROVE 

BICYCLE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS. 
        
 WHEREAS, THE United State Congress enacted the Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) Federal Transportation Act on July 6, 2012 
and Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Federal Transportation Act on 
December 4, 2015, which makes Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement Program (CMAQ) funds available to the Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA);  
            
 WHEREAS, OCTA has established the procedures and criteria for reviewing 
proposals; 
           
 WHEREAS, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) has 
established the procedures and criteria for reviewing proposals for grant funding;  
           
 WHEREAS, the City of Garden Grove possesses authority to nominate bicycle 
projects funded using Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program 
funding and to finance, acquire, and construct the proposed project;   
         
 WHEREAS, by formal action, the City Council authorizes the nomination of 
City of Garden Grove Bicycle Corridor Improvements, including all understanding 
and assurances contained therein, and authorizes the person identified as the 
official representative of the City of Garden Grove to act in connection with the 
nomination and to provide such additional information as may be required;  
      
  

WHEREAS, the City of Garden Grove will maintain and operate the property 
acquired, developed, rehabilitated, or restored for the life of the resultant 
facility(ies) or activity;        
        
 WHEREAS, with the approval of the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) and/or OCTA, the City of Garden Grove or its successors in interest in the 
property may transfer the responsibility to maintain and operate the property; 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Garden Grove will give Caltrans and/or OCTA's 
representatives access to and the right to examine all records, books, papers, or 
documents related to the bicycle project;        
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 WHEREAS, the City of Garden Grove will cause project work to commence                         
within six months following notification from the State or OCTA that funds have 
been authorized to proceed by the Federal Highway Administration or Federal 
Transit Administration and that the project will be carried to completion with 
reasonable diligence; 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Garden Grove commits $163,905 of AQMD Rideshare 
and Public Works Capital funds and will provide 12% of the total project as match 
to the requested $1,201,978 in OCTA CMAQ funds for a total project cost estimated 
to be $1,365,883. 
        
 WHEREAS, the City of Garden Grove will comply where applicable with 
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act, the National Environmental 
Policy Act, the Americans with Disabilities Act, Federal Title VI, Buy American 
provision, and any other federal, state, and/or local laws, rules and/or regulations; 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Garden Grove City Council authorize the execution of 
any necessary cooperative agreements between the City of Garden Grove and 
OCTA to facilitate the delivery of the project;  
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Garden Grove will amend the agency Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) to include the project if selected for funding; 
        
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City/County of Garden Grove 
hereby authorizes Lisa Kim, the Community and Economic Development Director, 
as the official representative of the City of Garden Grove to apply for the 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality funding under the Moving Ahead for Progress 
in the 21st Century Federal Transportation Act and fixing Americas Surface 
Transportation Act for the City of Garden Grove Bicycle Corridor Improvements.   
        
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council of the Garden Grove, agrees 
to fund its share of the project costs and any additional costs over the identified 
programmed amount.          
 
 

Page 8 of 311 



Agenda Item - 4.b.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Kathy Bailor

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: City Clerk 

Subject: Adoption of Resolutions for
the November 8, 2016,
General Municipal
Election. (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

For the City Council to adopt Resolutions for the 2016 General Election.

BACKGROUND

The November 8, 2016, Election will be held in conjunction with the Statewide
General Election for the purpose of electing a Mayor for the full term of two years,
three Council Members, District Nos. 2, 5, and 6, for the full term of four years, and
one Council Member, District No. 3 for the term of two years. 

DISCUSSION

Pursuant to provisions of the California Elections Code, the Resolutions are being presented
for City Council adoption to call the election for the offices of Mayor and Council Members;
to request the County of Orange to provide certain services in connection with the election;
and adopt regulations for the Candidates Statement of Qualification that includes the word
count limit of 400 words.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Funds to cover election related costs (approximately $130,000) will be included as
part of the Fiscal Year 2016-17 budget.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council adopt the attached Resolutions:
 

To hold the City's General Municipal Election on Tuesday, November 8, 2016, for
the election of Mayor and four Council Members as required by the provisions of
the laws of the State of California relating to General Law cities;
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To request the Orange County Board of Supervisors consolidate the General
Municipal Election with the Statewide General Election, pursuant to Elections
Code Section 10403; and

 
Adopting regulations for candidates for elective office pertaining to Candidates
Statements submitted to the voters.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Resolution - Call 6/1/2016 Cover Memo 6-14-16_Resolution_#1_-
_Call_for_the_Election___Question.docx

Resolution -
Consolidation

6/1/2016 Resolution Letter 6-14-16_Resolution_#2_-
_Consolidate_with_the_County.docx

Resolution - Statement 5/26/2016 Resolution Letter 6-14-16_Resolution_#3_-
_candidate_statements.docx
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GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 
 

RESOLUTION NO.  
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE,  
CALIFORNIA, CALLING FOR THE HOLDING OF A GENERAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION TO 

BE HELD ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 2016, FOR THE ELECTION OF CERTAIN 

OFFICERS AS REQUIRED BY THE PROVISIONS OF THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA RELATING TO GENERAL LAW CITIES  

 
 WHEREAS, under the provisions of the laws relating to General Law cities in 
the State of California, a General Municipal Election shall be held on Tuesday, 

November 8, 2016, for the election of Municipal Officers. 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE, 
CALIFORNIA, DOES RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE, AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS: 
 

 SECTION 1.  That pursuant to the requirements of the laws of the State of 
California relating to General Law cities, there is called and ordered to be held in 

the City of Garden Grove, California, on Tuesday, November 8, 2016, a General 
Municipal Election for the purpose of electing a Mayor for the full term of two years; 

three Council Members of the City Council, District Nos. 2, 5, and 6, for the full 
terms of four years each; and one Council Member of the City Council, District 
No. 3, for the partial term of two years. 

 
 SECTION 2.  That the ballots to be used at the election shall be in form and 

content as required by law. 
 
 SECTION 3.  That the City Clerk is authorized, instructed, and directed to 

coordinate with the County of Orange Registrar of Voters to procure and furnish any 
and all official ballots, notices, printed matter, and all supplies, equipment, and 

paraphernalia that may be necessary in order to properly and lawfully conduct the 
election. 
 

 SECTION 4.  That the polls for the election shall be open at 7:00 a.m. of the 
day of the election and shall remain open continuously from that time until 

8:00 p.m. of the same day when the polls shall be closed, pursuant to Election 
Code Section 10242, except as provided for in Section 14401 of the Elections Code 
of the State of California. 

 
 SECTION 5.  That in all particulars not recited in this Resolution, the election 

shall be held and conducted as provided by law for holding Municipal elections. 
 
 SECTION 6.  That notice of the time and place of holding the election is given 

and the City Clerk is authorized, instructed, and directed to give further or 
additional notice of the election, in time, form, and manner as required by law. 
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Garden Grove City Council 
Resolution No.  

Page 2 
 

 
 SECTION 7.  That in the event of a tie vote, if any two or more persons 
receive an equal and the highest number of votes for an office as certified by the 

County of Orange Registrar of Voters, the City Council, in accordance with Election 
Section 15651(a), shall set a date and time and place and summon the candidates 

who have received the tie votes to appear and will determine the tie by lot. 
 

SECTION 8.  That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of 

this Resolution and enter it into the book of original Resolutions. 
 

 SECTION 9.  The City Council authorizes the City Clerk to administer said 
election and all reasonable and actual election expenses shall be paid by the City 
upon presentation of a properly submitted bill. 
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GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE, 
CALIFORNIA, REQUESTING THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF 
ORANGE TO CONSOLIDATE A GENERAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION TO BE HELD ON 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 2016, WITH THE STATEWIDE GENERAL ELECTION TO BE 
HELD ON THE DATE PURSUANT TO SECTION 10403 OF THE ELECTIONS CODE 

 
 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Garden Grove called a General 
Municipal Election to be held on Tuesday, November 8, 2016, for the purpose of the 

election of a Mayor for the full term of two years; and three Council Members of the 
City Council, District Nos. 2, 5, and 6, for the full terms of four years each; and one 

Council Member of the City Council, District No. 3, for the partial term of two years; 
and 
 

 WHEREAS, it is desirable that the General Municipal Election be consolidated 
with the Statewide General Election to be held on the same date and that within the 

city the precincts, polling places, and election officers of the two elections be the 
same, and that the Orange County Registrar of Voters canvass the returns of the 

General Municipal Election and that the election be held in all respects as if there 
were only one election. 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE, 
CALIFORNIA, DOES RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE, AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS: 

 
 SECTION 1.  That pursuant to the requirements of Section 10403 of the 
Elections Code, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Orange is hereby 

requested to consent and agree to the consolidation of a General Municipal Election 
with the Statewide General Election on Tuesday, November 8, 2016, for the 

purpose of the election of a Mayor for the full term of two years; and three Council 
Members of the City Council, District Nos. 2, 5, and 6, for the full terms of four 
years each; and one Council Member of the City Council, District No. 3, for the 

partial term of two years. 
 

SECTION 2.  That the Orange County Registrar of Voters is authorized to 
canvass the returns of the General Municipal Election.  The election shall be held in 
all respects as if there were only one election, and only one form of ballot shall be 

used.  The election will be held and conducted in accordance with the provisions of 
law regulating the Statewide election. 

 
 SECTION 3.  That the Board of Supervisors is requested to issue instructions 
to the Orange County Registrar of Voters to take any and all steps necessary for 

the holding of the consolidated election. 
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Garden Grove City Council 
Resolution No.  

Page 2 
 

 
 SECTION 4.  That the City of Garden Grove recognizes that additional costs 
will be incurred by the County by reason of this consolidation and agrees to 

reimburse the County for any costs. 
 

 SECTION 5.  That the City Clerk is hereby directed to file a certified copy of 
this Resolution with the Board of Supervisors and the Orange County Registrar of 
Voters. 

 
 SECTION 6.  That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of 

this Resolution and enter it into the book of original Resolutions. 
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GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 
 

RESOLUTION NO.  
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE, 
CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING REGULATIONS FOR CANDIDATES FOR ELECTIVE OFFICE 
PERTAINING TO CANDIDATES STATEMENTS SUBMITTED TO THE VOTERS AT AN 

ELECTION TO BE HELD ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 2016 
 

WHEREAS, Section 13307 of the Elections Code of the State of California 
provides that the governing body of any local agency adopt regulations pertaining 
to materials prepared by any Candidate for a municipal election, including costs of 

the Candidates Statement. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE, 
CALIFORNIA, DOES RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE, AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS: 

 

SECTION 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS.  That pursuant to Section 13307 of the 
Elections Code of the State of California, each Candidate for elective office to be 

voted for at an election to be held in the city of Garden Grove on Tuesday, 
November 8, 2016, may prepare a Candidate’s Statement on an appropriate form 

provided by the City Clerk.  The Statement may include the name, age, and 
occupation of the Candidate and a brief description of no more than 200 or 400 
words of the Candidate’s education and qualifications expressed by the Candidate 

himself.  The Statement shall not include party affiliation of the Candidate, nor 
membership or activity in partisan political organizations.  The Statement shall be 

filed in typewritten and electronic form in the Office of the City Clerk at the time the 
Candidate’s Nomination Papers are filed.  The Statement may be withdrawn, but 
not changed, during the period for filing Nomination Papers and until 5:00 p.m. of 

the next working day after the close of the Nomination Period. 
 

SECTION 2. FOREIGN LANGUAGE POLICY. 
 

A. Pursuant to the Federal Voting Rights Act, Candidates Statements will be 

translated into all languages required by the County of Orange.  The County is 
required to translate Candidate’s Statements into the following languages: Spanish, 

Chinese, Korean, and Vietnamese. 
 
B. The County will print and mail sample ballots and Candidates Statements to 

all voters in Spanish, Chinese, Korean, or Vietnamese to only those voters who are 
on the County voter file as having requested a sample ballot in a particular 

language.  The County will make the sample ballots and all Candidates Statements 
in the required languages available at all polling places, on the County’s website, 
and in the City Clerk’s Office. 
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Garden Grove City Council 
Resolution No.  

Page 2 
 

 
SECTION 3. PAYMENT. 
 

A. Translations: 
 

1. The Candidate shall be required to pay for the cost of translating the 
Candidates Statement into any required foreign language as specified 
in Section 2.A. and Section 2.B. above pursuant to Federal and/or 

State law. 
 

2. The Candidate shall be required to pay for the cost of translating the 
Candidates Statement into any foreign language that is not required as 
specified in Section 2.A. and Section 2.B. above, pursuant to Federal 

and/or State Law, but is requested as an option by the Candidate. 
 

B. Printing: 
 

1. The Candidate shall be required to pay for the cost of printing the 
Candidates Statement in English in the main voter pamphlet. 

 

2. The Candidate shall be required to pay for the cost of printing the 
Candidates Statement in a foreign language required in Section 2.A. 

above, in the main voter pamphlet. 
 
3. The Candidate shall be required to pay for the cost of printing the 

Candidates Statement in a foreign language requested by the 
Candidate per Section 2.B. above, in the main voter pamphlet. 

 
4. The Candidate shall be required to pay for the cost of printing the 

Candidates Statement in a foreign language required by Section 2.A. 

above, in the facsimile voter pamphlet. 
 

The City Clerk shall provide an estimate of the total cost of printing, handling, 
translating, and mailing the Candidates Statements filed pursuant to this Section, 
including costs incurred as a result of complying with the Voting Rights Act of 1965 

(as amended), and require each Candidate filing a statement to pay in advance to 
the City his estimated pro rata share as a condition of having his statement 

included in the voter’s pamphlet.  In the event the estimated payment is required, 
the estimate is just an approximation of the actual cost that varies from one 
election to another election and may be significantly more or less than the 

estimate, depending on the actual number of candidates filing statements.  
Accordingly, the City Clerk is not bound by the estimate and may, on a pro rata 

basis, bill the Candidate for additional actual expense or refund any excess paid 
depending on the final actual cost.  In the event of underpayment, the City Clerk 
may require the Candidate to pay the balance of the cost incurred.  In the event of 

overpayment, the City Clerk shall pro rate the excess amount among the 
candidates and refund the excess amount paid within 30 days of the election. 
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Garden Grove City Council 
Resolution No.  

Page 3 
 

 
SECTION 4. MISCELLANEOUS. All translations shall be provided by 

professionally-certified translators.  The City Clerk shall comply with all 

recommendations and standards set forth by the California Secretary of State 
regarding occupational designations and other matters relating to elections. 

 
SECTION 5. ADDITIONAL MATERIALS.  No Candidate will be permitted to 

include additional materials in the sample ballot package. 

 
SECTION 6. That the City Clerk shall provide each Candidate or the 

Candidate’s representative a copy of this Resolution at the time nominating 
petitions are issued. 
 

SECTION 7. That all previous Resolutions establishing City Council policy on 
payment for Candidates Statements are repealed. 

 
SECTION 8. That this Resolution shall apply only to the election to be held 

on Tuesday, November 8, 2016, and shall then be deemed repealed. 
 

SECTION 9. That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of 

this Resolution and enter it into the book of original Resolutions.  
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Agenda Item - 4.c.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: William E. Murray

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Public Works 

Subject: Acceptance of Completion for
Project No. 7246-Harbor
Boulevard Improvements
from Garden Grove
Boulevard to Chapman
Avenue, Phases IIA and IIB.
(Action Item)  

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

To obtain acceptance of completion for Project No. 7246 - Harbor Boulevard
Improvements Project, and to authorize the City Manager to execute the Notice of
Completion of Public Improvement and Work.

BACKGROUND

On November 11, 2014, the City Council awarded a contract to GMC Engineering
Inc., for improvements in the median islands, parkway, and sidewalk, including the
installation of new irrigation system, palms, and landscape items, new lighting,
decorative sidewalk, curb ramps, bus shelters, and minor asphalt paving.  The
project also involved construction of a storm drain and sewer main, along with the
installation of a traffic signal at the Great Wolf Lodge Resort. 

DISCUSSION

The contractor, GMC Engineering Inc., completed the Harbor Boulevard Improvement
Project in accordance with the plans, specifications, and other contract documents. 
The Project consisted of four (4) phases as follows:
 

Phase IA – Harbor Boulevard Landscape Improvements from Garden Grove
Boulevard to Twintree Lane

 
Phase IB – Twintree Storm Drain and Sewer Main Improvements on Twintree
Lane, Choisser Road, Greentree Avenue, and Bangor Street

Phase IIA – Harbor Boulevard Landscape Improvements from Twintree Lane
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to Chapman Avenue

Phase IIB – Traffic Signal Installation and Striping at Harbor Boulevard and
Great Wolf Lodge Resort

         

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Phase IA was fully funded by the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF), as
part of the Waterpark Hotel enforceable obligation. The remaining balance was
funded through the Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration
(EDA) federal grant. Phase IB was funded by an Environmental Protection Agency
federal grant and by the EDA federal grant. Phase IIA was funded by the EDA federal
grant and from various available City funds. Phase IIB was funded through Measure
M2 local fair share funds.

RECOMMENDATION

Accept Project No. 7246 – Harbor Boulevard Improvements from Garden
Grove Boulevard to Chapman Avenue, Phases IIA, and IIB, as complete, and
authorize the City Manager to execute the Notice of Completion of Public
Improvement and Work;

 
Authorize the Finance Director to release the retention payment when
appropriate to do so.

 
 
By:  Carlos Norvani, Associate Engineer

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Notice of Completion 5/18/2016 Cover Memo 6.14.16_NOC_project7246.pdf
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Agenda Item - 4.d.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Kimberly Huy

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Community Services 

Subject: Acceptance of Completion for
Project No. 7651 - Garden
Grove Community Meeting
Center Remodel. (Action
Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

To obtain acceptance of completion for Project No. 7651 - Garden Grove Community
Meeting Center Remodel and to authorize the City Manager to execute the Notice of
Completion of Public Improvement and Work. 

BACKGROUND

On June 23, 2015, the City Counicl awarded a contract to Interlog Corporation to
furnish all labor, material, tools, equipment and incidentals for the remodel of the Garden
Grove Community Meeting Center (CMC).

DISCUSSION

The contractor, Interlog Corporation, completed the CMC Remodel project in
accordance with the plans, specifications, and other contract documents.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The remodel of the CMC was fully funded by the Park Fee fund, and had no impact to
the City's General Fund.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council: 
 

Accept Project No. 7651 - Garden Grove Community Meeting Center Remodel as
complete;

Authorize the City Manager to execute the Notice of Completion of Public
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Improvement and Work; and

Authorize the Finance Director to release the retention payment.
 
By:  Janet Pelayo, Manager

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Notice of
Completion -
Project 7651
CMC Remodel

5/24/2016 Backup
Material

6.14.16_Notice_of_Completion_Project_7651_CMC_Remodel.docx
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY 

 

 

 

When Recorded Mail To: 

 

City Clerk 

City of Garden Grove 

P. O. Box 3070 

Garden Grove, CA  92842 

  

 

NOTICE OF COMPLETION 

OF PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT AND WORK 

 

 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that The City of Garden Grove, Orange County, 

California, has caused a public improvement, to wit: 

 

PROJECT NO. 7651 

GARDEN GROVE COMMUNITY MEETING CENTER REMODEL 

 

to be constructed upon the property hereinafter described.  The contract for furnishing of all 

plant, labor, services, materials, and equipment, and all utilities and transportation, including 

power, fuel, and water, and performing all work necessary to construct and complete, in a 

good and workmanlike manner in strict accordance with the specifications, plans, and 

drawings therefore on file in the office of the City Clerk of the City of Garden Grove, for the 

construction, installation and completion of the above-described public improvement and 

work, was heretofore made and entered into with Interlog Corporation, dba Interlog 

Construction, on the 23rd day of June, 2015, and filed for record in the office of the City Clerk 

of the City of Garden Grove; that the work upon said public improvement has been 

completed, and that the City Engineer has notified the City Council that he has made and 

completed a final inspection of the materials furnished and installed and the work performed 

in the construction, installation, and completion of said public improvement hereinabove more 

particularly described and set forth, and has certified in writing to the City Council that all the 

provisions of the contract and contract documents for the furnishing of all plant, labor, 

services, materials, and equipment, and the performing of all work necessary for the 

construction, installation, and completion of said public improvement above described have 

been fully complied with to his satisfaction as required by the contract document; that final 

acceptance of the construction, installation, and completion of said public improvement above 

described was made on the 14th day of JUNE, 2016; that the nature of the title to said 

property of said City of Garden Grove is as follows:  That is to say, it owns said public 

improvement in fee except the right-of-way upon which it is constructed, and that it owns an 

easement upon, over, and along said right-of-way for the purpose of the construction, 

installation, and completion of said public improvement herein above described and the use 

thereof after said completion; that the property herein above referred to and on which said 

public improvement is situated is described as follows, to wit: 

 

 

PROJECT NO. 7651 

GARDEN GROVE COMMUNITY MEETING CENTER REMODEL 
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NAME OF SURETY on Labor and Material Bond is: INTERNATIONAL FIDELITY INSURANCE 

COMPANY 

 233 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 820  

 Santa Monica, CA 90401 

 Tel No. (310) 395-7887 

 

DATED this  day of  20  

 

 CITY OF GARDEN GROVE 

 

 

By  

 City Manager 

City of Garden Grove  

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

 

City Clerk 

City of Garden Grove  

 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF ORANGE 

 

I am the City Engineer of the City of Garden Grove. 

 

I have read the foregoing Notice of Completion of Public Improvement and Work, and know 

the contents thereof; and I certify that the same is true of my own knowledge, except as to 

those matters, which are therein stated upon my information or belief, and as to those 

matters I believe to be true. 

 

I certify (or declare), under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is true and correct. 

 

 

Executed on June 14, 2016 at Garden Grove , California 

 (Date)  (Place)  

 

 

 

 

 

Dan Candelaria, P.E., T.E. 

City Engineer 
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Agenda Item - 4.e.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: William E. Murray

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Public Works 

Subject: Acceptance of Completion for
Project No. S-1157
Replacement of 103 Water
Gate Valves. (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

For the Garden Grove City Council to accept Project No. S-1157- Replacement of 103
Water Gate Valves as complete, and authorize the City Manager to execute the Notice
of Completion of Public Improvement and Work.

BACKGROUND

The City has replaced 103 water gate valves that were outdated, broken in place, and
inoperable in order to have proper operation and maintenance of the water system.

DISCUSSION

The contractor, West Coast Backhoe Services, Inc., has completed the improvements
in accordance with the plans, specifications and other contract documents.  The
project was funded with Water Funds.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The project was completed within budget and schedule.  The retention payment will
be released after recordation of the Notice of Completion with the County of Orange.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Accept Project No. S-1157- Replacement of 103 Water Gate Valves as complete;
Authorize the City Manager to execute the Notice of Completion of Public Works
Improvement and Work; and
Authorize the Finance Director to release the retention payment when
appropriate to do so.
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By:   Les Ruitenschild, Public Works Supervisor

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Notice of Completion S-
1157

5/25/2016 Backup Material NOTICE_OF_COMPLETION_S-
1157.pdf
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Agenda Item - 4.f.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Todd D. Elgin

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Police 

Subject: Approval of an Agreement
with California Forensic
Phlebotomy, Inc., for blood
sample collection services.
(Cost: $95,000 per
year) (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

To seek City Council approval to renew the agreement with California Forensic
Phlebotomy, Inc. (CFP) to provide blood collection services on a 24/7 as-needed
basis for the Police Department.

BACKGROUND

When a suspect is arrested on suspicion of drunk driving, a CFP technician is called
out to collect a blood sample. The technician not only obtains the sample, but also
properly labels and transports the specimen to the Orange County Sheriff’s
Department Crime Lab. CFP has not only satisfactorily provided these 24-hour
services to the Police Department for the last 34 years, but they are currently the sole
provider of blood collection services for every law enforcement agency in Orange
County. Pursuant to Garden Grove Municipal Code Section 2.50.060(d), and based on
the Police Department’s recommendation, the Finance Director has determined that
forensic phlebotomy services can only be provided by California Forensic
Phlebotomy, Inc.

DISCUSSION

The term of the agreement with CFP will be for a period of one (1) year, with an
option to extend the agreement for an additional four (4) years, for a total of five (5)
years. Option years will be exercised two (2) years at a time, at the sole option of
the City. Beginning July 1, 2016, the cost per sample will be $104.25, and CFP will
maintain that rate for the first year of the agreement, which will end on June 30,
2017.

FINANCIAL IMPACT
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The Police Department has allocated $95,000 per year within its base budget  for this
contract. The cost per sample will be $104.25 for the first one (1) year performance
period. By no later than March 1, 2017, and March 1st of each year thereafter during
the term of this agreement, CFP may request a pricing increase for the upcoming
option year. However, no annual increase shall exceed four (4) percent per year over
the compensation rate applicable in the immediate preceding year. For example, if
requested, the maximum increase during year two (2) would be 4 percent above the
compensation rate applicable during the initial term of the agreement. Thereafter, if
timely requested, an additional 4 percent maximum increase shall be available
annually. 

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that City Council:
 

Approve the agreement with California Forensic Phlebotomy, Inc. for blood
collection services through June 30, 2017, with an option to extend for an
additional four years; and

 
Authorize the City Manager to execute the agreement and extension agreements
on behalf of the City, and make minor modifications as appropriate thereto.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Scope of Work 6/2/2016 Backup Material Scope_of_Work.pdf

Memo from Finance 6/2/2016 Backup Material Memo_from_Finance.pdf
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May 12, 2016

City of Garden Grove Police Department

Attn: Courtney Allison, Budget Manager

RE: Contract Renewal

Dear Ms. Allison:

We wish to take this opportunity to thank you once again for allowing our
organization to serve The City of Garden Grove Police Department over the past 34
years. We very much would like to continue providing you with our Blood
Technician Services during the coming years.

In order for us to continue to meet the stringent requirements set forth by both your
agency and our company, we must increase our rates by 5.00% (there was no rate
increase last year). This rate increase will insure our ability to provide the high level
of service The Garden Grove Police Department relies upon.

Our new rates, effective June 14, 2016 will be $104.25 per request. All other terms
and conditions of our existing agreement with the exception of price will remain the
same.

Please contact us at your convenience if you should have any questions or if we
can be of any additional service.

Sincerely,

Russell A. Liedholm
President

CFP
27762 Antonio Parkway, Suite L1-647

Ladera Ranch, CA 92694

24 Hour Technician Response (714) 529-0515
Administration (949) 309-2459

Fax (949) 203-2133
cvc23158@aol.comCalifornia Forensic Phlebotomy, Inc.
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Agenda Item - 4.g.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: William E. Murray

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Public Works 

Subject: Authorize the Issuance of a
purchase order to Deere and
Company for one (1) new
flail mower. (Cost:
$127,251.29) (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

To secure City Council authorization to purchase one (1) new flail mower from Deere
and Company through the National Joint Powers Alliance (NJPA) competitive bid
program, Contract #021815-DAC.

BACKGROUND

The Public Works Department has one (1) flail mower that currently meets the City's
guidelines for replacement and is approved within the Fiscal Year 2015/16 budget.
Experience has shown that the City's buying power is enhanced through joining with
other public agencies to purchase fleet vehicles and equipment.

DISCUSSION

The NJPA  nationally solicits, evaluates and awards contracts through a competitive
bid process.  As a member of NJPA, the City is able to utilize NJPA bid awards for
equipment purchases.  Staff recommends piggybacking on the results of a recent
NJPA competitive bid program, Contract #021815-DAC.  The results deemed Deere
and Company as the lowest responsive bid.
 
                                                      Deere and Company  $127,251.29

 
*This price includes all applicable tax and destination charges.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The financial impact is $127,251.29 to the Fleet Management Fund.  There is no
impact to the General Fund.  The surplus equipment will be sold at public auction.

RECOMMENDATION
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It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Authorize the Finance Director to issue a purchase order in the amount of
$127,251.29 to Deere and Company for the purchase of one (1) new flail
mower.

 
 
By:    Steve Sudduth, Equipment Mechanic Lead

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Deere and Company 5/26/2016 Cover Memo DEERE_AND_COMPANY.pdf
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Agenda Item - 4.h.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: William E. Murray

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Public Works 

Subject: Reject all Bids received for
the West Haven Reservoir
Rehabilitation Project No.
7359 and Authorize the City
Clerk to re-advertise for Bids
at a future date. (Action
Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

To receive City Council approval to reject all bids and re-advertise for bids at a future
date for the construction of the West Haven Reservoir Rehabilitation Project.

BACKGROUND

Staff solicited bids to construct the West Haven Reservoir Rehabilitation Project and
four (4) bids, ranging from $2.6 million to $3.8 million, were received and opened
by the City Clerk’s Office on May 5, 2016.

DISCUSSION

Due to the significant reduction in water revenue based on the State mandated water
conservation regulations, it has resulted in a shortfall of Water Funds to finance the
construction of the West Haven Reservoir Rehabilitation Project. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There are no funds available at this time to complete the construction of the West
Haven Rehabilitation Project. 

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Reject all bids received for subject project on May 5, 2016; and
Authorize the City Clerk to re-advertise Project No. 7359 – West Haven Reservoir
Rehabilitation when funding is available.
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By:   Rebecca Li, P.E., Associate Engineer
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Agenda Item - 4.i.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Laura J. Stover

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Human Resources 

Subject: Adoption of a Resolution
amending the Memorandum
of Understanding between
the City and the Orange
County Employee's
Association, Garden Grove
Employee's League. (Action
Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

To obtain City Council approval of an amendment to the current Memorandum of
Understanding (hereinafter “MOU”) with the Orange County Employee’s Association,
Garden Grove Employee’s League (hereinafter “Union”) which adds a third year to
the MOU.

BACKGROUND

The City was approached by the Union, and requested consideration for an additional
year added to their two (2) year MOU.  The current MOU expires on June 30, 2017.

DISCUSSION

The City, at City Council’s direction, met and conferred with the Union and agreed to
an amendment to the current MOU.  The amendment adds a third year to the MOU,
and provides for a new 4% H step to be effective July 1, 2017, and also a nominal
increase to the City's cafeteria contributions.  The amendment would extend the MOU
until June 30, 2018.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The cost for the increase in the City’s cafeteria contributions in 2018 for the Union
members is approximately $13,770.  The new H step is estimated to cost $170,300
for Fiscal Year 2017/18.
 
Future budgets appropriations will be made as appropriate to accommodate these
estimated costs.
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RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Adopt the attached Resolution that amends the Memorandum of Understanding
between the Orange County Employee’s Association, Garden Grove Employee’s
League and the City of Garden Grove.

 
Authorize staff to implement the provisions of the attached resolution  amending
the League MOU.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

League MOU Amendment
Resolution

5/31/2016 Cover Memo League_amend_MOU.doc
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RESOLUTION NO.  
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE  
AMENDING THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING ON SALARIES, WAGES, AND 

FRINGE BENEFITS FOR THE TERM 2015-2017 BY AND BETWEEN THE GARDEN 
GROVE EMPLOYEE’S LEAGUE CHAPTER OF THE ORANGE COUNTY EMPLOYEES’ 

ASSOCIATION AND THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE  
 

 
WHEREAS, the Garden Grove Employee’s League Chapter of the Orange 

County Employees’ Association expressed interest in adding a third year to their 
Memorandum of Understanding;  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Garden Grove is amenable to 
adding a third year to the League’s Memorandum of Understanding;  
 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE 
DOES HEREBY RESOLVE: 
 
Section 1.  The Memorandum of Understanding on Salaries, Wages and Fringe 
Benefits 2015-2017, by and between the Garden Grove Employee’s League Chapter 
of the Orange County Employees’ Association and the City of Garden Grove as 
approved and adopted by City Council Resolution No. 9335-15 is hereby amended 
as follows: 
 

A. The term of this MOU shall be extended one full year, i.e., the new term of 
the MOU shall be July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2018. 

 
B. Article II, Section 1 (“Wages”) is amended to read as follows: 

 
During the term of this MOU there will be no across the board 
adjustment to base salary.  
 
Effective on the first day of pay period following July 1, 2017, a new 
step (Step “H”) will be added to the salary schedule.  Step “H” will be 
four percent (4%) higher than Step “G”.  All members of the 
bargaining unit, who were on Step “G” for twelve months or more on 
July 1, 2017, will be eligible to move to Step “H” (assuming they are 
eligible for a salary merit increase in accordance with the Salary Step 
Increase provision below in Article II, Section 2) on the first day of the 
pay period following July 1, 2017.  Any member of the unit who was at 
Step “G” for less than 12 months on July 1, 2017, will be eligible to 
move to Step “H” in accordance with the Salary Step Increase 
provision below in Article II, Section 2. 

 
C. Article III, Section 4 (“City Fringe Benefit Contribution”) is amended to read 

as follows: 
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Garden Grove City Council 
Resolution No. ####-## 
Page 2 
 
 

 
Effective July 1, 2015, the City will no longer use a Fringe Benefit Formula 
but rather flat rate contributions towards the City’s cafeteria benefits.   

a. FRINGE BENEFIT CONTRIBUTIONS EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2016: 
 
 Employee only   $565 per month 
 Employee plus 1   $997 per month 
 Employee and full family  $1285 per month 
 Waiver of Coverage   $205 per month 

b. FRINGE BENEFIT CONTRIBUTIONS EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2017: 
 
 Employee only   $625 per month 
 Employee plus 1   $1075 per month 
 Employee and full family  $1375 per month 
 Waiver of Coverage   $205 per month 

c. FRINGE BENEFIT CONTRIBUTIONS EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2018: 
 
Employee only    $655 per month 
Employee plus 1   $1120 per month 
Employee plus 2 or more  $1400 per month 
Waiver of Coverage   $205 per month 

 
 
 
 
 
Adopted this ___ day of _____, 2016. 
 
ATTEST: /s/ BAO NGUYEN  
 MAYOR  
/s/ KATHLEEN BAILOR____ 
CITY CLERK 
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Agenda Item - 4.j.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Laura J. Stover

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Human Resources 

Subject: Adoption of the Resolution
amending the Memorandum
of Understanding between
the City and the Orange
County Employee's
Association, Garden Grove
Chapter. (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

To obtain City Council approval for an amendment to the current Memorandum of
Understanding (hereinafter “MOU”) with the Orange County Employee’s Association,
Garden Grove Chapter (hereinafter “Union”) which adds a third year to the MOU.

BACKGROUND

The City was approached by the Union, and requested consideration for an additional
year added to their two (2) year MOU.  The current MOU expires on June 30, 2017.

DISCUSSION

The City, at Council’s direction, met and conferred with the Union and agreed to an
amendment to the current MOU.  The amendment adds a third year to the MOU, and
provides for a new 4% H step to be effective July 1, 2017, and also a nominal
increase to the City’s cafeteria contributions.  The amendment would extend the MOU
to June 30, 2018.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The cost for the increase in the City’s cafeteria contributions in 2018 for the Union
members is approximately $25,620.  The new H step is estimated to cost $402,200
for Fiscal Year 2017/18.
 
Future budgets appropriations will be made as appropriate to accommodate these
estimated costs.
 

RECOMMENDATION
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It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Adopt the attached Resolution that amends the Memorandum of Understanding
between the Orange County Employee’s Association, Garden Grove Chapter and
the City of Garden Grove; and
Authorize staff to implement the provisions of the attached resolution amending
the Association MOU.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Association MOU
Amendment Resolution

6/2/2016 Resolution Letter Association_amend_MOU_-
_third_yr.doc
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RESOLUTION NO.  
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE  
AMENDING THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING ON SALARIES, WAGES, AND 

FRINGE BENEFITS FOR THE TERM 2015-2017 BY AND BETWEEN THE GARDEN 
GROVE CHAPTER OF THE ORANGE COUNTY EMPLOYEES’ ASSOCIATION AND THE 

CITY OF GARDEN GROVE  
 

 
WHEREAS, the Garden Grove Chapter of the Orange County Employees’ 

Association expressed interest in adding a third year to their Memorandum of 
Understanding;  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Garden Grove is amenable to 
adding a third year to the Association’s Memorandum of Understanding;  
 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE 
DOES HEREBY RESOLVE: 
 
Section 1.  The Memorandum of Understanding on Salaries, Wages and Fringe 
Benefits 2015-2017, by and between the Garden Grove Chapter of the Orange 
County Employees’ Association and the City of Garden Grove as approved and 
adopted by City Council Resolution No. 9334-15 is hereby amended as follows: 
 

A. The term of this MOU shall be extended one full year, i.e., the new term of 
the MOU shall be July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2018. 

 
B. Article II, Section 1 (“Wages”) is amended to read as follows: 

 
During the term of this MOU there will be no across the board 
adjustment to base salary.  
 
Effective on the first day of pay period following July 1, 2017, a new 
step (Step “H”) will be added to the salary schedule.  Step “H” will be 
four percent (4%) higher than Step “G”.  All members of the 
bargaining unit, who were on Step “G” for twelve months or more on 
July 1, 2017, will be eligible to move to Step “H” (assuming they are 
eligible for a salary merit increase in accordance with the Salary Step 
Increase provision below in Article II, Section 2) on the first day of the 
pay period following July 1, 2017.  Any member of the unit who was at 
Step “G” for less than 12 months on July 1, 2017, will be eligible to 
move to Step “H” in accordance with the Salary Step Increase 
provision below in Article II, Section 2. 

 
C. Article III, Section 4 (“City Fringe Benefit Contribution”) is amended to read 

as follows: 
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Garden Grove City Council 
Resolution No. ####-## 
Page 2 
 
 

Effective July 1, 2015, the City will no longer use a Fringe Benefit Formula 
but rather flat rate contributions towards the City’s cafeteria benefits.   

a. FRINGE BENEFIT CONTRIBUTIONS EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2016: 
 
 Employee only   $565 per month 
 Employee plus 1   $997 per month 
 Employee and full family  $1285 per month 
 Waiver of Coverage   $205 per month 

b. FRINGE BENEFIT CONTRIBUTIONS EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2017: 
 
 Employee only   $625 per month 
 Employee plus 1   $1075 per month 
 Employee and full family  $1375 per month 
 Waiver of Coverage   $205 per month 

c. FRINGE BENEFIT CONTRIBUTIONS EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2018: 
 
Employee only    $655 per month 
Employee plus 1   $1120 per month 
Employee plus 2 or more  $1400 per month 
Waiver of Coverage   $205 per month 

 
 
 
 
 
Adopted this ___ day of _____, 2016. 
 
ATTEST: /s/ BAO NGUYEN  
 MAYOR  
/s/ KATHLEEN BAILOR____ 
CITY CLERK 
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Agenda Item - 4.k.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: William E. Murray

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Public Works 

Subject: Approval of Measure M2
Fiscal Year 2016-17 Seven-
Year Capital Improvement
Program (CIP); Approval of
an Amendment to the M2
Fiscal Year 2014-15 Seven-
Year CIP; and Certification of
Maintenance of Effort
Requirement.  (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

For City Council to approve the Fiscal Year 2016-17 M2 Seven-Year Capital
Improvement Program (CIP); approve an amendment to the Fiscal Year 2014-15 M2
Seven-Year CIP; and certify the Maintenance of Effort (MOE) reporting form. 

BACKGROUND

In November 2006, Orange County voters approved a 30-year renewal of Measure M
to meet regional growth demands and continue the investment in the County’s
infrastructure.  As in prior years, each local agency is required to submit approved
documentation to the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) to maintain
Measure M2 eligibility for Local Fair Share appropriations and competitive grant
funding.  

DISCUSSION

Measure M2 requires that each local jurisdiction maintain a minimum level of streets
and road expenditures to conform to the MOE requirement.  The annual MOE
benchmark for Garden Grove is $2,823,522.  The City has been able to meet this
expenditure goal in previous years; however, any General Fund reductions would
jeopardize our eligibility.
                        
Eligibility determination is made on an annual basis and is based upon satisfactory
submittal of documentation, which is due to OCTA June 30th of every year.  The
required information for this year is as follows:
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Fiscal Year 2016-17 Measure M2 Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program;
 

Amendment to the Fiscal Year 2014-15 Seven-Year Capital Improvement
Program; and

 
Certified Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Reporting Form.

 
The purpose of the Amendment to the Fiscal Year 2014-15 Seven-Year CIP is to
include $99,000 in M2 eligible expenditures that were not initially reflected in the CIP.
All other documentation has been compiled to meet all requirements set forth by
Measure M2 provisions.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no impact to the General Fund. The City is projecting to receive $2.2 million
in Measure M2 revenues for Fiscal Year 2016-17.  Non-compliance with Measure M2,
such as not meeting the MOE, will disqualify the City for Local Fair Share and
competitive grant funding.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Approve the Fiscal Year 2016-17 Measure M2 Seven-Year Capital
Improvement Program;

 
Approve an Amendment to the Fiscal Year 2014-15 Seven-Year Capital
Improvement Program for Project No. 7258, Harbor Landscape
Improvement Phase II, in the amount of $99,000; and

 
Certify compliance with Orange County Transportation Authority’s
Maintenance of Effort requirements.

 
 
 By:   Ana V. Neal, Senior Administrative Analyst  
 
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

FY2016-17 Measure M2
Seven-Year Capital
Improvement Program

5/31/2016 Cover Memo
FY16-
17_7YR_CIP_FINAL.pdf

Maintenance of Effort
Certification

5/31/2016 Cover Memo FY16-17_MOE.pdf
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

15/31/2016

Signal Synchronization projects identified in 2014 
LSSP Update. (Magnolia & Brookhurst TSSP are 
underway)

Coordinate signals within project limits

Traffic Signals

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

2014-2016 Local Signal Synchornization Program 
(Garden Grove Blvd.)

Project Name:

CitywideProject Limits:

N/AProject Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $800,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $800,000 $800,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$800,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $800,000 $ 800,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$800,000 $800,000 Future CTFP Project P Grants & Measure M2 

Local Match

Unfunded  100.00

$800,000 $800,000

Install drip irrigation at medians on Euclid and 
Magnolia

Irrigation system retrofits to reduce runoff

Environmental Cleanup

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

2016 Tier 1 Median Irrigation Grant ApplicationProject Name:

Euclid (Lampson-Chapman & Westminster-Trask) 
Magnolia (Trask - Garden Grove)

Project Limits:

Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $750,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $750,000 $750,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$750,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $750,000 $ 750,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$500,000 $500,000 Pending Tier 1 Grant ApplicationM2 ECP Tier I  66.67

$250,000 $250,000 City Water Enterprise FundsOther  33.33

$750,000 $750,000
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

25/31/2016

Install automatic retractable screens at catch basins 
citywide.

Automatic Retractable Screen and other debris 
screens or inserts

Environmental Cleanup

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

3114 - Drainage Maint. City's O&M Match (Garden 
Grove Catch Basin Retrofit Project)

Project Name:

CitywideProject Limits:

11-GGRV-ECP-3572Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

O&M $7,293 $7,293 $7,293 $7,293 $7,293 $0 $0 $36,465 $36,465

$7,293 $7,293 $7,293 $7,293 $7,293 $0 $0 $36,465 $ 36,465

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$36,465 $36,465 Water/Sanitation & Other City FundsOther  100.00

$36,465 $36,465

Matching funds for Fullerton's Euclid Signal 
Synchronization Project (Project P Grant App).

Coordinate signals within project limits

Traffic Signals

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7116 - Euclid Traffic Signal Coordination - City's 
Match (Project P)

Project Name:

On Euclid St. (expanding 17 miles and crossing six 
local cities)

Project Limits:

11-FULL-TSP-3550Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $40,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 $40,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$40,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 $ 40,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$40,000 $40,000 FY15-16 Carryover (City's Match)M2 Fairshare  100.00

$40,000 $40,000
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

35/31/2016

Traffic signal coordination.

Coordinate signals within project limits

Traffic Signals

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7126 - Harbor Boulevard Traffic Signal Coordination - 
City's Match  (Project P)

Project Name:

Harbor Blvd. (Westminster Avenue - Chapman 
Avenue)

Project Limits:

14-SNTA-TSP-3710Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $90,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $90,000 $90,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$90,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $90,000 $ 90,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$30,000 $30,000 Fy15-16 Carryover (City's Match)Gas Tax  33.33

$60,000 $60,000 FY15-16 Carryover (City's Match)M2 Fairshare  66.67

$90,000 $90,000

New traffic signals, left-turn phasing & other traffic 
safety upgrades.

Replace and upgrade traffic signals and equipment

Traffic Signals

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7129 - Traffic Signal Modification ProgramProject Name:

CitywideProject Limits:

N/AProject Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $6,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $156,000 $156,000

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $34,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $784,000 $843,915

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$40,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $940,000 $ 999,915

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$940,000 $999,915 FY15-16 M2 Carryover =$40K, FY17-18 to 

FY22-23 = $900K

M2 Fairshare  100.00

$940,000 $999,915

Page 53 of 311 



Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

45/31/2016

Traffic signal coordination.

Coordinate signals within project limits

Traffic Signals

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7135 - Knott Avenue Traffic Signal Coordination - 
City's Match (Project P)

Project Name:

Knott Avenue (Garden Grove Blvd. - Artesia Blvd.)Project Limits:

12-BPRK-TSP-3604Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $20,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,000 $20,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$20,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,000 $ 20,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$20,000 $20,000 FY15-16 Carryover (City's Match)M2 Fairshare  100.00

$20,000 $20,000

Traffic signal coordination.

Coordinate signals within project limits

Traffic Signals

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7136 - Chapman Avenue Traffic Signal Coordination - 
City's Match (Project P)

Project Name:

Chapman Avenue (Valley View - East City Limits)Project Limits:

N/AProject Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $330,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $330,000 $330,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$330,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $330,000 $ 330,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$330,000 $330,000 FY15-16 M2 Carryover (City's Match)M2 Fairshare  100.00

$330,000 $330,000
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

55/31/2016

Traffic signal coordination.

Coordinate signals within project limits

Traffic Signals

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7137 - Westminster Avenue Traffic Signal 
Coordination - City's Match (Project P)

Project Name:

Westminster (Newland Street - Fairview Street)Project Limits:

N/AProject Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $112,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $112,000 $112,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$112,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $112,000 $ 112,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$50,000 $50,000 FY15-16 Traffic Mitigation Fee CarryoverImpact Fees  44.64

$62,000 $62,000 FY15-16 M2 Carryover  (City's Match)M2 Fairshare  55.36

$112,000 $112,000

Add protected left-turn phasing

Replace and upgrade traffic signals and equipment

Traffic Signals

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7164 - Haster/Lampson Traffic Signal ModificationProject Name:

Intersection of Haster and LampsonProject Limits:

Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $220,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $220,000 $220,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$220,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $220,000 $ 220,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$220,000 $220,000 2015 HSIP GrantHSIP  100.00

$220,000 $220,000
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

65/31/2016

synchronize traffic signals on Magnolia Street

Coordinate signals within project limits

Traffic Signals

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7165 - Magnolia St. Traffic Signal Synchronization 
Project (TSSP Grant Funded)

Project Name:

Westminster - KatellaProject Limits:

Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $142,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $142,000 $142,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$142,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $142,000 $ 142,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$142,000 $142,000 FY16-17 M2 Allocation (City's Match)M2 Fairshare  100.00

$142,000 $142,000

Synchronize all traffic sginals on Brookhurst St.

Coordinate signals within project limits

Traffic Signals

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7166 - Brookhurst Street Traffic Signal 
Synchronization Project (TSSP Grant Funded)

Project Name:

Hazard - KatellaProject Limits:

Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $160,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $160,000 $160,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$160,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $160,000 $ 160,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$75,000 $75,000 FY16-17 Traffic Mitigation FeesImpact Fees  46.88

$85,000 $85,000 FY16-17 M2 AllocationM2 Fairshare  53.13

$160,000 $160,000
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

75/31/2016

Street Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation of roadway

Road Maintenance

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7229 - Westminster Rehabilitation (Bowen - Euclid)Project Name:

Bowen - EuclidProject Limits:

Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $1,600,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,600,000 $1,600,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$1,600,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,600,000 $ 1,600,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$65,000 $65,000 FY16-17 M2 AllocationM2 Fairshare  4.06

$27,000 $27,000 FY16-17 CalRecycle Pavement Management 

Grant

Other  1.69

$1,508,000 $1,508,000 UnfundedUnfunded  94.25

$1,600,000 $1,600,000

The project will rehabilitate Valley View Street from 
the WB 22 Off Ramp to Tiffany Ave.

Rehabilitation of roadway

Road Maintenance

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7234 - 2016 Valey View Street Rehabilitation (SR22 - 
Tiffany) Pavement Mgmt. Program Req.

Project Name:

SR22 - Tiffany AvenueProject Limits:

Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $400,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $400,000 $400,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$400,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $400,000 $ 400,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$240,000 $240,000 FY15-16 Gas Tax CarryoverGas Tax  60.00

$160,000 $160,000 FY15-16 M2 CarryoverM2 Fairshare  40.00

$400,000 $400,000
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

85/31/2016

Cross gutter upgrades - Approx. 13 remaining.

Improve roadway drainage

Safety

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7235 - Grooved Cross Gutter Reconstruction 
Program

Project Name:

CitywideProject Limits:

N/AProject Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $160,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $460,000 $483,966

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$160,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $460,000 $ 483,966

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$460,000 $483,966 FY16-17 Drainage Fee Allocation, FY17-18 

to 22-23 = $300K

Other  100.00

$460,000 $483,966

Overlay and Slurry seal work.

Rehabilitation of roadway

Road Maintenance

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7241 - Residential Overlay Program - Pavement 
Management Program Requirement

Project Name:

CitywideProject Limits:

7241Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $800,000 $800,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $6,600,000 $7,074,918

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$800,000 $800,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $6,600,000 $ 7,074,918

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$6,600,000 $7,074,918 FY16-17 Allocation = $800KGas Tax  100.00

$6,600,000 $7,074,918
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

95/31/2016

Reconstruct Magnolia Street from Trask To Garden 
Grove

Reconstruction of roadway

Road Maintenance

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7254 - Magnolia Street Reconstruction - Pavement 
Management Program Requirement

Project Name:

Magnolia Street (Trask Ave. - Garden Grove Blvd)Project Limits:

N/AProject Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $2,974,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,974,500 $2,974,500

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$2,974,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,974,500 $ 2,974,500

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$1,250,000 $1,250,000 FY15-16 Carryover =$350K, FY16-17 

Allocation = $900K

Gas Tax  42.02

$0 $0General Fund  0.00

$0 $0General Fund  0.00

$1,700,000 $1,700,000 FY15-16 Carryover =$532K, FY16-17 

Allocation = $1.168M

M2 Fairshare  57.15

$24,500 $24,500 FY16-17 Allocation = $24.5K (CalRecycle 

Pavement Management Grant)

Other  0.82

$2,974,500 $2,974,500

Landscape, sidewalk and signal improvements on 
Harbor Blvd.

Reconstruction or rehabilitation of sidewalk

Pedestrian

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7258 - Harbor Streetscape Improvements Phase II 
(Amendment)

Project Name:

Palm Street to Chapman AvenueProject Limits:

Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $1,447,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,447,000 $1,447,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$1,447,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,447,000 $ 1,447,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$65,000 $65,000 FY14-15 Gas Tax AllocationGas Tax  4.49

$99,000 $99,000 FY14-15 M2 Allocation (FY14-15 7-YR CIP 

AMENDMENT)

M2 Fairshare  6.84

$620,000 $620,000 Federal Economic Development Agency 

Grant

Other  42.85

$513,000 $513,000 Tourism Improvement District (TID) FY14-15 

Allocation

Other  35.45

$150,000 $150,000 Water Enterprise Funds FY14-15 AllocationOther  10.37

$0 $0Other  0.00

$1,447,000 $1,447,000
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

105/31/2016

Sidewalk concrete replacement at locations 
citywide.

Reconstruction or rehabilitation of sidewalk

Pedestrian

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7275 - Concrete Replacement (Citywide)Project Name:

CitywideProject Limits:

N/AProject Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $3,500,000 $3,739,659

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $3,500,000 $ 3,739,659

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$1,638,000 $1,750,160 Annual Allocation = $234KGeneral Fund  46.80

$1,862,000 $1,989,498 Annual Concrete Backlog = Approx. $266KUnfunded  53.20

$3,500,000 $3,739,659

Road rehabilitation

Rehabilitation of roadway

Road Maintenance

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7277 - Knott Rehab APM Grant (Garden Grove - 
Lampson) Pavement Management Program Req.

Project Name:

Graden Grove - LampsonProject Limits:

N/AProject Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $1,903,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,903,500 $1,903,500

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$1,903,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,903,500 $ 1,903,500

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$1,332,000 $1,332,000 FY15-16 M2 Carryover=$600K, FY16-17 

New Revenue = $732K

M2 Fairshare  69.98

$500,000 $500,000 Arterial Pavement Management Grant - 

FY15-16 Carryover

Other  26.27

$47,000 $47,000 Measure M1 (Revenue from M1 Program 

Close Out)

Other  2.47

$24,500 $24,500 CalRecycle Rubberized Pavement GrantOther  1.29

$1,903,500 $1,903,500
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

115/31/2016

Project will install a new drip irrigation sytem

Irrigation system retrofits to reduce runoff

Environmental Cleanup

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7279 - Magnolia St. Median Irrigation Retrofit 
(Westminster-Trask & Lampson-Chapm)

Project Name:

Westmisnter to Trask / Lampson to ChapmanProject Limits:

15-GGRV-ECP-3762Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $400,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $400,000 $400,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$400,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $400,000 $ 400,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$200,000 $200,000 FY15-16 Tier 1 Grant Program CarryoverM2 ECP Tier I  50.00

$200,000 $200,000 FY15-16 Carryover (Water Enterprise 

Funds)

Other  50.00

$400,000 $400,000

Design plans for Chapman Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation of roadway

Road Maintenance

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7280 - Chapman St. Rehabilitation Design (Brookhurst 
- Nelson)

Project Name:

Brookhurst to NelsonProject Limits:

Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $240,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $240,000 $240,000

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $1,360,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,360,000 $1,360,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$1,600,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,600,000 $ 1,600,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$228,000 $228,000 FY15-16 M2 CarryoverM2 Fairshare  14.25

$1,372,000 $1,372,000 UnfundedUnfunded  85.75

$1,600,000 $1,600,000
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

125/31/2016

Construction of bikeways, including environmental, 
design engineering, landscaping, irrigation, lighting, 
artwork and other minor improvements

New bike route

Bikeways

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

7281 - Pacific Electrict Right-of-Way Bike & 
Pedestrian Trail

Project Name:

Stanford to North West City LimitsProject Limits:

Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $1,960,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,960,000 $1,960,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$1,960,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,960,000 $ 1,960,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$60,000 $60,000 FY15-16 Gas Tax CarryoverGas Tax  3.06

$1,900,000 $1,900,000 2015 ATP GrantATP  96.94

$1,960,000 $1,960,000

Maintain, improve, and rehabilitate arterial/residential 
streets throughtout the City. FY16-17 PMP 
expenditure requirements are covered through 
Magnolia/Knott/Valley View and Residential Streets 
rehabilitation work.

Rehabilitation of roadway

Road Maintenance

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

Arterial Rehabilitation Program (Annual Pavement 
Managment Funding Target = $6M)

Project Name:

CitywideProject Limits:

N/AProject Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $900,000 $900,000 $900,000 $900,000 $900,000 $900,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $0 $5,100,000 $5,100,000 $5,100,000 $5,100,000 $5,100,000 $5,100,000 $30,600,000 $33,044,520

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $6,000,000 $6,000,000 $6,000,000 $6,000,000 $6,000,000 $6,000,000 $36,000,000 $ 38,444,520

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$5,400,000 $5,766,678 FY17-18 to FY22-23 Projected Gas Tax 

Revenue

Gas Tax  15.00

$11,400,000 $12,174,098 FY17-18 to FY22-23 M2 Projected RevenueM2 Fairshare  31.67

$19,200,000 $20,503,744 UnfundedUnfunded  53.33

$36,000,000 $38,444,520
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

135/31/2016

New traffic signal

Install new traffic signal and equipment

Traffic Signals

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

Chapman/Lamplighter New Traffic SignalProject Name:

Chapman/Lamplighter IntersectionProject Limits:

N/AProject Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $250,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $250,000 $250,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$250,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $250,000 $ 250,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$0 $0Other  0.00

$250,000 $250,000 UnfundedUnfunded  100.00

$250,000 $250,000

Add a south bound right-turn lane at Euclid and 
Trask.

Add right turn lane(s) to intersection

Intersection

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

Euclid St. South Bound Right-turn Lane at TraskProject Name:

Euclid and Trask IntersectionProject Limits:

N/AProject Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $35,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,000 $35,000

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $265,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $265,000 $265,000

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$300,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $300,000 $ 300,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$300,000 $300,000 UnfundedUnfunded  100.00

$300,000 $300,000
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Measure M

Seven Year Capital Improvement Program (Sorted by Project Name)

Fiscal Years 2016/2017 through 2022/2023

145/31/2016

Conduct a ridership demand and feasibility study for 
the expansion of Westminster's Little Saigon 
Circulator route to proceed north to the City of 
Garden Grove.

New Service

Transit

Project Description:

TOW Description:

Type of Work (TOW):

Garden GroveAgency:

Little Saigon Circulator Study (Project V Grant)Project Name:

Magnolia-Garden Grove-Brookhurst-BolsaProject Limits:

Project Number:

22/2321/2220/2119/2018/1917/1816/17 Projected CostEstimated CostProject Phase

E $60,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $60,000 $60,000

R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

C/I $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

O&M $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$60,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $60,000 $ 60,000

PROJECTED COSTESTIMATED COSTPERCENTFUND NAME NOTES
$10,000 $10,000 FY16-17 M2 Allocation (Matching Funds)M2 Fairshare  16.67

$50,000 $50,000 OCTA Project V GrantM2 Transit - V  83.33

$60,000 $60,000
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Agenda Item - 4.l.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Kathy Bailor

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: City Clerk 

Subject: Receive and file minutes
from the April 26, 2016, and
May 10, 2016, meetings.
(Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

Attached are the minutes from the April 26, 2016, and May 10, 2016, meetings  for
the City Council to receive and file.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

April 26, 2016 minutes 5/31/2016 Executive Summary April_26__2016.docx

May 10, 2016 minutes 5/31/2016 Executive Summary May_10__2016.docx
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MINUTES 

 
GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 

 

Regular Meeting 
 

Tuesday, April 26, 2016 
 

Community Meeting Center 

11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, CA  92840 
 

At 6:48 p.m., Mayor Nguyen convened the meeting in the Council Chamber. 
 

ROLL CALL PRESENT: (5) Mayor Nguyen, Council Members Beard, Bui, 

Jones, Phan 
 

 ABSENT: (0) None 
 

 
INVOCATION 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 

PRESENTATIONS 
 
Community Spotlight:  Recognition of Garden Grove College Graduates Class of 

2016.  (F: 52.3) 
 

POSTPONED - Police Department Medal of Merit awarded to Investigator Michael 
Farley. (F: 52.3)(XR: 82.1) 
 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 

Speakers: Bert Ashland, Erika Bennett, George Brietigam, Ashley Collins, Nicholas 
Dibs, Sharon Logan, Heatherly Lopez, Robin Marcario, Josh McIntosh, 
Charles Mitchell, Dan Montaci, Paul Nelson, Rebecca Nelson, Luis 

Schmidt, Rose Tingle, David Twiss, Kyle Werner, Cindy Widdall 
 

COUNCIL MEMBER BUI LEFT THE MEETING AT 8:02 P.M. 
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City Council response to Oral Communications: 
 

Mayor Nguyen inquired about removing the current City representative, Robin 
Marcario, from the Orange County Vector Control Board.  She did not vote against 

the Vector Control Director being given the responsibility to aerial spray as deemed 
necessary, as the City Council has urged her to. 
 

Acting City Attorney Sandoval responded that there is no process in place for 
removal, and that Trustees do not serve at the pleasure of the City Council.  The 

time to make a different appointment would be at the end of the term. 
 
RECESS 

 
At 8:11 p.m., Mayor Nguyen declared a recess. 

 
RECONVENE MEETING 
 

At 8:13 p.m., Mayor Nguyen reconvened the meeting with Council Members Beard, 
Jones, and Phan present. 

 
APPROVAL OF A LEASE AGREEMENT FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 11554 SALINAS 

AVENUE, GARDEN GROVE  (F: A-55.1A) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 

 
The extension of the lease of the property located at 11554 Salinaz Avenue, be 

approved; and 
 
The City Manager is authorized to execute the lease agreement. 

 
The motion carried by a 4-0-1 vote as follows: 

 
Ayes: (4) Beard, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

Absent: (1) Bui 
 

ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE RECEIPT OF GRANT FUNDING 
FROM THE ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY FOR THE 2016 TIER 1 
ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP GRANT PROGRAM  (F: 24.13) 

 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 

 
Resolution No. 9347-16 entitled A Resolution authorizing receipt of funds for the 
Environmental Cleanup, Tier 1 Grant Program under Orange County Local 

Transportation Authority Ordinance No. 3 for the 2016 Tier 1 Magnolia Street and 
Euclid Street Irrigation Retrofit Projects, be adopted. 
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The motion carried by a 4-0-1 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (4) Beard, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

Absent: (1) Bui 
 
ACCEPTANCE OF PROJECT NO. 7271-BROOKHURST STREET REHABILITATION FROM 

TRASK AVENUE TO GARDEN GROVE BOULEVARD, AND FROM HAZARD AVENUE TO 
WESTMINSTER AVENUE, AND HAWK PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL INSTALLATION AS 

COMPLETE  (F: 96.proj.7271) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 

 
Project No. 7271 – Brookhurst Street Rehabilitation from Trask Avenue to Garden 

Grove Boulevard, and from Hazard Avenue to Westminster Avenue, and HAWK 
Pedestrian Signal Installation be accepted as complete; 
 

The City Manager be authorized to execute the Notice of Completion of Public 
Works Improvement and Work; and 

 
The Finance Director be authorized to release the retention payment when 

appropriate to do so. 
 
The motion carried by a 4-0-1 vote as follows: 

 
Ayes: (4) Beard, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 

Noes: (0) None 
Absent: (1) Bui 

 

ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE ASBESTOS 
AND LEAD ABATEMENT SERVICE CONTRACT WITH EDGAR GONZALEZ FOR 12302 

HARBOR BOULEVARD, 12511 TWINTREE LANE, 12531 TWINTREE LANE, 12551 
TWINTREE LANE, AND 12571 TWINTREE LANE, GARDEN GROVE   
(F: 55-Edgar Gonzalez) 

 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 

 
Resolution No. 9348-16 entitled A Resolution approving an Amendment to an 
Asbestos and Lead Abatement Contract in accordance with Section 2.50.070 of the 

Garden Grove Municipal Code for removal of lead and asbestos containing material 
from substandard structures at the Site C Project Site and making certain other 

findings in connection therewith, be adopted; and 
 
The City Manager be authorized to make minor modifications to the contract if 

necessary to do so. 
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The motion carried by a 4-0-1 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (4) Beard, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

Absent: (1) Bui 
 
MINUTES  (F: Vault) 

 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 

 
The minutes from the March 22, 2016, meeting be received and filed. 
 

The motion carried by a 4-0-1 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (4) Beard, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
Absent: (1) Bui 

 
WARRANTS  (F: 60.5) 

 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 

 
Payroll Warrants 179583 through 179631; Direct Deposits D292053 through 
D292743; and Wires W2226 through W2229; be approved as presented in the 

payroll register submitted, and have been audited for accuracy and funds are 
available for payment thereof by the Finance Director. 

 
Regular Warrants 603594 through 603997; and Wires W1559 through W1562; be 
approved as presented in the warrant register submitted, and have been audited 

for accuracy and funds are available for payment thereof by the Finance Director. 
 

The motion carried by a 4-0-1 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (4) Beard, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 

Noes: (0) None 
Absent: (1) Bui 

 
APPROVAL TO WAIVE FULL READING OF ORDINANCES LISTED 
 

It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 

Full reading of ordinances listed be waived. 
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The motion carried by a 4-0-1 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (4) Beard, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

Absent: (1) Bui 
 
RECESS 

At 8:14 p.m., Mayor Nguyen declared a recess. 
 
RECONVENE MEETING 

At 8:23 p.m., Mayor Nguyen reconvened the meeting with all Council Members 

present. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING – CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED VOTING DISTRICT MAPS FOR 
THE FORMATION OF SIX COUNCIL DISTRICTS, PUBLIC HEARING TO RECEIVE 
PUBLIC INPUT ON DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND INTRODUCTION OF AN ORDINANCE 

IMPLEMENTING BY-DISTRICT ELECTIONS  (F: 58.13) 
 

(As approved earlier in the meeting, it was moved by Council Member Beard, 
seconded by Council Member Phan, and approved by a 4-0-1 vote, that full reading 

of ordinances listed be waived.) 
 
In response to Council Member Bui’s inquiry, staff responded that the City provided 

translators who were not Court Certified.  He had a concern that what was being 
translated to the City Council was not representative of what the residents were 

saying. 
 
Acting City Attorney Sandoval indicated that court certification was not a 

requirement for public meeting translations. 
 

Mayor Nguyen encouraged the translators to remember the City Council’s concerns 
when performing their translating duties. 
 

Following staff’s presentation and preliminary discussion by the City Council, Mayor 
Nguyen declared the Public Hearing open and asked if anyone wished to address 

the City Council on the matter. 
 
Speakers: P. Ricardo Aguilar, Lenne Albert, Bert Ashland, Maureen Blackmun, 

George Brietigam, Benny Diaz, Khoa Do, Demian Garcia-Mowroy, 
Andrew Halberstadt, Dulce Halterman, Adrienne Holm, John Holm, 

Mary Kuhlmann, Billy Le, Patrick Lew, Robin Marcario, Josh McIntosh, 
Abraham Medina, Art Montel, Lan Quoc Nguyen, Esq, Hung Nguyen, 
Kim Nguyen, Nancy Nguyen, UC Nguyen, Diedre Thu-Ha Nguyen, John 

O’Neill, Lucy Silva, Sharon Sunda, Laura Hien Tran, Lien Tran, Ana 
Urzua, Edgardo Valdez, Vinh Le Vu, John Wildsmith  
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There being no further response from the audience, the Public Hearing was declared 
closed. 

 

RECESS 
 

At 10:48 p.m., Mayor Nguyen declared a recess. 
 

RECONVENE MEETING 
 
At 10:57 p.m., Mayor Nguyen reconvened the meeting with all Council Members 

present. 
 

The City Council discussed the different maps being proposed, and the work that 
the community and staff has put into this process.  It was the consensus of the City 
Council that, if possible, the map chosen would be a unanimous decision by the City 

Council. 
 

It was moved by Mayor Nguyen, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Submission Map No. 1 be approved as the District Map for the City. 

 
Council Member Phan commented that the consensus under the Public Hearing 

appeared to be for Maps 1 and 4. 
 
Council Member Jones had reservations with Map 1’s boundaries for District 3 and 4 

reaching from Hazard Avenue to Chapman Avenue, and splitting the Central Garden 
Grove Neighborhood Association into both of these districts. 

 
Council Member Beard stated that Map 4 would be a compromise, and moved a 
substitute motion, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 

 
Submission Map No. 4 be approved as the District Map for the City. 

 
After further discussion, the substitute motion failed by a 2-3 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (2) Beard, Jones 
Noes: (3) Bui, Nguyen, Phan 

 
The previous motion moved by Mayor Nguyen, seconded by Council Member Phan 

that: 
 
Submission Map No. 1 be approved as the District Map for the city. 
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The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
It was moved by Mayor Nguyen, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 

Districts 2, 3, 5, and 6 be up for election in November 2016.   
 

The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 

Noes: (0) None 
 

It was the consensus of the City Council to draw the District to serve for 2 years by 
random drawing, excluding District 6, which is the District with has the largest 
Latino population by voting age, and which should be a 4-year District commencing 

in November 2016.  After a random drawing from Districts 2, 3 and 5, District 3 
was chosen to serve a term of office of 2 years.  Districts 1, 4 and 3 would then be 

up for election in November 2018 for full 4-year terms. 
 

It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Ordinance No. 2866 entitled An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Garden 

Grove adding Sections 2.04.030 and 2.04.040 to Chapter 2.04 of Title 2 of the 
Garden Grove Municipal Code implementing By-District Elections of Council 

Members and establishing boundary lines therefor, after being introduced for first 
reading, be passed to second reading, subject to Submission Map No. 1, Districts 
2,3, 5 and 6 up for election in November 2016 with District 3 for a 2-year term, and 

Districts 1,4 and 3 up for election in November 2018 for full 4-year terms. 
 

The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 

Noes: (0) None 
 

APPOINTMENT OF LAC TAN NUYGEN TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION  (F: 122.10A) 
 
It was moved by Mayor Nguyen, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 

 
Lac Tan Nuygen be appointed to fill the Planning Commission vacancy. 

 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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CONFIRMATION OF THE VACANCY OF COMMISSIONER MICHAEL PAUWELS FROM 
THE MAIN STREET COMMISSION  (F: 122.6A) 

 
It was moved by Mayor Nguyen, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 

 
The vacancy of Commissioner Michael Pauwels from the Main Street Commission be 
confirmed; and  

 
The City Clerk be authorized to advertise the vacancy on the Commission pursuant 

to the Municipal Code and State Law. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 

 
Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 

Noes: (0) None 
 
CONSIDERATION AND APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT WITH THE ORANGE COUNTY 

HUMANE SOCIETY FOR ANIMAL SHELTER SERVICES   
(F: 55-Orange County Humane Society) 

 
Council Member Beard announced that he would be recusing himself from this 

discussion as his employment with the County is within the department that has 
direct contact with animal care services. 
 

COUNCIL MEMBER BEARD LEFT THE MEETING 
 

Council Member Phan announced that although he is a County employee with the 
District Attorney’s Office he has no direct contact with animal care services. 
 

Following staff’s presentation and City Council discussion, it was moved by Council 
Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 

 
The agreement between the Orange County Humane Society and the City for the 
provision of animal shelter services be approved; 

 
Staff be directed to terminate the existing agreement with the County upon 

execution of the agreement with the Orange County Humane Society; and  
 
Staff be directed to advise the County in writing that the City will not enter into a 

participation agreement for a new animal shelter. 
 

The motion carried by a 4-0-1 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (4) Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 

Noes: (0) None 
Absent (1) Beard 
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COUNCIL MEMBER BEARD RETURNED TO THE MEETING 
 

DISCUSSION OF FEBRUARY 24, 2016, DISTRICT ATTORNEY REPORT REGARDING 
ALLEGATIONS OF BROWN ACT VIOLATIONS, AND ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION 

DESIGNATING CITY CLERK AS CLOSED SESSION RECORDER  (F: 46.5) 
 
Council Member Phan announced that he is a County employee with the District 

Attorney’s Office, as well as a colleague of the writers of the report, and would be 
recusing himself from considering this matter. 

 
COUNCIL MEMBER PHAN LEFT THE MEETING 
 

Following staff’s presentation and City Council discussion, it was moved by Council 
Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Beard that: 

 
Resolution No. 9349-16 entitled A Resolution designating the City Clerk and 
Deputies as the Official Recorder of Closed Sessions pursuant to Government Code 

Section 54957.2, be adopted; 
 

Recording of Closed Sessions for a period of two years be approved; 
 

It be affirmed that any new employment position in the City will be created in Open 
Session of the City Council; and 
 

The work and performance of the Public Safety Administrative Officer be audited to 
assure the public that the position is not a “no show” position. 

 
The motion carried by a 4-0-1 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (4) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen 
Noes: (0) None 

Absent: (1) Phan 
 
COUNCIL MEMBER PHAN RETURNED TO THE MEETING 

 
DISCUSSION OF A RESOLUTION URGING THE PRESIDENT AND THE STATE 

DEPARTMENT TO CALL FOR THE RELEASE OF NGUYEN VAN DAI, AS REQUESTED BY 
MAYOR NGUYEN  (F: 46.5) 
 

After discussion, it was moved by Mayor Nguyen, seconded by Council Member Bui 
that: 

 
This matter be listed on the May 10, 2016, City Council agenda for consideration. 
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The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
DISCUSSION REGARDING THE MUNICIPAL CODE REQUIREMENTS FOR FRONT 
YARD LANDSCAPING AND PAVING, AS REQUESTED BY COUNCIL MEMBER BUI   

(F: 50.3) 
 

After City Council discussion, it was moved by Mayor Nguyen, seconded by Council 
Member Jones that: 
 

Staff suspend enforcement of residential properties with landscaping of crushed 
rock or cement pavers that exceed the maximum allowed per Code, and to cease 

the enforcement of the minimum amount of vegetation required by Code until the 
conclusion of the current water emergency; and 
 

Staff bring back options to amend or modify the minimum landscape percentage in 
the front yard area. 

 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 

 
Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 12:29 a.m., Mayor Nguyen adjourned the meeting in memory of Prince.  The next 
City Council Meeting will be held on Tuesday, May 10, 2016, at 5:30 p.m. at the 

Community Meeting Center, 11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, California. 
 

 
 
Kathleen Bailor, CMC 

City Clerk 
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MINUTES 
 

GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 
 

Regular Meeting 
 

Tuesday, May 10, 2016 
 

Community Meeting Center 
11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, CA  92840 

 
CONVENE CLOSED SESSION  

 
At 5:35 p.m., Council Member Beard convened the meeting. 
 

ROLL CALL PRESENT: (3) Council Members Beard, Bui, Jones, Phan 
 

 ABSENT: (2) Mayor Pro Tem Jones absent at Roll Call, but 
joined the meeting at 5:41 p.m. 
Mayor Nguyen absent at Roll Call, but joined 
the meeting at 5:45 p.m. 

 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FOR CLOSED SESSION 
 
Speakers: David Dekoker, Kenneth Lanham 
 
CONVENE CLOSED SESSION 
 
At 5:47 p.m. Mayor Nguyen announced that the City Council was going into Closed 
Session in the Founders Room to discuss the following matters: 
 
Conference with Legal Counsel – Anticipated Litigation 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(4) 
Initiation of Litigation:  Five potential cases 
 
Conference with Real Property Negotiators 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.8 
City Property:  13650 Harbor Boulevard, Garden Grove 
City of Garden Grove Negotiator:  Scott C. Stiles, City Manager 
Negotiating Parties:  California Fuels & Lubricants, DriveTime BN Group 
Under Negotiation:  To obtain direction regarding the price and terms of payment 
for the disposition or lease of the property.  
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RECESS CLOSED SESSION 
 
At 7:05 p.m., Mayor Nguyen recessed the Closed Session. 
 
CONVENE REGULAR MEETING 

 
At 7:09 p.m., Mayor Nguyen convened the meeting with the Housing Authority. 
 
CITY COUNCIL 

ROLL CALL PRESENT: (5) Mayor Nguyen, Council Members Beard, Bui, 
Jones, Phan 
 

 ABSENT: (0) None 
 
HOUSING AUTHORITY 

ROLL CALL PRESENT: (7) Chair Nguyen, Commissioners Beckles, Beard, 
Bui, Jones, O’Connor, Phan 
 

 ABSENT: (0) None 
 
INVOCATION 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
CLOSED SESSION REPORT 
 
Acting City Attorney Sandoval announced that the City Council unanimously 
authorized the City Manager to approve civil enforcement against real property and 
Code Enforcement issues at 11191 Ranier Court, Garden Grove. 
 
The other Closed Session matters will be discussed at the end of the meeting. 
 
PRESENTATIONS 
 
Police Department Medal of Merit - Detective Michael Farley.  (F: 52.3)(XR: 82.1) 
 
Police Department Medal of Merit - Community Service Officer Ryan Berleth. 
(F: 52.3)(XR: 82.1) 
 
Community Spotlight:  Recognition of City Employees celebrating 25, 30, 35, and 
40 Years with the City of Garden Grove.  (F: 52.3) 
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JOINT CONSIDERATION WITH HOUSING AUTHORITY - RESOLUTIONS APPROVING 
A PURCHASE AND SALE AGREEMENT AND A LEASE WITH THE CITY OF GARDEN 
GROVE FOR THE DISPOSITION AND LEASE OF CIVIC CENTER PROPERTIES 
(F: H-55.1)(XR: 84.1)(XR: 108.2-2016) 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Speakers: None. 
 
Following Staff’s presentation and discussion: 
 
Housing Authority Action 
 
It was moved by Commissioner Jones, seconded by Commissioner Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 174-16 entitled A Resolution approving a Purchase and Sale 
Agreement with the City of Garden Grove for twelve Civic Center Properties, be 
adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 7-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (7) Beard, Beckles, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, O’Connnor, 
Phan 

Noes: (0) None 
 
It was moved by Commissioner Jones, seconded by Commissioner Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 175-16 entitled A Resolution approving a Lease Agreement with the 
City of Garden Grove for three unimproved parcels in the Civic Center, be adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 7-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (7) Beard, Beckles, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, O’Connnor, 
Phan 

Noes: (0) None 
 
City Council Action 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 9351-16 entitled a Resolution approving a Purchase and Sale 
Agreement with the Garden Grove Housing Authority for the acquisition of twelve 
Civic Center Properties, be adopted. 
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The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 9352-16 entitled a Resolution approving a Lease Agreement with the 
Garden Grove Housing Authority for lease of three unimproved parcels in the Civic 
Center, be adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
RESOLUTIONS APPROVING A DISPOSITION AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AND 
A LEASE AND SUBLEASE WITH LAB HOLDING LLC FOR DISPOSITION AND LEASE 
OF CIVIC CENTER PROPERTIES FOR THE COTTAGE INDUSTRIES PROJECT 
(F: 108.2-2016) 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Speakers: None. 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 9353-16 entitled a Resolution approving a Disposition and 
Development Agreement with the LAB Holding LLC for the disposition of twelve 
Civic Center properties for the Cottage Industries Project, be adopted.  
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 9354-16 entitled a Resolution approving a Lease and a Sublease 
Agreement with the LAB Holding LLC for lease of five unimproved parcels in the 
Civic Center for the Cottage Industries Project. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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RECESS CITY COUNCIL 
 
At 7:52 p.m., Mayor Nguyen recessed the City Council 
 
RECONVENE MEETING 
 
At 7:55 p.m., Mayor Nguyen reconvened the meeting with all Council Members 
present. 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Speakers: Maureen Blackmun, Dan Gleason, Stephanie Klopfenstein, Charles 

Mitchell, Diedre Nguyen, Hung Nguyen, Kim Nguyen, Henry Hung Tran, 
Vinh Vu 

 
PROCLAMATION OF NATIONAL PUBLIC WORKS WEEK FOR MAY 15-21, 2016 
(F: 83.1) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
May 15-21, 2016, be proclaimed as National Public Works Week in the city of 
Garden Grove. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
SUBMITTAL OF AN APPLICATION FOR PAYMENT PROGRAMS THROUGH THE 
CALRECYCLE PROGRAM  (F: 33.1) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 9350-16 – entitled A Resolution authorizing submittal of application 
for payment programs and related authorizations, be adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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ONE CITY COUNCIL MEMBER TO ATTEND THE INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL OF 
SHOPPING CENTERS CONVENTION IN LAS VEGAS, FROM MAY 22 THROUGH 
MAY 25, 2016  (F: 43.1)(XR: A-78.1) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Travel related expenses, including costs of travel, lodging, food, and other ancillary 
expenses, in the amount of $1,400, for one City Council Member related to travel to 
Las Vegas, Nevada on May 22 through May 25, 2016 for the International Council 
of Shopping Centers, also known as RECON, be authorized.  
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
AGREEMENT WITH THE COUNTY OF ORANGE TO PROVIDE FORENSIC SERVICES 
(F: 55-County of Orange – Sheriff Coroner) 
 
This matter was considered later in the meeting. 
 
CONTRACT TO QUIEL BROTHERS ELECTRIC SIGN SERVICE COMPANY FOR 
FABRICATION OF AN LED MONUMENT SIGN FOR THE GEM THEATER AND THE 
FESTIVAL AMPHITHEATRE  (F: 55-Quiel Brothers Electric Sign Service Company) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
A contract be awarded to Quiel Brothers Electric Sign Service Co. for the fabrication 
and installation of an LED monument sign for the Gem Theater located at 12852 
Main Street and Festival Amphitheatre located at 12762 Main Street, in the amount 
not to exceed $54,772.69; and 
 
The City Manager, or his designee, be authorized to sign and execute the 
Agreement on behalf of the City, including making minor modifications as 
appropriate and necessary. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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PROJECT NO. 7376 - WEST STREET AND CANDY LANE WATER IMPROVEMENTS 
PROJECT AS COMPLETE  (F: 112.Proj.7376) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Project No. 7376 - West Street and Candy Lane Water Improvement Project be 
accepted as complete; 
 
The City Manager be authorized to execute the Notice of Completion of Public 
Improvement and Work; and 
 
The Finance Director be authorized to release the retention payment when 
appropriate to do so. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
ISSUANCE OF A PURCHASE ORDER TO MIRACLE RECREATION EQUIPMENT COMPANY 
FOR NEW PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT FOR EASTGATE PARK  (F: 60.4) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
The Finance Director be authorized to issue a purchase order for Miracle Recreation 
Equipment Company in the amount of $41,649.30 for the purchase of new 
playground equipment at Eastgate Park. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
MINUTES  (F: Vault) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
The minutes from the April 12, 2016, meeting be received and filed. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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WARRANTS  (F: 60.5) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Regular Warrants 604911 through 605048, 603998 through 604255, 604256 
through 604910; Wires W1565 through W1566, W1569 through W1575; and Direct 
Deposits W604255 through W604910; be approved as presented in the payroll 
register submitted, and have audited for accuracy and funds are available for 
payment thereof by the Finance Director.  
 
Payroll Warrants 179632 through 179681; Direct Deposits D292742 through 
D293423; and Wires W2230 through W2233; be approved as presented in the 
payroll register submitted, and have been audited for accuracy and funds are 
available for payment thereof by the Finance Director. 
 
Early Release payable to Drone World audited for accuracy and funds available for 
payment thereof by the Finance Director. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
WAIVE FULL READING OF ORDINANCES LISTED 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Full reading of ordinances listed be waived. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
LETTERS URGING THE PRESIDENT AND THE STATE DEPARTMENT TO CALL FOR THE 
RELEASE OF NGUYEN VAN DAI  (F: 46.5) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Letters be sent urging President Obama and Secretary of State Kerry to call for the 
release of Nguyen Van Dai, a human rights lawyer and activist, from prison in 
Vietnam. 
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The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
AGREEMENT WITH THE COUNTY OF ORANGE TO PROVIDE FORENSIC SERVICES 
(F: 55-County of Orange – Sheriff Coroner) 
 
This matter was considered separately from the Consent Calendar. 
 
Council Member Beard announced that although he is an employee for the County 
of Orange, he does not have a conflict of interest voting on this matter. 
 
Council Member Phan announced that although he is an employee for the County of 
Orange, he does not have a conflict of interest voting on this matter. 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
The agreement with the County of Orange to provide forensics services to the City, 
in the amount of $466,496, for Fiscal Year 2016-17 be approved; and 
 
The Mayor be authorized to execute the agreement on behalf of the City.  
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
EXCLUSIVE NEGOTIATION AGREEMENT WITH NEW AGE GARDEN GROVE, LLC 
(F: 108.1-2016)(XR: A-55.241) 
 
Following Staff’s presentation and City Council discussion, it was moved by Council 
Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
The Exclusive Negotiation Agreement (ENA) with New Age Garden Grove, LLC, for 
the development of approximately 10 acres of real property in the city be 
approved; and 
 
The City Manager be authorized to make minor modifications, execute pertinent 
documents and amend or extend the ENA period. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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JOINT CONSIDERATION WITH THE HOUSING AUTHORITY - RESOLUTIONS 
APPROVING A PURCHASE AND SALE AGREEMENT AND A LEASE WITH THE GARDEN 
GROVE HOUSING AUTHORITY FOR ACQUISITION AND LEASE OF CIVIC CENTER 
PROPERTIES  (F: H-55.1)(XR: 84.1)(XR: 108.2-2016) 
 
This matter was considered earlier in the meeting. 
 
RESOLUTIONS APPROVING A DISPOSITION AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AND 
A LEASE AND SUBLEASE WITH LAB HOLDING LLC FOR DISPOSITION AND LEASE 
OF CIVIC CENTER PROPERTIES FOR THE COTTAGE INDUSTRIES PROJECT 
(F: 108.2-2016) 
 
This matter was considered earlier in the meeting. 
 
SECOND READING AND ADOPTION, BY TITLE ONLY, OF ORDINANCE NO. 2866 
IMPLEMENTING BY-DISTRICT ELECTIONS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS AND 
ESTABLISHING BOUNDARY LINES  (F: 58.13) 
 
(As approved earlier in the meeting:  It was moved by Council Member Beard, 

seconded by Council Member Phan and carried by a 5-0 vote that full reading of 
ordinances listed be waived.) 

 
Following the reading of the title of Ordinance No. 2866 into the record, it was 
moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Ordinance No. 2866 entitled an Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Garden 
Grove adding Sections 2.04.030 and 2.04.040 to Chapter 2.04 of Title 2 of the 
Garden Grove Municipal Code implementing by-district elections of Council 
Members and establishing boundary lines therefor, be adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
MATTERS FROM THE MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS, AND CITY MANAGER   
 
Council Member Beard welcomed the high school students in the audience, and 
commented on the District Elections. 
 
Council Member Bui inquired about the City’s regulations for digital billboard signs 
along the freeway. 
 
Council Member Phan announced that on May 19, 2016, at 5:00 p.m., the Police 
Memorial will take place on Acacia Parkway in front of the Police Department; and 
on Monday, May 23, 2016, at 6:30 p.m., the Garden Grove Pride event will be held 
at the Community Meeting Center. 
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In response to Mayor Nguyen’s inquiry, City Manager Stiles indicated that the 
Galleria matter will be coming back to City Council within the next couple of 
meetings. 
 
Mayor Nguyen announced the next Medical Marijuana Task Force meeting scheduled 
for Wednesday, May 18, at 7:00 p.m. to be held at the Community Meeting Center. 
 
City Manager Stiles thanked the Fire Department, Community Development, Public 
Works and mutual aid from other Fire Departments responding to the 4 Alarm Fire 
at the Claw Restaurant.  He further stated that in the future a project development 
list will be included in the Manager’s Memo on a regular basis. 
 
ADJOURN TO CLOSED SESSION 
 
At 8:51 p.m., Mayor Nguyen adjourned the meeting to the Founders Room for 
Closed Session. 
 
RECONVENE 
 
At 9:25 p.m., Mayor Nguyen reconvened the meeting in the Council Chamber with 
all Council Members present. 
 
CLOSED SESSION REPORT 
 
Acting City Attorney Sandoval announced that there was no reportable action. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
At 9:26 p.m., Mayor Nguyen adjourned the meeting in memory of Robert Telles III.  
The next City Council Meeting will be held on Tuesday, May 24, 2016, at 5:30 p.m. at 
the Community Meeting Center, 11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, California. 
 
 
 
Kathleen Bailor, CMC 
City Clerk 
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Agenda Item - 4.m.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Kathy Bailor

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: City Clerk 

Subject: Approval of Warrants. 
(Action Item)

Date: 5/24/2016

Attached are the City Council warrants for approval.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Warrants 6/8/2016 Backup Material CC_Warrants_6-14-16.pdf
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Agenda Item - 5.a.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: William E. Murray

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Public Works 

Subject: Adoption of Resolutions for
the Annual Levy of Fiscal
Year 2016-17 assessments
for Garden Grove Street
Lighting District, Garden
Grove Street Lighting District
No. 99-1, and Garden Grove
Park Maintenance
District. (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

To hold Public Hearings prior to adoption of the Fiscal Year 2016-17 assessments for:
1) the Garden Grove Street Lighting District, 2) the Garden Grove Street Lighting
District No. 99-1 and, 3) the Garden Grove Park Maintenance District.

BACKGROUND

On May 24, 2016, the City Council adopted Resolution Nos. 9359-16, 9360-16, 9361-
16, declaring its intention to levy and collect annual Fiscal Year 2016-17 assessments
to pay for street lighting and park maintenance services.  The City Engineer, as
required by state law, has also prepared and filed a report for each district.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of the Public Hearings are to hear testimony on the question of the
annual assessments for parcels located within the Street Lighting District, Street
Lighting District No. 99-1, and Park Maintenance District.
 
The proposed assessments are based on rates and methodology as previously
adopted in Fiscal Year 2015-16 by the City Council for the Garden Grove Street
Lighting District and the Garden Grove Park Maintenance District. There will not be
an increase in the assessments this fiscal year.   

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The adoption of street lighting and park maintenance assessments will raise
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approximately $1,300,000 in street lighting revenue and $700,000 in park
maintenance revenue.  The assessments will be collected by the County.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council take the following actions:
 
For the Garden Grove Street Lighting District No. 99-1:
 

Conduct the Public Hearing for the proposed annual levy of assessments;
Receive the report of the City Clerk regarding protests received; and
Assuming there is no majority protest, adopt the Resolution confirming the
assessment in Street Lighting District No. 99-1 for Fiscal Year 2016-17.

 
For the Garden Grove Park Maintenance District:
 

Conduct the Public Hearing for the proposed annual levy of assessments;
Receive the report of the City Clerk regarding protests received; and
Assuming there is no majority protest, adopt the Resolution confirming the
assessment in the Garden Grove Park Maintenance District for Fiscal Year 2016-
17. 

 
For the Garden Grove Street Lighting District:
 

Conduct the Public Hearing for the proposed annual levy of assessments;
Receive the report of the City Clerk regarding protests received; and
Assuming there is no majority protest, adopt the Resolution confirming the
assessment in the Garden Grove Street  Lighting District for Fiscal Year 2016-
17.

 
 
By:  Ana Neal, Senior Administrative Analyst

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

RESO FOR 99-1 5/26/2016 Cover Memo Attachment_1_99-1_Resolution.doc

RESO FOR PARK
MAINT

5/26/2016 Cover Memo Attachment_2_Park_Maint_Resolution.doc

RESO FOR ST
LIGHTING DISTRICT

5/26/2016 Cover Memo Attachment_3_Lighting_District_Resolution.doc
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GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 

  

RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE  

MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND CONFIRMING THE DIAGRAM AND ASSESSMENT 

FOR 2016-17 FISCAL YEAR FOR THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE STREET LIGHTING 

DISTRICT NO. 99-1 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Garden Grove initiated proceedings to 

order the installation, maintenance, and servicing of certain public street lighting 

facilities in the City of Garden Grove Street Lighting District No. 99-1 (Resolution No. 

9356-16) for FY 2016-17 under the provisions of the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 

1972, being Division 15, Part 2 (Sections 22500 et seq.) of the California Streets and 

Highways Code; 

 

WHEREAS, at its meeting of May 24, 2016, the City Council considered and 

approved a report prepared by the City Engineer under and pursuant to the California 

Streets and Highways Code; 

 

WHEREAS, the report contained an estimate of the costs of improvements, a 

diagram showing the assessment district and the boundaries and dimensions of the 

subdivisions of the land within the district, and a proposed assessment of the total 

amount of the costs and expenses of the improvements in relation to special benefits 

that parcels receive from the improvements; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council by Resolution No. 9360-16 fixed June 14, 2016, at 

6:30 p.m. in the Community Meeting Center, 11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, 

California, as the time and place for the Public Hearing on the question of the levy of 

the proposed assessment; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Clerk has given notice of the passage of the Resolution of 

Intention, Resolution No. 9360-16, and of the time and place and purpose of the 

Public Hearing; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Clerk has filed with the City Council an affidavit setting 

forth the time and manner of the compliance with the requirements of the California 

Streets and Highways Code; 

 

WHEREAS, at the time and place stated in the notice, the Public Hearing was 

opened by the City Council and the report was considered, and all persons appearing 

and desiring to be heard were heard; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council has examined the evidence presented at the Public 

Hearing; 
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Garden Grove City Council 

Resolution No. ____ 

Page 2 

 
 

 

WHEREAS, protests were not made by the owners of more than one-half of the 

area of the property to be assessed for the improvements proposed; and 

 

WHEREAS, any and all protests and objections, written and oral, made or filed 

in the matter of the report or assessments have been overruled and denied. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Garden Grove does hereby 

resolve, determine, and order as follows: 

 

SECTION 1.  The Public Hearing has been duly held, and notices thereof given 

as set forth in the recitals of this Resolution, and each and every step in the 

proceedings has been duly taken.  The City Council is satisfied with the correctness of 

the report, including the assessment and diagram, the proceedings, and all matters 

relating thereto; and all protests, objections, or appeals have been heard and the 

same are hereby overruled and denied. 

 

SECTION 2.  Based upon its review of the report, and other reports and 

information presented to it, the City Council hereby finds and determines that: (i) the 

land within the District will be benefited by the improvements described in the report; 

(ii) the District includes all of the lands so benefited; (iii) the net amount to be 

assessed upon the lands within the District for FY 2016-17, in accordance with the 

report described above, is apportioned by a formula and method that fairly distributes 

the net amount among all assessable lots or parcels in proportion to the estimated 

benefits to be received by each such lot or parcel from the improvements; and (iv) 

no assessment imposed on any parcel exceeds the reasonable cost of the 

proportional special benefit conferred on that parcel. 

 

SECTION 3.  The City Council finds that the assessment is in compliance with 

the provisions of the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 and Article XIIID of the 

California Constitution and that the City Council has complied with all laws pertaining 

to the levy of an annual assessment. 

 

SECTION 4.  The City Council hereby confirms the diagram and assessment for 

the District for FY 2016-17.  The adoption of this Resolution constitutes the levy of an 

assessment against the lots and parcels of land in the District for the Fiscal Year 

commencing July 1, 2016, and ending June 30, 2017, as set forth in the reports. 

 

SECTION 5.  The City Council hereby orders the proposed improvements to be 

made in accordance with the report and these proceedings. 

 

SECTION 6.  The City Engineer is hereby authorized to update the report and 

assessments to the most current available parcel listings as provided by the Orange 

County Auditor’s Office. 
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Garden Grove City Council 

Resolution No. ____ 

Page 3 

 
 

 

SECTION 7.  The City Clerk is hereby directed to file and record the diagram 

and assessment, or a certified copy thereof, with the Orange County Auditor for 

collection of the assessment on the tax roll. 
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GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 

 

RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE 

MAKING DETERMINATIONS FOR THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE PARK 

MAINTENANCE DISTRICT AND CONFIRMING THE DIAGRAM AND ASSESSMENT FOR 

2016-17 FISCAL YEAR 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Garden Grove initiated proceedings 

to order the maintenance of public parks in the city of Garden Grove (Resolution 

No. 9357-16) for FY 2016-17 under the provisions of the Landscaping and Lighting 

Act of 1972, being Division 15, Part 2 (Sections 22500 et seq.) of the California 

Streets and Highways Code; 

 

WHEREAS, at its meeting of May 24, 2016, the City Council considered and 

approved a report prepared by the City Engineer under and pursuant to the 

California Streets and Highways Code; 

 

WHEREAS, the report contained an estimate of the costs of improvements, a 

diagram showing the assessment district and the boundaries and dimensions of the 

subdivisions of the land within the district, and a proposed assessment of the total 

amount of the costs and expenses of the improvements in relation to special 

benefits that parcels receive from the improvements; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council by Resolution No. 9361-16 fixed June 14, 2016, 

at 6:30 p.m. in the Community Meeting Center, 11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden 

Grove, California, as the time and place for the Public Hearing on the question of 

the levy of the proposed assessment; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Clerk has given notice of the passage of the Resolution of 

Intention, Resolution No. 9361-16 and of the time and place and purpose of the 

Public Hearing; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Clerk has filed with the City Council an affidavit setting 

forth the time and manner of the compliance with the requirements of the California 

Streets and Highways Code; 

 

WHEREAS, at the time and place stated in the notice, the Public Hearing was 

opened by the City Council and the report was considered, and all persons 

appearing and desiring to be heard were heard; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council has examined the evidence presented at the 

Public Hearing; 

 

Whereas, protests were not made by the owners of more than one-half of the 

area of the property to be assessed for the improvements proposed; and 
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 WHEREAS, any and all protests and objections, written and oral, made or 

filed in the matter of the report or assessments have been overruled and denied. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Garden Grove does hereby 

resolve, determine, and order as follows: 

 

SECTION 1.  The Public Hearing has been duly held, and notices given as set 

forth in the recitals of this Resolution, and each and every step in the proceedings 

has been duly taken.  The City Council is satisfied with the correctness of the 

report, including the assessment and diagram, the proceedings, and all matters 

relating thereto; and all protests, objections, or appeals have been heard and the 

same are hereby overruled and denied. 

 

SECTION 2.  Based upon its review of the report, and other reports and 

information presented to it, the City Council hereby finds and determines that: 

(i) the land within the District will be benefited by the improvements described in 

the report; (ii) the District includes all of the lands so benefited; (iii) the net amount 

to be assessed upon the lands within the District for FY 2016-17 in accordance with 

the report described above, is apportioned by a formula and method that fairly 

distributes the net amount among all assessable lots or parcels in proportion to the 

estimated benefits to be received by each such lot or parcel from the 

improvements; and (iv) no assessment imposed on any parcel exceeds the 

reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit conferred on that parcel. 

 

SECTION 3.  The City Council finds that the assessment is in compliance with 

the provisions of the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 and that the City Council 

has complied with all laws pertaining to the levy of an annual assessment.   

 

SECTOIN 4.  The City Council hereby confirms the diagram and assessment 

for the District for FY 2016-17.  The adoption of this Resolution constitutes the levy 

of an assessment against the lots and parcels of land in the District for the Fiscal 

Year commencing July 1, 2016, and ending June 30, 2017, as set forth in the 

report. 

 

SECTION 5.  The City Council hereby orders the proposed improvements to 

be made in accordance with the report and these proceedings. 

 

SECTION 6.  The City Engineer is hereby authorized to update the report and 

assessments to the most current available parcel listings as provided by the Orange 

County Auditor’s Office. 

 

SECTION 7.  The City Clerk is hereby directed to file and record the diagram 

and assessment, or a certified copy thereof, with the Orange County Auditor for 

collection of the assessment on the tax roll. 
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RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE  

MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND CONFIRMING THE DIAGRAM AND ASSESSMENT 

FOR 2016-2017 FISCAL YEAR FOR THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE STREET LIGHTING 

DISTRICT  

 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Garden Grove initiated proceedings 

to order the installation, maintenance, and servicing of certain public street lighting 

facilities in the City of Garden Grove Street Lighting District (Resolution No. 9355-

16) for FY 2016-17 under the provisions of the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 

1972, being Division 15, Part 2 (Sections 22500 et seq.) of the California Streets and 

Highways Code; 

 

WHEREAS, at its meeting of May 24, 2016, the City Council considered and 

approved a report prepared by the City Engineer under and pursuant to the 

California Streets and Highways Code; 

 

WHEREAS, the report contained an estimate of the costs of improvements, a 

diagram showing the assessment district and the boundaries and dimensions of the 

subdivisions of the land within the district, and a proposed assessment of the total 

amount of the costs and expenses of the improvements in relation to special 

benefits that parcels receive from the improvements; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council by Resolution No. 9359-16 fixed June 14, 2016, 

at 6:30 p.m. in the Community Meeting Center, 11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden 

Grove, California, as the time and place for the Public Hearing on the question of 

the levy of the proposed assessment; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Clerk has given notice of the passage of the Resolution of 

Intention, Resolution No. 9359-16, and of the time and place and purpose of the 

Public Hearing; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Clerk has filed with the City Council an affidavit setting 

forth the time and manner of the compliance with the requirements of the California 

Streets and Highways Code; 

 

WHEREAS, at the time and place stated in the notice, the Public Hearing was 

opened by the City Council and the report was considered, and all persons 

appearing and desiring to be heard were heard; 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council has examined the evidence presented at the 

Public Hearing; 
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WHEREAS, protests were not made by the owners of more than one-half of 

the area of the property to be assessed for the other improvements proposed; and 

 

WHEREAS, any and all protests and objections, written and oral, made or 

filed in the matter of the report or assessments have been overruled and denied. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Garden Grove does hereby 

resolve, determine, and order as follows: 

 

SECTION 1.  The Public Hearing has been duly held, and notices thereof 

given as set forth in the recitals of this Resolution, and each and every step in the 

proceedings has been duly taken.  The City Council is satisfied with the correctness 

of the report, including the assessment and diagram, the proceedings, and all 

matters relating thereto; and all protests, objections, or appeals have been heard 

and the same are hereby overruled and denied. 

 

SECTION 2.  Based upon its review of the report, and other reports and 

information presented, the City Council hereby finds and determines that: (i) the 

land within the District will be benefited by the improvements described in the 

report; (ii) the District includes all of the lands so benefited; (iii) the net amount to 

be assessed upon the lands within the District for FY 2016-17, in accordance with 

the report described above, is apportioned by a formula and method that fairly 

distributes the net amount among all assessable lots or parcels in proportion to the 

estimated benefits to be received by each such lot or parcel from the 

improvements; and (iv) no assessment imposed on any parcel exceeds the 

reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit conferred on that parcel. 

 

SECTION 3.  The City Council finds that the assessment is in compliance with 

the provisions of the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 and that the City Council 

has complied with all laws pertaining to the levy of an annual assessment.   

 

SECTION 4. The City Council hereby confirms the diagram and assessment for 

the District for FY 2016-17.  The adoption of this Resolution constitutes the levy of an 

assessment against the lots and parcels of land in the District for the fiscal year 

commencing July 1, 2016, and ending June 30, 2017, as set forth in the report. 

 

SECTION 5.  The City Council hereby orders the proposed improvements to 

be made in accordance with the report and these proceedings. 

 

SECTION 6.  The City Engineer is hereby authorized to update the report and 

assessments to the most current available parcel listings as provided by the Orange 

County Auditor’s Office. 

 

SECTION 7.  The City Clerk is hereby directed to file and record the diagram 

and assessment, or a certified copy thereof, with the Orange County Auditor, for 

collection of the assessment on the tax roll. 
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Agenda Item - 5.b.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: William E. Murray

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Public Works 

Subject: Adoption of a Resolution for
the Annual Levy of Fiscal
Year 2016-17 Assessment of 
Main Street Assessment
District No. 1. (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

To hold a Public Hearing prior to the adoption of the Fiscal Year 2016-17 assessment
for the Main Street Assessment District No. 1 (MSAD).

BACKGROUND

On March 10, 2016, the Main Street Commission reviewed and recommended
approval of the MSAD budget for the FY 2016-17.  Assessments will remain
unchanged for FY 2016-17 and will total $26,700, with a beginning fund balance of
$46,798.  Expenditures are estimated to be $38,382.  There are no major
improvements scheduled and all maintenance activities, such as, street cleaning and
landscape maintenance remain the same. 
 
On May 24, 2016, City Council adopted Resolution Nos. 9263-16, 9264-16, and
9365-16, which in general, described the proposed improvements, directed the City
Engineer to prepare and file an Engineer’s Report, and stated the intention to levy
and collect assessments for FY16-17, setting the public hearing date for June 14,
2016.

DISCUSSION

These proceedings and the notification regarding the levying of an annual
assessment have been followed in accordance to the Landscaping and Lighting Act of
1972.  The remaining action for the City Council is to hold the public hearing and,
after conducting the hearing, adopt the proposed resolution establishing the
assessments for the Fiscal Year 2016-17.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no impact to the General Fund. The City will collect $26,700 in assessment
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revenues for the Main Street Assessment District No. 1.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council:
 

Conduct the Public Hearing for the proposed annual levy of assessments;
 

Receive the report of the City Clerk regarding protests received; and
 

Assuming there is no majority protest, adopt the Resolution confirming the
proceedings and levying assessments against the individual parcels in Main
Street Assessment District No. 1.

 
By: Ana V. Neal, Senior Administrative Analyst

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

MAIN ST DIAGRAM 5/26/2016 Cover Memo 6.14.16_Attachment_1_Main_St_Diagram.pdf

ASSESSMENT
DISTRICT NO. 1 RESO

5/26/2016 Cover Memo Attachment_2_PH_Resolution.doc
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GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 
 

RESOLUTION NO. ______ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE  
MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND CONFIRMING THE DIAGRAM AND ASSESSMENTS 

IN THE MATTER OF MAIN STREET ASSESSMENT DISTRICT NO. 1 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council has, by its Resolution No. 9363-16 declared its 

intention to order the maintenance of certain improvements and appurtenances 
within the Main Street Assessment District No. 1 under the provisions of the 
Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972, Division 15, Part 2 (commencing with 

Section 22500) of the California Streets and Highways Code (herein “the Act”);  
 

WHEREAS, by Resolution No. 9364-16 the City Council has approved a report 
prepared by the City Engineer under and pursuant to the Act and, in particular 
Section 22622 of the Streets and Highways Code;  

 
WHEREAS, the report contained among other things, an estimate of the cost 

of maintenance, a diagram showing the assessment district and boundaries and 
dimensions of the subdivisions of land within the assessment district (Attachment 

“A”), and a proposed assessment of the total amount of the costs and expenses of 
maintenance upon several subdivisions of land in the assessment district in direct 
proportion to the estimated benefits to be received by the subdivisions respectively 

from the maintenance;  
 

WHEREAS, by Resolution No. 9365-16 the City Council fixed the date of June 
14, 2016, at 6:30 p.m. (or as soon thereafter as the City Council may hear same) 
in the Community Meeting Center, 11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, 

California, as the time and place for the Public Hearing on the question of the levy 
of the proposed assessment;  

 
WHEREAS, the City Clerk has given notice of the passage of the Resolution of 

Intention, Resolution No. 9365-16, and of the time and place of purpose of the 

hearing, all as required by the Act;  
 

WHEREAS, the City Clerk has filed with the City Council its affidavit setting 
forth the time and manner of the compliance with the requirements of the Act for 
publishing of the notice;  

 
WHEREAS, at the time and place stated in the notice, a Public Hearing was 

conducted by the City Council at which hearing the report was duly presented and 
public testimony solicited and heard in the matter of the proposed assessment, and 
a full, fair, and complete hearing has been held and the City Council has been fully 

informed;  
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WHEREAS, the City Council has examined and considered the assessment 

prepared in the report and proceedings prior thereto, and the evidence presented at 

the hearing;  
 

WHEREAS, protests were not made by the owners of more than one-half of 
the area of the property to be assessed for the improvements proposed; and  
 

WHEREAS, any and all protests and objections, written and oral, made or 
filed in the matter of the report or assessments have been overruled and denied. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Garden Grove does hereby 

resolve, determine, and order as follows: 

 
SECTION 1.  The Public Hearing has been duly held, and notice given as set 

forth in the recitals, and each and every step in the proceedings prior to and 
including the hearing has been duly and regularly taken.  The City Council is 

satisfied with the correctness of the report, including the assessment and diagram, 
the proceedings, and all matters relating thereto; and all protests, objections, or 
appeals have been heard and the same are hereby overruled and denied.  The City 

Council does hereby confirm the proceedings and the assessment. 
 

SECTION 2. The City Council orders the proposed maintenance to be made 
in accordance with the report and these proceedings. 
 

SECTION 3. The City Council does hereby determine that the amounts to be 
assessed against the individual parcels shown on the assessment diagram 

contained in the report are hereby approved and confirmed, and the City Clerk is 
hereby directed to endorse the fact and date of approval of the report. 
 

SECTION 4. The adoption of this Resolution constitutes the levy of an 
assessment for FY 2016-17 as set forth in the report. 

 
SECTION 5. The City Clerk is hereby directed to file and record the diagram 

and assessment, as required by Section 22641 of the California Streets and 

Highways Code, with the County Auditor for collection of the assessment on the tax 
roll. 
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Agenda Item - 5.c.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: William E. Murray

Dept.: Public Works Dept.: Public Works 

Subject: Consideration of the 2015
Urban Water Management
Plan. (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

To hold a public hearing and recommend that City Council adopt the 2015 Urban
Water Management Plan (Plan), as required by the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR).

BACKGROUND

The DWR requires that every urban water supplier providing water for more than
3,000 customers, or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet of water annually, prepare
and adopt a Plan. The Plan is required to be updated every five years. On September
22, 2015, the City Council approved an agreement with the Municipal Water District
of Orange County (MWDOC) for the shared cost for the use of a consultant, Arcadis,
to partner with staff in updating the Plan. 

DISCUSSION

The purpose of the Plan is to achieve the efficient use of urban water supplies to
protect the ratepayers of Garden Grove and their water sources. The Plan also helps
ensure that sufficient water supplies will be available for future beneficial use.  This
Plan has been prepared in accordance with the guidelines established by the DWR,
and includes a description of the water system in Garden Grove, a discussion of past
and current water use, a discussion of projected demand, a description of urban
water management programs, and an Urban Water Contingency Plan.  The Urban
Water Contingency Plan describes programs to be implemented in the event of a
water shortage emergency by the City, in cooperation with the Municipal Water
District of Orange County, and the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. 
 
The Plan also includes the legislation bill, SBx7-7, that became effective in February
2010.  This bill requires the City to achieve a per capita water usage reduction of
20% before the year 2020. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT
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There is no financial impact that will result from this action.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Hold a public hearing for public comments on the proposed 2015 Urban Water
Management Plan;
Adopt the attached resolution approving the 2015 Urban Water Management
Plan; and
Direct staff to submit the Plan to the California Department of Water Resources.

 
 
By:    Cel Pasillas, Interim Water Services Manager

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Resolution 5/26/2016 Cover Memo Resolution_2015_Urban_Water_Management_Plan.doc

Plan 6/2/2016 Backup Material Urban_Water_Plan.pdf
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RESOLUTION NO.  
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE 
SUPERSEDING RESOLUTION NOS. 9046-11, 8681-05, 8857-08 AND ADOPTING 

THE 2015 URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA WATER 
CODE SECTIONS 10608 TO 10657 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Water Code Section 10620 et seq., the City of Garden 
Grove ("City") prepared and adopted the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan for 

the City on December 13, 2005, amended on September 23, 2008 and as prepared 
and adopted the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan for the City on June 14, 
2011;  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Water Code Sections 10620 and 10621, the City is 

required to prepare, adopt, and update its Urban Water Management Plan at least 
once every five years on or before December 31, in years ending in five and zero;  

 

WHEREAS, the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan complies with the 
requirements set forth in Water Code Section 10608 et seq. and Water Code 

Section 10610 et seq.;  
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Water Code Section 10621(b), the City has provided 
the requisite notice to any city or county within which the City provides water 
supplies at least sixty days prior to the June 14, 2016, Public Hearing;  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Water Code Section 10642, the City has published 

successive notices of the June 14, 2016, Public Hearing on May 18, 2016 and May 
25, 2016; and  

 

WHEREAS, a duly noticed Public Hearing was held on June 14, 2016, and all 
interested persons were given an opportunity to be heard concerning any matter 

set forth in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Garden Grove hereby 

resolves, determines, and orders as follows: 
 

Section 1.  Resolution Nos. 8681-05 (adopting the 2005 Urban Water 
Management Plan), 8857-08 (amending the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan), 
and 9046-11 (adopting the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan) are hereby 

superseded in their entirety. 
 

Section 2. The 2015 Urban Water Management Plan of the City of Garden 
Grove, dated May 2016, is hereby adopted pursuant to Water Code Section 10642. 

 

Section 3. The City Clerk is directed to file a copy of the 2015 Urban Water 
Management Plan of the City of Garden Grove with the Department of Water 

Resources of the State of California, pursuant to Water Code section 10644. 
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Adopted this 14th day of June 2016. 
 

ATTEST:   
 MAYOR  

/s/ KATHLEEN BAILOR, CMC____ 
CITY CLERK 
 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) SS: 

CITY OF GARDEN GROVE ) 
 
 I, KATHLEEN BAILOR, City Clerk of the City of Garden Grove, do hereby certify 

that the foregoing Resolution was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Garden 
Grove, California, at a meeting held on the 14th day of June 2016, by the following vote: 

 
AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS:  

NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS:  
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS:  
 

 
/s/ KATHLEEN BAILOR, CMC  

CITY CLERK  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Urban Water Management Plan Requirements 
Water Code Sections 10610 through 10656 of the Urban Water Management Planning Act (Act) require 
every urban water supplier providing water for municipal purposes to more than 3,000 customers or 
supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet (AF) of water annually to prepare, adopt, and file an Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP) with the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) every five years in 
the years ending in zero and five. The 2015 UWMP updates are due to DWR by July 1, 2016.  

This UWMP provides DWR with a detailed summary of present and future water resources and demands 
within the City of Garden Grove’s (City) service area and assesses the City’s water resource needs. 
Specifically, the UWMP provides water supply planning for a 25-year planning period in five-year 
increments and identifies water supplies needed to meet existing and future demands. The demand 
analysis must identify supply reliability under three hydrologic conditions: a normal year, a single-dry year, 
and multiple-dry years. The City’s 2015 UWMP updates the 2010 UWMP in compliance with the 
requirements of the Act as amended in 2009, and includes a discussion of: 

• Water Service Area and Facilities 

• Water Sources and Supplies 

• Water Use by Customer Type 

• Demand Management Measures 

• Water Supply Reliability 

• Planned Water Supply Projects and Programs 

• Water Shortage Contingency Plan 

• Recycled Water Use 

Since the original Act's passage in 1983, several amendments have been added. The most recent 
changes affecting the 2015 UWMP include Senate Bill 7 as part of the Seventh Extraordinary Session 
(SBx7-7) and SB 1087. SBx7-7, or the Water Conservation Act of 2009, is part of the Delta Action Plan 
that stemmed from the Governor’s goal to achieve a 20 percent statewide reduction in urban per capita 
water use by 2020 (20x2020). Reduction in water use is an important part of this plan that aims to 
sustainably manage the Bay Delta and reduce conflicts between environmental conservation and water 
supply; it is detailed in Section 3.2.2. SBx7-7 requires each urban retail water supplier to develop urban 
water use targets to achieve the 20x2020 goal and the interim ten percent goal by 2015. Each urban retail 
water supplier must include in its 2015 UWMPs the following information from its target-setting process: 

• Baseline daily per capita water use  

• 2020 urban water use target  

• 2015 interim water use target compliance  
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• Compliance method being used along with calculation method and support data 

• An implementation plan to meet the targets 

The other recent amendment, made to the UWMP on September 19, 2014, is set forth by SB 1420, 
Distribution System Water Losses. SB 1420 requires water purveyors to quantify distribution system 
losses for the most recent 12-month period available. The water loss quantification is based on the water 
system balance methodology developed by the American Water Works Association (AWWA).  

The sections in this UWMP correspond to the outline of the Act, specifically Article 2, Contents of Plans, 
Sections 10631, 10632, and 10633. The sequence used for the required information, however, differs 
slightly in order to present information in a manner reflecting the unique characteristics of the City’s water 
utility. The UWMP Checklist has been completed, which identifies the location of Act requirements in this 
Plan and is included in Appendix A. This is an individual UWMP for a retail agency, as shown in Tables 1-
1 and 1-2. Table 1-2 also indicates the units that will be used throughout this document. 

Table 1-1: Plan Identification 

Plan Identification   

Select 
Only 
One 

Type of Plan Name of RUWMP or Regional Alliance                                 

 
 Individual UWMP 

  
  

 Water Supplier is also a member of a 
RUWMP   

 Water Supplier is also a member of a 
Regional Alliance Orange County 20x2020 Regional Alliance 

 
 

Regional Urban Water Management Plan 
(RUWMP)                                                               

NOTES: 
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Table 1-2: Plan Identification 

Agency Identification                                                  

Type of Agency (select one or both) 
 
 Agency is a wholesaler 

  Agency is a retailer 

Fiscal or Calendar Year (select one) 

  UWMP Tables Are in Calendar Years 

  UWMP Tables Are in Fiscal Years 

If Using Fiscal Years Provide Month and Date that the Fiscal Year Begins 
(mm/dd) 

7/1 

Units of Measure Used in UWMP (select from Drop down) 

Unit AF 

NOTES: 

1.2 Agency Overview 
The City is governed by a non-partisan five-member City Council elected at large to serve staggered four-
year terms. The Mayor and the Mayor Pro Tempore are elected by the Council from among its members 
to serve two-year terms. The City Council appoints a City Manager who, as the City's Chief Administrative 
Officer, is responsible for all City Departments, including the City’s Water Utility. The City Council also 
appoints various members of commissions, committees, and citizen advisory groups. The current City 
Council members include: 

• Bao Bguyen – Mayor 

• Steve Jones – Mayor Pro Tempore 

• Christopher Phan – Councilmember 

• Phat Bui – Councilmember 

• Kris Beard – Councilmember 

In 1958, the City established a Municipal Water Department, which is now recognized as the Water 
Services Division of the Public Works Department. The Water Services Division is the principal water 
retailer within the City boundaries and also provides water service for two small neighborhoods outside 
the City. The Water Services Division is responsible for operating and maintaining wells, reservoirs, 
imported water connections, distribution pipelines, fire hydrants, water meters and related infrastructure, 
and for meter reading, billing and accounting services. The Water Services Division also conducts 
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comprehensive water quality testing and monitoring programs and develops long range operational and 
engineering plans designed to prepare for future needs and contingencies. 

The City receives its water from two main sources, local well water from the Lower Santa Ana River 
Groundwater basin, which is managed by the Orange County Water District (OCWD), and imported water 
from the Municipal Water District of Orange County (MWDOC). MWDOC is Orange County’s wholesale 
supplier and is a member agency of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan). 
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Figure 1-1: Regional Location of Urban Water Supplier 
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1.3 Service Area and Facilities 

1.3.1 City of Garden Grove Service Area 
The City is located in north central Orange County. The City is located south of Anaheim and north of 
Santa Ana, and is about 25 miles south of Los Angeles and 9 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean. The 
City has an area of 17.8 square miles and is generally flat, with elevations ranging from a low of about 25 
feet above sea level in the southwest to 130 feet in the northeast. The City is predominately residential, 
although it also has five industrial parks, 19 retail centers, and nine large hotels and one conference 
center. The City is located along the Garden Grove Freeway (SR 22) which provides excellent access to 
I-5 and the Orange County Freeway (SR 57) to the east and I-405, I-605 and I-710 to the west. 

The City supplies customers throughout the City’s 17.8 square mile area. The City also serves water to 
one neighborhood that is not within the incorporated boundaries of the City. The neighborhood is in the 
vicinity northwest of Chapman Avenue and Dale Street and the other in the area of Lampson Avenue and 
Beach Street. Figure 1-2 shows the City limits and water service area. 
 

 
Figure 1-2: City of Garden Grove’s Service Area 
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1.3.2 City of Garden Grove Water Facilities 
Groundwater is pumped from 11 active wells located throughout the City. MWDOC wholesales imported 
water to the City from Metropolitan through four imported water connections. Metropolitan treats water 
supplied to the City at the Diemer Filtration Plant in northern Orange County. The City’s water distribution 
system is connected to Metropolitan transmission mains at four locations along the northern and eastern 
sides of the City. 

The City also operates eight storage and distribution reservoirs at five sites with a combined capacity of 
53 million gallons (MG). The storage volume is the equivalent of more than two days average use and is 
more than adequate for peaking demands and firefighting needs. The storage system is supported with 
17 booster pumps located at the reservoir sites. The booster pumps have a total capacity of 46,600 
gallons per minute (gpm), which is more than enough to keep the system pressurized under peak flow 
conditions. The City also maintains nine emergency interconnections with neighboring water systems. 

The City’s distribution system pressures are managed to ensure that water pressure is within acceptable 
ranges for both domestic use and fire flow demands. Peak demands can be met with combinations of 
increased pressure rates and water from storage tanks. 

The system connections and water volume supplied are summarized in Table 1-3, and the wholesalers 
informed of this water use as required are displayed in Table 1-4. 

Table 1-3: Public Water Systems 

Retail Only: Public Water Systems                                                                                              

Public Water System 
Number 

Public Water System 
Name 

Number of Municipal 
Connections 2015 

Volume of 
Water Supplied 

2015 
CA3010062 City of Garden Grove 33,647 24,049 

TOTAL 33,647 24,049 
NOTES: 

 

Table 1-4: Water Supplier Information Exchange 

Retail: Water Supplier Information Exchange 
The retail supplier has informed the following wholesale supplier(s) of 
projected water use in accordance with CWC 10631.  
MWDOC 
NOTES: 
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2 DEMANDS 

2.1 Overview 
Since the last UWMP update, southern California’s urban water demand has been largely shaped by the 
efforts to comply with the SBx7-7. This law requires all California retail urban water suppliers serving 
more than 3,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) or 3,000 service connections to achieve a 20 percent water 
demand reduction (from a historical baseline) by 2020. The City has been actively engaged in efforts to 
reduce water use in its service area to meet the 2015 interim 10 percent reduction and the 2020 final 
water use target. Meeting this target is critical to ensure the City’s eligibility to receive future state water 
grants and loans. 

In April 2015 Governor Brown issued an Emergency Drought Mandate as a result of one of the most 
severe droughts in California’s history, requiring a collective reduction in statewide urban water use of 25 
percent by February 2016, with each agency in the state given a specific reduction target by DWR. In 
response to the Governor’s mandate, the City is carrying out more aggressive conservation efforts. It is 
also implementing higher (more restrictive) stages of its water conservation ordinance in order to achieve 
its demand reduction target of 20 percent set for the City itself and the Regional Alliance of all 
participating MWDOC utility agencies (discussed later in Section 2.5). 

In addition to local water conservation ordinances, the City has engaged in activities that range from 
being a signatory member of the California Urban Water Conservation Council’s (CUWCC) Best 
Management Practices (BMP) Memorandum of Understanding since 2000 to ongoing water audit and 
leak detection programs. The City has also partnered with MWDOC on educational programs, indoor 
retrofits and training. 

These efforts have been part of statewide water conservation ordinances that require watering landscape 
watering, serving water in restaurants and bars, and reducing the amount of laundry cleaned by hotels. 
Further discussion on the City’s water conservation ordinance is covered in Section 5 Water Supplies 
Contingency Plan.  

This section analyzes the City’s current water demands by customer type, factors that influence those 
demands, and projections of future water demands for the next 25 years. In addition, to satisfy SBx7-7 
requirements, this section provides details of the City’s SBx7-7 compliance method selection, baseline 
water use calculation, and 2015 and 2020 water use targets. 

2.2 Factors Affecting Demand 
Water demands within the City’s service area are dependent on many factors such as local climate 
conditions and the evolving hydrology of the region, demographics, land use characteristics, and 
economics. In addition to local factors, southern California’s imported water sources are also 
experiencing drought conditions that impact availability of current and future water supplies.  
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2.2.1 Climate Characteristics 
The City is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) that encompasses all of Orange County, and 
the urban areas of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside counties. The SCAB climate is 
characterized by southern California’s “Mediterranean” climate: a semi-arid environment with mild winters, 
warm summers and moderate rainfall.  

Local rainfall has limited impacts on reducing demand for the City. Water that infiltrates into the soil may 
enter groundwater supplies depending on the local geography. However, due to the large extent of 
impervious cover in southern California, rainfall runoff quickly flows to a system of concrete storm drains 
and channels that lead directly to the ocean. OCWD is one agency that has successfully captured 
stormwater along the Santa Ana River and in recharge basins for years and used it as an additional 
source of supply for groundwater recharge.  

Metropolitan's water supplies come from the State Water Project (SWP) and the Colorado River Aqueduct 
(CRA), influenced by climate conditions in northern California and the Colorado River Basin, respectively. 
Both regions have been suffering from multi-year drought conditions with record low precipitation which 
directly impact water supplies to southern California. 

2.2.2 Demographics 
The City has a 2015 population of 176,649 according to the California State University at Fullerton’s 
Center of Demographics Research (CDR). The City is almost completely built-out, and its population is 
projected to increase only 2.4 percent by 2040, representing an average growth rate of 0.09 percent per 
year. 

Current and projected growth has decreased slightly since the 2010 UWMP; housing is becoming denser 
and new residential units are multi-storied within the service area. In the 2010 UWMP, the Brookhurst 
Triangle Project was slated for development of a residential community on 13.9 acres. That project 
schedule has changed and was approved in March 2015 by the Garden Grove Planning Commission. 
The development would create 674-residental units and could begin as early as May 2016. Table 2-1 
shows the population projections in five-year increments out to 2040 within the City’s service area. 

Table 2-1: Population – Current and Projected 

Retail: Population - Current and Projected 

Population 
Served 

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

176,649 178,729 179,440 180,428 181,002 180,825 
NOTES: Center for Demographic Research, California State University, Fullerton 2015 

2.2.3 Land Use 
The City’s service area can best be described as a predominately single and multi-family residential 
community located in central Orange County. There are pockets of commercials and tourist catering use 
within the service area.  
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2.3 Water Use by Customer Type 
An agency’s water consumption can be projected by understanding the type of use and customer type 
creating the demand. Developing local water use profiles helps to identify quantity of water used, and by 
whom within the agency’s service area. A comprehensive profile of the agency’s service area enables the 
impacts of water conservation efforts to be assessed and to project the future benefit of water 
conservation programs. 

The following sections of this UWMP provide an overview of the City’s water consumption by customer 
account type as follows:  

• Single-family Residential  

• Multi-family Residential  

• Commercial 

• Institutional/ Government 

Other water uses including sales to other agencies and non-revenue water are also discussed in this 
section. 

2.3.1 Overview 
There are 33,647 current customer active and inactive service connections in the City’s water distribution 
system with all existing connections metered. Approximately 68.5 percent of the City’s water demand is 
residential; commercial, industrial, institutional and governmental accounts for the remaining 31.5 percent 
of the total demand.  

Table 2-2 contains a summary of the City’s total water demand in fiscal year (FY) 2014-15 for potable 
water. 
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Table 2-2: Demands for Potable and Raw Water - Actual (AF) 

Retail: Demands for Potable and Raw Water - Actual 

Use Type                                        2015 Actual 

 
Level of Treatment 

When Delivered Volume 

Single Family Drinking Water 11,838 
Multi-Family Drinking Water 4,625 
Institutional/Governmental Drinking Water 1,677 
Commercial Drinking Water 3,280 
Industrial Drinking Water 1,051 
Landscape Drinking Water 838 
Other  Drinking Water 3 
Losses  Drinking Water 737 

TOTAL 24,049 
NOTES: Data retrieved from MWDOC Customer Class Usage Data and FY 
2014-2015 Retail Tracking.  

2.3.2 Non-Residential 

Non-residential use includes commercial, industrial, institutional and governmental water demands. 
Institutional/governmental water use accounts for 7 percent of total water demands, commercial accounts 
for 13.6 percent, industrial accounts for 4.4 percent and dedicated landscape accounts for 3.5 percent of 
total demand. The City has a mix of commercial uses (markets, restaurants, etc.), public entities (schools, 
fire stations and government offices), office complexes, light industrial and warehouses.  

2.3.3 Sales to Other Agencies  
The City does not sell water to other agencies although it does maintain emergency interconnections with 
neighboring systems.  

2.3.4 Non-Revenue Water 
Non-revenue water is defined by the International Water Association (IWA) as the difference between 
distribution systems input volume (i.e. production) and billed authorized consumption. Non-revenue water 
consists of three components: unbilled authorized consumption (e.g. hydrant flushing, firefighting, and 
blow-off water from well start-ups), real losses (e.g. leakage in mains and service lines, and storage tank 
overflows), and apparent losses (unauthorized consumption, customer metering inaccuracies and 
systematic data handling errors).  

A water loss audit was conducted per AWWA methodology for the City to understand the relationship 
between water loss, operating costs and revenue losses. This audit was developed by the IWA Water 
Loss Task Force as a universal methodology that could be applied to any water distribution system. This 
audit meets the requirements of SB 1420 that was signed into law in September 2014. Understanding 
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and controlling water loss from a distribution system is an effective way for the City to achieve regulatory 
standards and manage their existing resources.  

2.3.4.1 AWWA Water Audit Methodology 

There are five data categories that are part of the AWWA Water Audit: 1) Water Supplied 2) Authorized 
Consumption 3) Water Losses 4) System Data and 5) Cost Data. Data was compiled from questionnaires, 
invoices, meter test results, and discussion with the City. Each data value has a corresponding validation 
score that evaluates the City’s internal processes associated with that data entry. The scoring scale is 1-
10 with 10 representing best practice. 

The Water Supplied section represents the volume of water the City delivered from its own sources, 
purchased imported water, or water that was either exported or sold to another agency. Validation scores 
for each supply source correspond to meter accuracy and how often the meters are calibrated. If the 
calibration results of supply meters were provided, a weighted average of errors was calculated for 
master meter adjustment. This adjustment factor was applied to reported supply volumes for meters that 
were found to register either over or under the true volume. Validity scores for meter adjustment are 
based on how often the meter is read and what method is used.  

The Authorized Consumption section breaks down consumption of the volume of Water Supplied. Billed 
metered water is billed and delivered to customers and makes up the majority of an agency’s 
consumption. Billed unmetered water is water that is delivered to a customer for a set fee but the actual 
quantity of water is not metered. Customer accounts for this type of use are typically determined by utility 
policy. Unbilled metered water is the volume used and recorded, but the customer is not charged. This 
volume is typically used for City facilities per City policy. Unbilled unmetered water is authorized use that 
is neither billed nor metered which typically includes activities such as firefighting, flushing of water mains 
and sewers, street cleaning, and fire flow testing. The AWWA Water Audit recommends using the default 
value of 1.25 percent to represent this use, as calculating an accurate volume is often tedious due to the 
many different components involved and it represents a small portion of the City’s overall use. For each 
consumption type listed above the associated validation score reflects utility policy for customer accounts, 
frequency of meter testing and replacement, computer-based billing and transition to electronic metering 
systems.  

Water Losses are defined as the difference between the volume of water supplied and the volume of 
authorized consumption. Water losses are further broken down into apparent and real losses. Apparent 
losses include unauthorized consumption, customer meter inaccuracies and systematic data handling 
errors. Default percentages were provided for the Audit by AWWA for unauthorized consumption and 
systematic data handling error as this data is not often available. The corresponding default validation 
score assigned is 5 out of 10. A discrete validation score was included for customer meter inaccuracies to 
represent quality of meter testing records, testing procedures for meter accuracy, meter replacement 
cycles, and inclusion of new meter technology.  

System Data includes information about the City’s physical distribution system and customer accounts. 
The information included is: length of mains, number of active and inactive service connections, location 
of customer meters in relation to the property line, and the average operating pressure of the system. The 
number of service connections is automatically divided by the length of mains to find the service 
connection density of the system. The calculated service connection density determines which 
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performance indicators best represent a water system’s real loss performance. The validity scores in this 
section relate to the water system’s policies and procedures for calculating and documenting the required 
system data, quality of records kept, integration with an electronic database including GIS and SCADA, 
and how often this data is verified.  

The final section is Cost Data and contains three important financial values related to system operation, 
customer cost and water production. The total annual cost of operating the water system, customer retail 
unit cost and the variable production cost per AF are included. The customer retail unit value is applied to 
the apparent losses to determine lost revenue, while the variable production cost is typically applied to 
real losses. In water systems with scarce water supplies, a case can be made for real losses to be valued 
at the retail rate, as this volume of water could be sold to additional customers if it were not lost.] Validity 
scores for these items consider how often audits of the financial data and supporting documents are 
compiled and if third-party accounting professionals are part of the process.  

Calculations based on the entered and sufficiently valid data produce a series of results that help the City 
quantify the volume and financial impacts of water loss and facilitate comparison of the City’s water loss 
performance with that of other water systems who have also performed water loss audits using the 
AWWA methodology. The City’s Data Validity Score was 72 out of 100, with a total water loss volume of 
2,362.758 AFY. The Non-Revenue Water volume represents 10.6 percent of the total water supplied by 
the City. The value of non-revenue water is calculated to be $2,209,296 per year.  

The Infrastructure Leakage Index (ILI) is a performance indicator developed from the ratio of Current 
Annual Real Losses (CARL) to the Unavoidable Annual Real Losses (UARL). CARL was developed as 
part of the workbook and explained as real losses above. UARL is developed on a per system basis with 
an equation based on empirical data, developed by IWA that factors in the length of mains (including fire 
hydrant laterals), number of service connections, average distance of customer service connection piping 
between the curb stop and the customer meter and the total length of customer service piping, all 
multiplied by average system pressure. The City received an ILI score of 2.19 which taken at face value is 
a very high score and indicates that real losses are well managed. This value suggests that the City’s real 
loss volume is beneath the technically achievable minimum, which is possible but unlikely. This requires 
further field investigation of leakage if leakage detection and control practices are not extensively 
implemented and/or, given the Data Validity Score for some components in the Audit, further 
investigation/confirmation of entries such as water supplied/accuracy of supply meters, accuracy of 
customer meters, systematic data handling errors, and applicability of the default percentages applied in 
the audit. 

Real losses make up a significant portion of the City’s total water loss at 72 percent; as most of this was 
developed from default percentages provided by the AWWA Water Audit. Based on this information, the 
City can improve water loss by taking a closer look at apparent losses and developing a strategy to better 
quantify this data in the future. The overall Water Audit score can also be improved by meeting the 
standards AWWA has developed for each data point through clear City procedures and reliable data. 

The result of the AWWA Water Audit completed for the City as required by the 2015 UWMP is 
summarized in Table 2-4. The water loss summary was calculated over a one-year period from available 
data and the methodology explained above.  
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Table 2-3: Water Loss Audit Summary (AF) 

Retail: 12 Month Water Loss Audit Reporting 
Reporting Period Start Date 

(mm/yyyy)  
Volume of Water 

Loss 
07/2014 2,363 

NOTES: 

2.4 Demand Projections 
Demand projections were developed by MWDOC for each agency within their service area based on 
available data as well as land use, population and economic growth. Three trajectories were developed 
representing three levels of conservation: 1) continued with existing levels of conservation (lowest 
conservation), 2) addition of future passive measures and active measures (baseline conservation), and 
3) aggressive turf removal program - 20 percent removal by 2040 (aggressive conservation). The 
baseline demand projection was selected for the 2015 UWMP. The baseline scenario assumes the 
implementation of future passive measures affecting new developments, including the Model Water 
Efficient Landscape, plumbing code efficiencies for toilets, and expected plumbing code for high-
efficiency clothes washers. It also assumes the implementation of future active measures, assuming the 
implementation of Metropolitan incentive programs at historical annual levels seen in Orange County. 

2.4.1 Demand Projection Methodology 
The water demand projections were an outcome of the Orange County (OC) Reliability Study led by 
MWDOC where demand projections were divided into three regions within Orange County: Brea/La 
Habra, Orange County Groundwater Basin, and South County. The demand projections were obtained 
based on multiplying a unit water use factor and a demographic factor for three water use sectors, 
including single-family and multi-family residential (in gallons per day per household), and non-residential 
(in gallons per day per employee). The unit water use factors were based on a survey of Orange County 
water agencies (FY 2013-14) and represent a normal weather, normal economy, and non-drought 
condition. The demographic factors are future demographic projections, including the number of housing 
units for single and multi-family residential areas and total employment (number of employees) for the 
non-residential sector, as provided by CDR. 

The OC Reliability Study accounted for drought impacts on 2016 demands by applying the assumption 
that water demands will bounce back to 85 percent of 2014 levels i.e. pre-drought levels by 2020 and 90 
percent by 2025 without future conservation, and continue at 90 percent of unit water use through 2040. 
The unit water use factor multiplied by a demographic factor yields demand projections without new 
conservation. To account for new conservation, projected savings from new passive and active 
conservation were subtracted from these demands. 

2.4.2 Agency Refinement 
Demand projections were developed by MWDOC for the City as part of the OC Reliability Study. The 
future demand projections were reviewed and accepted by the City as a basis for the 2015 UWMP.  
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2.4.3 25 Year Projections 
A key component of the 2015 UWMP is to provide insight into the City’s future water demand outlook. 
The City’s current water demand is 24,049 AFY, met through locally pumped groundwater and purchased 
imported water from MWDOC. Table 2-4 is a projection of the City’s water demand for the next 25 years.  

Table 2-4: Demands for Potable and Raw Water - Projected (AF) 

Retail: Demands for Potable and Raw Water - Projected  

Use Type  Projected Water Use                                                                                                       
Report To the Extent that Records are Available 

 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Single Family 11,852 12,723 12,810 12,807 12,825 
Multi-Family 4,631 4,971 5,005 5,003 5,011 
Institutional/Governmental 1,679 1,802 1,815 1,814 1,817 
Commercial 3,284 3,525 3,549 3,548 3,554 
Industrial 1,052 1,130 1,137 1,137 1,139 
Landscape 839 901 907 907 908 
Other  3 3 3 3 3 
Losses  738 792 798 797 798 

TOTAL 24,078 25,847 26,024 26,017 26,055 
NOTES: Data retrieved from MWDOC Customer Class Usage Data and Retail Water 
Agency Projections.  

 

The above demand values were provided by MWDOC and reviewed by the City as part of the UWMP 
effort. As the regional wholesale supplier for much of Orange County, MWDOC works in collaboration 
with each of its retail agencies as well as Metropolitan, its wholesaler, to develop demand projections for 
imported water. The City will aim to decrease its reliance on imported water by pursuing a variety of water 
conservation strategies, per capita water use is developed in Section 2.5 below. 

Table 2-5: Inclusion in Water Use Projections 

Retail Only:  Inclusion in Water Use Projections 
Are Future Water Savings Included in Projections?     Yes 

If "Yes"  to above, state the section or page number, in the cell to the right, 
where citations of the codes, ordinances, etc… utilized in demand projections 

are found.   
Section 4.1 

Are Lower Income Residential Demands Included In 
Projections?   Yes 

NOTES: 

 

The demand data presented in this section accounts for passive savings in the future. Passive savings 
are water savings as a result of codes, standards, ordinances and public outreach on water conservation 
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and higher efficiency fixtures. Passive savings are anticipated to continue for the next 25 years and will 
result in continued water saving and reduced consumption levels.  

2.4.4 Total Water Demand Projections 
Based on the information provided above, the total demand for potable water is listed below in Table 2-6. 
The City has no plans to provide recycled water in its service area. 

Table 2-6: Total Water Demands (AF) 

Retail: Total Water Demands 

  2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Potable and Raw Water 24,049 24,078 25,847 26,024 26,017 26,055 

Recycled Water Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL WATER DEMAND 24,049 24,078 25,847 26,024 26,017 26,055 

NOTES: 

2.4.5 Water Use for Lower Income Households 
Since 2010, the UWMP Act has required retail water suppliers to include water use projections for single-
family and multi-family residential housing for lower income and affordable households. This will assist the 
City in complying with the requirement under Government Code Section 65589.7 granting priority for 
providing water service to lower income households. A lower income household is defined as a 
household earning below 80 percent of the median household income (MHI). 

DWR recommends retail suppliers rely on the housing elements of city or county general plans to quantify 
planned lower income housing with the City's service area (DWR, 2015 UWMP Guidebook, February 
2016). The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) assists jurisdictions in updating general plan's 
housing elements section. The RHNA identifies housing needs and assesses households by income level 
for the City through 2010 decennial Census and 2005-2009 American Community Survey data. The fifth 
cycle of the RHNA covers the planning period of October 2013 to October 2021. The Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) adopted the RHNA Allocation Plan for this cycle on October 4, 2012 
requiring housing elements updates by October 15, 2013. The California Department of Housing and 
Community Development reviewed the housing elements data submitted by jurisdictions in the SCAG 
region and concluded the data meets statutory requirements for the assessment of current housing 
needs. 

The housing elements from the RHNA includes low income housing broken down into three categories: 
extremely low (less than 30 percent MHI), very low (31 percent - 50 percent MHI), and lower income (51 
percent - 80 percent MHI). The report gives the household distribution for all households of various 
income levels in the City which can be seen in Table 2-7. Altogether the City has 48.75 percent low 
income housing (SCAG, RHNA, November 2013). 
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Table 2-7: Household Distribution Based on Median Household Income 

Number of Households by Income 
Extremely Low Income 7,220 
Very Low Income 6,327 
Lower Income 8,468 
Moderate Income 9,337 
Above Moderate Income 13,805 
Total Households 45,157 

 

Table 2-8 provides a breakdown of the projected water needs for low income single family and multifamily 
units. The projected water demands shown here represent 48.75 percent of the projected water demand 
for the single-family and multifamily categories provided in Table 2-4 above. For example, the total low 
income single family residential demand is projected to be 5,778 AFY in 2020 and 6,252 AFY in 2040.  

Table 2-8: Projected Water Demands for Housing Needed for Low Income Households (AF) 

Low Income Water Use 

 Water Use Sector Fiscal Year Ending 

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 
Total Residential Demand 16,483 17,694 17,815 17,810 17,836 
SF Residential Demand-Low Income Households 5,778 6,203 6,245 6,243 6,252 
MF Residential Demand-Low Income Households 2,257 2,423 2,440 2,439 2,443 
Total Low Income Households Demand 8,035 8,626 8,685 8,682 8,695 

2.5 SBx7-7 Requirements 
The Water Conservation Act of 2009, also known as Senate Bill (SB) x7-7, signed into law on February 3, 
2010, requires the State of California to reduce urban water use by 20 percent by the year 2020. The City 
must determine baseline water use during their baseline period and water use targets for the years 2015 
and 2020 to meet the state’s water reduction goal. The City may choose to comply with SBx7-7 
individually or as a region in collaboration with other retail water suppliers. Under the regional compliance 
option, the City is still required to report its individual water use targets. The City is required to be in 
compliance with SBx7-7 either individually or as part of the alliance, or demonstrate they have a plan or 
have secured funding to be in compliance, in order to be eligible for water related state grants and loans 
on and after July 16, 2016.  

For the 2015 UWMP, the City must demonstrate compliance with its 2015 water use target to indicate 
whether or not they are on track to meeting the 2020 water use target. The City also revised their 
baseline per capita water use calculations using 2010 U.S. Census data. Changes in the baseline 
calculations also result in updated per capita water use targets. 
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DWR also requires the submittal of SBx7-7 Verification Forms, a set of standardized tables to 
demonstrate compliance with the Water Conservation Act in this 2015 UWMP. This form is included as 
Appendix B. 

2.5.1 Baseline Water Use  
The baseline water use is the City’s gross water use divided by its service area population, reported in 
gallons per capita per day (GPCD). Gross water use is a measure of water that enters the distribution 
system of the supplier over a 12-month period with certain allowable exclusions. These exclusions are: 

• Recycled water delivered within the service area 

• Indirect recycled water 

• Water placed in long term storage 

• Water conveyed to another urban supplier 

• Water delivered for agricultural use 

• Process water 

Water suppliers within the OCWD Groundwater Basin, including the City, have the option of choosing to 
deduct recycled water used for indirect potable reuse from their gross water use to account for the 
recharge of recycled water into the basin by OCWD, historically through Water Factory 21, and now by 
the Groundwater Replenishment System (GWRS).  

Water suppliers must report baseline water use for two baseline periods, the 10- to 15-year baseline 
(baseline GPCD) and the five-year baseline (target confirmation) as described below.  

2.5.1.1 Ten to 15-Year Baseline Period (Baseline GPCD) 

The first step to calculating the City’s water use targets is to determine its base daily per capita water use 
(baseline water use). The baseline water use is calculated as a continuous (rolling) 10-year average 
during a period, which ends no earlier than December 31, 2004 and no later than December 31, 2010. 
Water suppliers whose recycled water made up 10 percent or more of their 2008 retail water delivery can 
use up to a 15-year average for the calculation. Recycled water use was less than 10 percent of the City’s 
retail delivery in 2008; therefore, a 10-year baseline period is used.  

The City’s baseline water use is 163 GPCD, obtained from the 10-year period July 1, 1996 to June 30, 
2005. 

2.5.1.2 Five-Year Baseline Period (Target Confirmation) 

Water suppliers are required to calculate water use, in GPCD, for a five-year baseline period. This 
number is used to confirm that the selected 2020 target meets the minimum water use reduction 
requirements. Regardless of the compliance option adopted by the City, it will need to meet a minimum 
water use target of 5 percent reduction from the five-year baseline water use. This five-year baseline 
water use is calculated as a continuous five-year average during a period, which ends no earlier than 
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December 31, 2007 and no later than December 31, 2010. The City’s five-year baseline water use is 156 
GPCD, obtained from the five-year period July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2008. 

2.5.1.3 Service Area Population  

The City’s service area boundaries correspond with the boundaries for a city or census designated place. 
This allows the City to use service area population estimates prepared by the Department of Finance 
(DOF). The CDR, California State University, Fullerton, is the entity which compiles population data for 
Orange County based on DOF data. The calculation of the City’s baseline water use and water use 
targets in the 2010 UWMP was based on the 2000 U.S. Census population numbers obtained from CDR. 
The baseline water use and water use targets in this 2015 UWMP have been revised based on the 2010 
U.S. Census population obtained from CDR in 2012. 

2.5.2 SBx7-7 Water Use Targets 
In the 2015 UWMP, the City may update its 2020 water use target by selecting a different target method 
than what was used in 2010. The target methods and determination of the 2015 and 2020 targets are 
described below. 

2.5.2.1 SBx7-7 Target Methods  

DWR has established four target calculation methods for urban retail water suppliers to choose from. The 
City is required to adopt one of the four options to comply with SBx7-7 requirements. The four options 
include: 

• Option 1 requires a simple 20 percent reduction from the baseline by 2020 and 10 percent by 2015. 

• Option 2 employs a budget-based approach by requiring an agency to achieve a performance 
standard based on three metrics 

o Residential indoor water use of 55 GPCD 

o Landscape water use commensurate with the Model Landscape Ordinance 

o 10 percent reduction in baseline commercial/industrial/institutional (CII) water use 

• Option 3 is to achieve 95 percent of the applicable state hydrologic region target as set forth in the 
State’s 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan. 

• Option 4 requires the subtraction of Total Savings from the baseline GPCD: 

o Total savings includes indoor residential savings, meter savings, CII savings, and landscape and 
water loss savings. 

With MWDOC’s assistance in the calculation of the City’s base daily per capita use and water use targets, 
the City selected to comply with Option 3 consistent with the option selected in 2010. 
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2.5.2.2 2015 and 2020 Targets 

Under Compliance Option 3, to achieve 95 percent of the South Coast Hydrologic Region target as set 
forth in the State’s 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan, the City’s 2015 target is 153 GPCD and the 2020 
target is 142 GPCD as summarized in Table 2-9. The 2015 target is the midway value between the 10-
year baseline and the confirmed 2020 target. In addition, the confirmed 2020 target needs to meet a 
minimum of 5 percent reduction from the five-year baseline water use.  

Table 2-9: Baselines and Targets Summary 

Baselines and Targets Summary 
Retail Agency 

Baseline 
Period Start Year End Year 

Average 
Baseline 
GPCD* 

2015 
Interim 
Target * 

Confirmed 
2020 

Target* 

10-15 
year 1996 2005 163 153 142 

5 Year 2004 2008 156     
*All values are in Gallons per Capita per Day (GPCD) 
NOTES: 

 

Table 2-10 compares the City’s 2015 water use target to its actual 2015 consumption. Based on this 
comparison, the City is in compliance with its 2015 interim target and has already met the 2020 water use 
target.  

Table 2-10: 2015 Compliance 

2015 Compliance 
Retail Agency  

Actual    2015 
GPCD 

2015 Interim 
Target GPCD 

2015 GPCD 
(Adjusted if 
applicable) 

Did Supplier 
Achieve Targeted 

Reduction for 
2015? Y/N 

102 153 102 Yes 
*All values are in Gallons per Capita per Day (GPCD)  
NOTES: 

2.5.3 Regional Alliance  
A retail supplier may choose to meet the SBx7-7 targets on its own or it may form a regional alliance with 
other retail suppliers to meet the water use target as a region. Within a Regional Alliance, each retail 
water supplier will have an additional opportunity to achieve compliance under both an individual target 
and a regional target. 
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• If the Regional Alliance meets its water use target on a regional basis, all agencies in the alliance are 
deemed compliant. 

• If the Regional Alliance fails to meet its water use target, each individual supplier will have an 
opportunity to meet their water use targets individually. 

The City is a member of the Orange County 20x2020 Regional Alliance formed by MWDOC, its 
wholesaler. This regional alliance consists of 29 retail agencies in Orange County as described in 
MWDOC’s 2015 UWMP. MWDOC provides assistance in the calculation of each retail agency’s baseline 
water use and water use targets.  

In 2015, the regional baseline and targets were revised to account for any revisions made by the retail 
agencies to their individual 2015 and 2020 targets. The regional water use target is the weighted average 
of the individual retail agencies’ targets (by population). The Orange County 20x2020 Regional Alliance 
weighted 2015 target is 175.9 GPCD and 2020 target is 156.4 GPCD. The actual 2015 water use in the 
region is 129 GPCD, i.e. the region has already met its 2020 GPCD goal. 
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3 WATER SOURCES AND SUPPLY RELIABILITY 

3.1 Overview 
The City relies on a combination of imported water and local groundwater to meet its water needs. The 
City works together with three primary agencies, Metropolitan, MWDOC, and OCWD to ensure a safe and 
reliable water supply that will continue to serve the community in periods of drought and shortage. The 
sources of imported water supplies include the CRA and the SWP provided by Metropolitan and delivered 
through MWDOC.  

The City’s main source of water supply is groundwater from the Lower Santa Ana River Groundwater 
Basin, also known as the Orange County Groundwater Basin. Currently, the City relies on approximately 
70 percent groundwater and 30 percent imported and the water supply mix is projected to remain roughly 
the same by 2040. The City’s projected water supply portfolio is shown on Figure 3-1.  

 
Figure 3-1: Water Supply Sources in the City (AF) 

The following sections provide a detailed discussion of the City’s water sources as well as the future 
water supply portfolio for the next 25 years. Additionally, the City’s projected supply and demand under 
various hydrological conditions are compared to determine the City’s supply reliability for the 25 year 
planning horizon. 
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3.2 Imported Water 
The City supplements its local groundwater with imported water purchased from Metropolitan through 
MWDOC. The City currently relies on 6,640 AFY of imported water purchased wholesale from 
Metropolitan. Metropolitan’s principal sources of water are the Colorado River via the CRA and the Lake 
Oroville watershed in Northern California through the SWP. The raw water obtained from these sources 
is, for Orange County, treated at the Robert B. Diemer Filtration Plant located north of Yorba Linda. 
Typically, the Diemer Filtration Plant receives a blend of Colorado River water from Lake Mathews 
through the Metropolitan Lower Feeder and SWP water through the Yorba Linda Feeder. The City 
currently maintains four connections to the Metropolitan system along the Orange County Feeder with a 
total available capacity of 66 cubic feet per second (cfs).  

The West Orange County Water Board (WOCWB), a Joint Powers Agency, manages surface water 
deliveries from Metropolitan to five (5) of its member agencies. These member agencies are the cities of 
Garden Grove, Fountain Valley (no voting rights), Huntington Beach, Westminster, and Seal Beach. 
WOCWB oversees the maintenance of two (2) feeder pipelines that connect to the treated surface water 
supply. These pipelines have a capacity of 21 cfs and 45 cfs. Each of the member agencies has 
contributed to the capital cost for the capacity of the feeder pipelines and directly pays MWDOC for the 
use of water.  

3.2.1 Colorado River Supplies 
The Colorado River was Metropolitan’s original source of water after Metropolitan’s establishment in 
1928. The CRA, which is owned and operated by Metropolitan, transports water from the Colorado River 
to its terminus at Lake Mathews in Riverside County. The actual amount of water per year that may be 
conveyed through the CRA to Metropolitan’s member agencies is subject to the availability of Colorado 
River water for delivery. 

The CRA includes supplies from the implementation of the Quantification Settlement Agreement and 
related agreements to transfer water from agricultural agencies to urban uses. The 2003 Quantification 
Settlement Agreement enabled California to implement major Colorado River water conservation and 
transfer programs, stabilizing water supplies for 75 years and reducing the state’s demand on the river to 
its 4.4 MAF entitlement. Colorado River transactions are potentially available to supply additional water 
up to the CRA capacity of 1.25 million acre-feet (MAF) on an as-needed basis. Water from the Colorado 
River or its tributaries is available to users in California, Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, 
and Wyoming, as well as to Mexico. California is apportioned the use of 4.4 MAF of water from the 
Colorado River each year plus one-half of any surplus that may be available for use collectively in 
Arizona, California, and Nevada. In addition, California has historically been allowed to use Colorado 
River water apportioned to but not used by Arizona or Nevada. Metropolitan has a basic entitlement of 
550,000 AFY of Colorado River water, plus surplus water up to an additional 662,000 AFY when the 
following conditions exists (Metropolitan, 2015 Draft UWMP, March 2016): 

• Water unused by the California holders of priorities 1 through 3 

• Water saved by the Palo Verde land management, crop rotation, and water supply program 

• When the U.S. Secretary of the Interior makes available either one or both:  
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o Surplus water is available 

o Colorado River water is apportioned to but unused by Arizona and/or Nevada 

Unfortunately, Metropolitan has not received surplus water for a number of years. The Colorado River 
supply faces current and future imbalances between water supply and demand in the Colorado River 
Basin due to long term drought conditions. Over the past 16 years (2000-2015), there have only been 
three years when the Colorado River flow has been above average (Metropolitan, 2015 Draft UWMP, 
March 2016). The long-term imbalance in future supply and demand is projected to be approximately 3.2 
MAF by the year 2060.  

Approximately 40 million people rely on the Colorado River and its tributaries for water with 5.5 million 
acres of land using Colorado River water for irrigation. Climate change will affect future supply and 
demand as increasing temperatures may increase evapotranspiration from vegetation along with an 
increase in water loss due to evaporation in reservoirs, therefore reducing the available amount of supply 
from the Colorado River and exacerbating imbalances between increasing demands from rapid growth 
and decreasing supplies.  

Four water supply scenarios were developed around these uncertainties, each representing possible 
water supply conditions. These four scenarios are as follow: 

• Observed Resampled: future hydrologic trends and variability are similar to the past approximately 
100 years. 

• Paleo Resampled: future hydrologic trends and variability are represented by reconstructions of 
streamflow for a much longer period in the past (approximately 1,250 years) that show expanded 
variability. 

• Paleo Conditioned: future hydrologic trends and variability are represented by a blend of the wet-dry 
states of the longer paleo-reconstructed period.  

• Downscaled General Circulation Model (GCM) Projected: future climate will continue to warm, 
with regional precipitation and temperature trends represented through an ensemble of future 
downscaled GCM projections. 

The Colorado River Basin Water Supply and Demand Study (Study) assessed the historical water supply 
in the Colorado River Basin through two historical streamflow data sets, from the year 1906 through 2007 
and the paleo-reconstructed record from 762 through 2005. The following are findings from the study: 

• Increased temperatures in both the Upper and Lower Colorado River Basins since the 1970s has 
been observed. 

• Loss of springtime snowpack was observed with consistent results across the lower elevation 
northern latitudes of the western United States. The large loss of snow at lower elevations strongly 
suggest the cause is due to shifts in temperature.  

• The deficit between the two year running average flow and the long-term mean annual flow that 
started in the year 2000 is more severe than any other deficit in the observed period, at nine years 
and 28 MAF deficit.  
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• There are deficits of greater severity from the longer paleo record compared to the period from 1906 
through 2005. One deficit amounted to 35 MAF through a span of 16 years.  

• A summary of the trends from the observed period suggest declining stream flows, increases in 
variability, and seasonal shifts in streamflow that may be related to shifts in temperature.  

Findings concerning the future projected supply were obtained from the Downscaled GCM Projected 
scenario as the other methods did not consider the impacts of a changing climate beyond what has 
occurred historically. These findings include: 

• Increased temperatures are projected across the Colorado River Basin with larger changes in the 
Upper Basin than in the Lower Basin. Annual Basin-wide average temperature is projected to 
increase by 1.3 degrees Celsius over the period through 2040.  

• Projected seasonal trends toward drying are significant in certain regions. A general trend towards 
drying is present in the Colorado River Basin, although increases in precipitation are projected for 
some higher elevation and hydrologically productive regions. Consistent and expansive drying 
conditions are projected for the spring and summer months throughout the Colorado River Basin, 
although some areas in the Lower Basin are projected to experience slight increases in precipitation, 
which is thought to be attributed to monsoonal influence in the region. Upper Basin precipitation is 
projected to increase in the fall and winter, and Lower Basin precipitation is projected to decrease. 

• Snowpack is projected to decrease due to precipitation falling as rain rather than snow and warmer 
temperatures melting the snowpack earlier. Areas where precipitation does not change or increase is 
projected to have decreased snowpack in the fall and early winter. Substantial decreases in spring 
snowpack are projected to be widespread due to earlier melt or sublimation of snowpack. 

• Runoff (both direct and base flow) is spatially diverse, but is generally projected to decrease, except 
in the northern Rockies. Runoff is projected to increase significantly in the higher elevation Upper 
Basin during winter but is projected to decrease during spring and summer.  

The following future actions must be taken to implement solutions and help resolve the imbalance 
between water supply and demand in areas that use Colorado River water (U.S. Department of the 
Interior Bureau of Reclamation, Colorado River Basin Water Supply and Demand Study, December 
2012): 

• Resolution of significant uncertainties related to water conservation, reuse, water banking, and 
weather modification concepts.  

• Costs, permitting issues, and energy availability issues relating to large-capacity augmentation 
projects need to be identified and investigated.  

• Opportunities to advance and improve the resolution of future climate projections should be pursued. 

• Consideration should be given to projects, policies, and programs that provide a wide-range of 
benefits to water users and healthy rivers for all users.  
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3.2.2 State Water Project Supplies 
The SWP consists of a series of pump stations, reservoirs, aqueducts, tunnels, and power plants 
operated by DWR and is an integral part of the effort to ensure that business and industry, urban and 
suburban residents, and farmers throughout much of California have sufficient water. The SWP is the 
largest state-built, multipurpose, user-financed water project in the United States. Nearly two-thirds of 
residents in California receive at least part of their water from the SWP with approximately 70 percent of 
SWP’s contracted water supply going to urban users and 30 percent to agricultural users. The primary 
purpose of the SWP is to divert and store water during wet periods in Northern and Central California and 
distribute it to areas of need in Northern California, the San Francisco Bay area, the San Joaquin Valley, 
the Central Coast, and southern California. 

The availability of water supplies from the SWP can be highly variable. A wet water year may be followed 
by a dry or critically dry year and fisheries issues can restrict the operations of the export pumps even 
when water supplies are available.  

The Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Delta) is key to the SWP’s ability to deliver water to its 
agricultural and urban contractors. All but five of the 29 SWP contractors receive water deliveries below 
the Delta (pumped via the Harvey O. Banks or Barker Slough pumping plants). However, the Delta faces 
many challenges concerning its long-term sustainability such as climate change posing a threat of 
increased variability in floods and droughts. Sea level rise complicates efforts in managing salinity levels 
and preserving water quality in the Delta to ensure a suitable water supply for urban and agricultural use. 
Furthermore, other challenges include continued subsidence of Delta islands, many of which are below 
sea level, and the related threat of a catastrophic levee failure as the water pressure increases, or as a 
result of a major seismic event.  

Ongoing regulatory restrictions, such as those imposed by federal biological opinions (Biops) on the 
effects of SWP and the federal Central Valley Project (CVP) operations on certain marine life, also 
contributes to the challenge of determining the SWP’s water delivery reliability. In dry, below-normal 
conditions, Metropolitan has increased the supplies delivered through the California Aqueduct by 
developing flexible CVP/SWP storage and transfer programs. The goal of the storage/transfer programs 
is to develop additional dry-year supplies that can be conveyed through the available Harvey O. Banks 
pumping plant capacity to maximize deliveries through the California Aqueduct during dry hydrologic 
conditions and regulatory restrictions. In addition, the California State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) has set water quality objectives that must be met by the SWP including minimum Delta 
outflows, limits on SWP and CVP Delta exports, and maximum allowable salinity level.  

Metropolitan’s Board approved a Delta Action Plan in June 2007 that provides a framework for staff to 
pursue actions with other agencies and stakeholders to build a sustainable Delta and reduce conflicts 
between water supply conveyance and the environment. The Delta action plan aims to prioritize 
immediate short-term actions to stabilize the Delta while an ultimate solution is selected, and mid-term 
steps to maintain the Delta while a long-term solution is implemented. Currently, Metropolitan is working 
towards addressing three basin elements: Delta ecosystem restoration, water supply conveyance, and 
flood control protection and storage development.  

“Table A” water is the maximum entitlement of SWP water for each water contracting agency. Currently, 
the combined maximum Table A amount is 4.17 MAFY. Of this amount, 4.13 MAFY is the maximum 
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Table A water available for delivery from the Delta pumps as stated in the State Water Contract. 
However, deliveries commonly are less than 50 percent of the Table A.  

SWP contractors may receive Article 21 water on a short-term basis in addition to Table A water if 
requested. Article 21 of SWP contracts allows contractors to receive additional water deliveries only 
under specific conditions, generally during wet months of the year (December through March). Because 
an SWP contractor must have an immediate use for Article 21 supply or a place to store it outside of the 
SWP, there are few contractors like Metropolitan that can access such supplies. 

Carryover water is SWP water allocated to an SWP contractor and approved for delivery to the contractor 
in a given year but not used by the end of the year. The unused water is stored in the SWP’s share of 
San Luis Reservoir, when space is available, for the contractor to use in the following year. 

Turnback pool water is essentially unused Table A water. Turnback pool water is able to be purchased by 
another contractor depending on its availability. 

SWP Delta exports are the water supplies that are transferred directly to SWP contractors or to San Luis 
Reservoir storage south of the Delta via the Harvey O. Banks pumping plant. Estimated average annual 
Delta exports and SWP Table A water deliveries have generally decreased since 2005, when Delta 
export regulations affecting SWP pumping operations became more restrictive due to the Biops. A 
summary of SWP water deliveries from the years 2005 and 2013 is summarized in Table 3-1.  

Table 3-1: Metropolitan Colorado River Aqueduct Program Capabilities 

Year 

Average Annual 
Delta Exports 
(MAF) 

Average Annual 
Table A 
Deliveries (MAF) 

2005 2.96 2.82 
2013 2.61 2.55 

      
Percent Change -11.7% -9.4% 

 

The following factors affect the ability to estimate existing and future water delivery reliability:  

• Water availability at the source: Availability depends on the amount and timing of rain and snow that 
fall in any given year. Generally, during a single dry year or two, surface and groundwater storage 
can supply most water deliveries, but multiple dry years can result in critically low water reserves.  

• Water rights with priority over the SWP: Water users with prior water rights are assigned higher 
priority in DWR’s modeling of the SWP’s water delivery reliability, even ahead of SWP Table A water.  

• Climate change: mean temperatures are predicted to vary more significantly than previously 
expected. This change in climate is anticipated to bring warmer winter storms that result in less 
snowfall at lower elevations, reducing total snowpack. From historical data, DWR projects that by 
2050, the Sierra snowpack will be reduced from its historical average by 25 to 40 percent. Increased 
precipitation as rain could result in a larger number of “rain-on-snow” events, causing snow to melt 
earlier in the year and over fewer days than historically, affecting the availability of water for pumping 
by the SWP during summer.  
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• Regulatory restrictions on SWP Delta exports due to the Biops to protect special-status species such 
as delta smelt and spring- and winter-run Chinook salmon. Restrictions on SWP operations imposed 
by state and federal agencies contribute substantially to the challenge of accurately determining the 
SWP’s water delivery reliability in any given year.  

• Ongoing environmental and policy planning efforts: the California WaterFix involves water delivery 
improvements that could reduce salinity levels by diverting a greater amount of lower salinity 
Sacramento water to the South Delta export pumps. The EcoRestore Program aims to restore at 
least 30,000 acres of Delta habitat, and plans to be well on the way to meeting that goal by the year 
2020.  

• Delta levee failure: The levees are vulnerable to failure because most original levees were simply 
built with soils dredged from nearby channels and were not engineered. A breach of one or more 
levees and island flooding could affect Delta water quality and SWP operations for several months. 
When islands are flooded, DWR may need to drastically decrease or even cease SWP Delta exports 
to evaluate damage caused by salinity in the Delta.  

The Delta Risk Management Strategy addresses the problem of Delta levee failure and evaluates 
alternatives to reduce the risk to the Delta. Four scenarios were developed to represent a range of 
possible risk reduction strategies (Department of Water Resources, The State Water Project Final 
Delivery Capability Report 2015, July 2015). They are: 

• Trial Scenario 1 Improved Levees: This scenario looks at improving the reliability of Delta levees 
against flood-induced failures by providing up to 100-year flood protection. The report found that 
improved levees would not reduce the risk of potential water export interruptions, nor would it change 
the seismic risk of most levees.  

• Trial Scenario 2 Armored Pathway: This scenario looks at improving the reliability of water 
conveyance by creating a route through the Delta that has high reliability and the ability to minimize 
saltwater intrusion into the south Delta. The report found that this scenario would have the joint 
benefit of reducing the likelihood of levee failures from flood events and earthquakes, and of 
significantly reducing the likelihood of export disruptions.  

• Trial Scenario 3 Isolated Conveyance: This scenario looks to provide high reliability for conveyance 
of export water by building an isolated conveyance facility on the east side of the Delta. The effects of 
this scenario are similar to those for Trial Scenario 2 but with the added consequence of seismic risk 
of levee failure on islands that are not part of the isolated conveyance facility.  

• Trial Scenario 4 Dual Conveyance: This scenario is a combination of Scenarios 2 and 3 as it looks 
to improve reliability and flexibility for conveyance of export water by constructing an isolated 
conveyance facility and through-Delta conveyance. It would mitigate the vulnerability of water exports 
associated with Delta levee failure and offer flexibility in water exports from the Delta and the isolated 
conveyance facility. However, seismic risk would not be reduced on islands not part of the export 
conveyance system or infrastructure pathway.  

DWR has altered the SWP operations to accommodate species of fish listed under the Biops, and these 
changes have adversely impacted SWP deliveries. DWR’s Water Allocation Analysis indicated that export 
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restrictions are currently reducing deliveries to Metropolitan as much as 150 TAF to 200 TAF under 
median hydrologic conditions. 

Operational constraints likely will continue until a long-term solution to the problems in the Bay-Delta is 
identified and implemented. New biological opinions for listed species under the Federal ESA or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game’s issuance of incidental take authorizations under the Federal 
ESA and California ESA might further adversely affect SWP and CVP operations. Additionally, new 
litigation, listings of additional species or new regulatory requirements could further adversely affect SWP 
operations in the future by requiring additional export reductions, releases of additional water from 
storage or other operational changes impacting water supply operations. 

3.2.3 Storage 
Storage is a major component of Metropolitan’s dry year resource management strategy. Metropolitan’s 
likelihood of having adequate supply capability to meet projected demands, without implementing its 
Water Supply Allocation Plan (WSAP), is dependent on its storage resources. 

Lake Oroville is the SWP’s largest storage facility, with a capacity of about 3.5 MAF. The water is 
released from Oroville Dam into the Feather River as needed, which converges with the Sacramento 
River while some of the water at Bethany Reservoir is diverted from the California Aqueduct into the 
South Bay Aqueduct. The primary pumping plant, the Harvey O. Banks pumping plant, pumps Delta 
water into the California Aqueduct, which is the longest water conveyance system in California. 

3.3 Groundwater 
Historically, local groundwater has been the cheapest and most reliable source of supply for the City. The 
City has four active wells that draw water from the Basin.  

3.3.1 Basin Characteristics 
The Basin underlies the northerly half of Orange County beneath broad lowlands. The Basin managed by 
OCWD covers an area of approximately 350 square miles, bordered by the Coyote and Chino Hills to the 
north, the Santa Ana Mountains to the northeast, and the Pacific Ocean to the southwest. The Basin 
boundary extends to the Orange County-Los Angeles Line to the northwest, where groundwater flows 
across the county line into the Central Groundwater Basin of Los Angeles County. The total thickness of 
sedimentary rocks in the Basin is over 20,000 feet, with only the upper 2,000 to 4,000 feet containing 
fresh water. The Pleistocene or younger aquifers comprising this Basin are over 2,000 feet deep and form 
a complex series of interconnected sand and gravel deposits. The Basin’s full volume is approximately 66 
MAF. 

There are three major aquifer systems that have been subdivided by OCWD, the Shallow Aquifer System, 
the Principal Aquifer System, and the Deep Aquifer System. These three aquifer systems are 
hydraulically connected as groundwater is able to flow between each other through intervening aquitards 
or discontinuities in the aquitards. The Shall Aquifer system occurs from the surface to approximately 250 
feet below ground surface. Most of the groundwater from this aquifer system is pumped by small water 
systems for industrial and agricultural use. The Principal Aquifer system occurs at depths between 200 
and 1,300 feet below ground surface. Over 90 percent of groundwater production is from wells that are 
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screened within the Principal Aquifer system. Only a minor amount of groundwater is pumped from the 
Deep Aquifer system, which underlies the Principal Aquifer system and is up to 2,000 feet deep in the 
center of the Basin. The three major aquifer systems are shown on Figure 3-2.  

 
Figure 3-2: Map of the Orange County Groundwater Basin and its Major Aquifer Systems 
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The OCWD was formed in 1933 by a special legislative act of the California State Legislature to protect 
and manage the County's vast, natural, groundwater supply using the best available technology and 
defend its water rights to the Basin. This legislation is found in the State of California Statutes, Water – 
Uncodified Acts, Act 5683, as amended. The Basin is managed by OCWD under the Act, which functions 
as a statutorily-imposed physical solution.  

Groundwater levels are managed within a safe basin operating range to protect the long-term 
sustainability of the Basin and to protect against land subsidence. OCWD regulates groundwater levels in 
the Basin by regulating the annual amount of pumping (OCWD, Groundwater Management Plan 2015 
Update, June 2015).  

3.3.2 Basin Production Percentage 
The Basin is not adjudicated and as such, pumping from the Basin is managed through a process that 
uses financial incentives to encourage groundwater producers to pump a sustainable amount of water. 
The framework for the financial incentives is based on establishing the basin production percentage 
(BPP), the percentage of each Producer’s total water supply that comes from groundwater pumped from 
the Basin. Groundwater production at or below the BPP is assessed a Replenishment Assessment (RA). 
While there is no legal limit as to how much an agency pumps from the Basin, there is a financial 
disincentive to pump above the BPP. Agencies that pump above the BPP are charged the RA plus the 
Basin Equity Assessment (BEA), which is calculated so that the cost of groundwater production is greater 
than MWDOC’s full service rate. The BEA can be increased to discourage production above the BPP. 
The BPP is set uniformly for all Producers by OCWD on an annual basis. 

The BPP is set based on groundwater conditions, availability of imported water supplies, and Basin 
management objectives. The supplies available for recharge must be estimated for a given year. The 
supplies of recharge water that are estimated are: 1) Santa Ana River stormflow, 2) Natural incidental 
recharge, 3) Santa Ana River baseflow, 4) GWRS supplies, and 5) other supplies such as imported water 
and recycled water purchased for the Alamitos Barrier. The BPP is a major factor in determining the cost 
of groundwater production from the Basin for that year.  

In some cases, OCWD encourages treating and pumping groundwater that does not meet drinking water 
standards in order to protect water quality. This is achieved by using a financial incentive called the BEA 
Exemption. A BEA Exemption is used to clean up and contain the spread of poor quality water. OCWD 
uses a partial or total exemption of the BEA to compensate a qualified participating agency or Producer 
for the costs of treating poor quality groundwater. When OCWD authorizes a BEA exemption for a 
project, it is obligated to provide the replenishment water for the production above the BPP and forgoes 
the BEA revenue that OCWD would otherwise receive from the producer (OCWD, Groundwater 
Management Plan 2015 Update, June 2015). 

3.3.2.1 2015 OCWD Groundwater Management Plan 

OCWD was formed in 1933 by the California legislature to manage and operate the Basin in order to 
protect and increase the Basin’s sustainable yield in a cost-effective manner. As previously mentioned, 
the BPP is the primary mechanism used by OCWD to manage pumping in the Basin. In 2013, OCWD’s 
Board of Directors adopted a policy to establish a stable BPP with the intention to work toward achieving 
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and maintaining a 75 percent BPP by FY 2015-16. Although BPP is set at 75 percent, based on 
discussions with OCWD a conservative BPP of 70 percent is assumed through 2040. Principles of this 
policy include:  

• OCWD’s goal is to achieve a stable 75 percent BPP, while maintaining the same process of setting 
the BPP on an annual basis, with the BPP set in April of each year after a public hearing has been 
held and based upon the public hearing testimony, presented data, and reports provided at that time.  

• OCWD would endeavor to transition to the 75 percent BPP between 2013 and 2015 as construction 
of the GWRS Initial Expansion Project is completed. This expansion will provide an additional 31,000 
AFY of water for recharging the groundwater basin.  

• OCWD must manage the Basin in a sustainable manner for future generations. The BPP will be 
reduced if future conditions warrant the change.  

• Each project and program to achieve the 75 percent BPP goal will be reviewed individually and 
assessed for their economic viability.  

The Basin’s storage levels would be managed in accordance to the 75 percent BPP policy. It is presumed 
that the BPP will not decrease as long as the storage levels are between 100,000 and 300,000 AF from 
full capacity. If the Basin is less than 100,000 AF below full capacity, the BPP will be raised. If the Basin is 
over 350,000 AF below full capacity, additional supplies will be sought after to refill the Basin and the BPP 
will be lowered.  

The Basin is managed to maintain water storage levels of not more than 500,000 AF below full condition 
to avoid permanent and significant negative or adverse impacts. Operating the Basin in this manner 
enables OCWD to encourage reduced pumping during wet years when surface water supplies are 
plentiful and increase pumping during dry years to provide additional local water supplies during droughts.  

OCWD determines the optimum level of storage for the following year when it sets the BPP each year. 
Factors that affect this determination include the current storage level, regional water availability, and 
hydrologic conditions. When the Basin storage approaches the lower end of the operating range, 
immediate issues that must be addressed include seawater intrusion, increased risk of land subsidence, 
and potential for shallow wells to become inoperable due to lower water levels (OCWD, Groundwater 
Management Plan 2015 Update, June 2015).  

3.3.2.2 OCWD Engineer’s Report 

The OCWD Engineer’s Report reports on the groundwater conditions and investigates information related 
to water supply and Basin usage within OCWD’s service area.  

The overall BPP achieved in the 2013 to 2014 water year within OCWD for non-irrigation use was 75.2 
percent. However, a BPP level above 75 percent may be difficult to achieve. Therefore, a BPP ranging 
from 65 percent to 70 percent is currently being proposed for the ensuing FY 2015-16. Analysis of the 
Basin’s projected accumulated overdraft, the available supplies to the Basin (assuming average 
hydrology) and the projected pumping demands indicate that this level of pumping can be sustained for 
2015-16 without harming the Basin.  
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A BPP of 70 percent corresponds to approximately 320,000 AF of groundwater production including 
22,000 AF of groundwater production above the BPP to account for several groundwater quality 
enhancement projects discussed earlier.  

In FY 2015-16 additional production of approximately 22,000 AF above the BPP will be undertaken by the 
City of Tustin, City of Garden Grove, Mesa Water District, and Irvine Ranch Water District. These 
agencies use the additional pumping allowance in order to accommodate groundwater quality 
improvement projects. As in prior years, production above the BPP from these projects would be partially 
or fully exempt from the BEA as a result of the benefit provided to the Basin by removing poor-quality 
groundwater and treating it for beneficial use (OCWD, 2013-2014 Engineer’s Report, February 2015). 

3.3.3 Groundwater Recharge Facilities 
Recharging water into the Basin through natural and artificial means is essential to support pumping from 
the Basin. Active recharge of groundwater began in 1949, in response to increasing drawdown of the 
Basin and consequently the threat of seawater intrusion. The Basin’s primary source of recharge is flow 
from the Santa Ana River, which is diverted into recharge basins and its main Orange County tributary, 
Santiago Creek. Other sources of recharge water include natural infiltration, recycled water, and imported 
water. Natural recharge consists of subsurface inflow from local hills and mountains, infiltration of 
precipitation and irrigation water, recharge in small flood control channels, and groundwater underflow to 
and from Los Angeles County and the ocean.  

Recycled water for the Basin is from two sources. The main source of recycled water is from the GWRS 
and is recharged in the surface water system and the Talbert Seawater Barrier. The second source of 
recycled water is the Leo J. Vander Lans Treatment Facility which supplies water to the Alamitos 
Seawater Barrier. Injection of recycled water into these barriers is an effort by OCWD to control seawater 
intrusion into the Basin. Operation of the injection wells forms a hydraulic barrier to seawater intrusion. 

Untreated imported water can be used to recharge the Basin through the surface water recharge system 
in multiple locations, such as Anaheim Lake, Santa Ana River, Irvine Lake, and San Antonio Creek. 
Treated imported water can be used for in-lieu recharge, as was performed extensively from 1977 to 
2007 (OCWD, Groundwater Management Plan 2015 Update, June 2015). 

3.3.4 Metropolitan Groundwater Replenishment Program 
OCWD, MWDOC, and Metropolitan have developed a successful and efficient groundwater 
replenishment program to increase storage in the Basin. The Groundwater Replenishment Program 
allows Metropolitan to sell groundwater replenishment water to OCWD and make direct deliveries to 
agency distribution systems in lieu of producing water from the groundwater basin when surplus surface 
water is available. This program indirectly replenishes the Basin by avoiding pumping. In the in-lieu 
program, OCWD requests an agency to halt pumping from specified wells. The agency then takes 
replacement water through its import connections, which is purchased by OCWD from Metropolitan 
(through MWDOC). OCWD purchases the water at a reduced rate, and then bills the agency for the 
amount it would have had to pay for energy and the RA if it had produced the water from its wells. The 
deferred local production results in water being left in local storage for future use.  
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3.3.5 Metropolitan Conjunctive Use Program with OCWD 
Since 2004, OCWD, MWDOC, and certain groundwater producers have participated in Metropolitan’s 
Conjunctive Use Program (CUP). This program allows for the storage of Metropolitan water in the Basin. 
The existing Metropolitan program provides storage up to 66,000 AF of water in the Basin in exchange for 
Metropolitan’s contribution to improvements in basin management facilities. These improvements include 
eight new groundwater production wells, improvements to the seawater intrusion barrier, and construction 
of the Diemer Bypass Pipeline. The water is accounted for via the CUP program administered by the 
wholesale agencies and is controlled by Metropolitan such that it can be withdrawn over a three-year time 
period (OCWD, 2013-2014 Engineer’s Report, February 2015). 

3.3.6 Groundwater Historical Extraction 
The City pumps groundwater through its four wells. Pumping limitations set by the BPP and the pumping 
capacity of the wells are the only constraints affecting the groundwater supply to the City. A summary of 
the groundwater volume pumped by the City is shown in Table 3-2.  

Table 3-2: Groundwater Volume Pumped (AF) 

Retail: Groundwater Volume Pumped 

Groundwater Type Location or Basin 
Name 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Alluvial Basin Orange County 
Groundwater Basin 15,005 15,231 18,911 21,025 17,408 

TOTAL 15,005  15,231  18,911  21,025  17,408  
NOTES: 

3.3.7 Overdraft Conditions  
Annual groundwater basin overdraft, as defined in OCWD's Act, is the quantity by which production of 
groundwater supplies exceeds natural replenishment of groundwater supplies during a water year. This 
difference between extraction and replenishment can be estimated by determining the change in volume 
of groundwater in storage that would have occurred had supplemental water not been used for any 
groundwater recharge purpose, including seawater intrusion protection, advanced water reclamation, and 
the in-Lieu Program. 

The annual analysis of basin storage change and accumulated overdraft for water year 2013-14 has been 
completed. Based on the three-layer methodology, an accumulated overdraft of 342,000 AF was 
calculated for the water year ending June 30, 2014. The accumulated overdraft for the water year ending 
June 30, 2013 was 242,000 AF, which was also calculated using the three-layer storage method. 
Therefore, an annual decrease of 100,000 AF in stored groundwater was calculated as the difference 
between the June 2013 and June 2014 accumulated overdrafts (OCWD, 2013-2014 Engineer’s Report, 
February 2015).  

3.4 Summary of Existing and Planned Sources of Water 
The actual sources and volume of water for the year 2015 is displayed in Table 3-3.  
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Table 3-3: Water Supplies, Actual (AF) 

Retail: Water Supplies — Actual 
Water Supply  

Additional Detail on 
Water Supply 

2015 

 Actual Volume Water 
Quality 

Groundwater Orange County 
Groundwater Basin 17,408 Drinking 

Water 

Purchased or Imported  Water MWDOC 6,640 Drinking 
Water 

Total 24,049   
NOTES: 
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A summary of the current and planned sources of water for the City is shown in Table 3-4. 

Table 3-4: Water Supplies, Projected (AF) 

Retail: Water Supplies — Projected 

Water Supply                                                                                                        

Additional Detail 
on Water Supply 

Projected Water Supply  
Report To the Extent Practicable 

 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 
Reasonably 

Available 
Volume 

Reasonably 
Available 
Volume 

Reasonably 
Available 
Volume 

Reasonably 
Available 
Volume 

Reasonably 
Available 
Volume 

Groundwater Orange County 
Groundwater Basin 16,855 18,093 18,217 18,212 18,239 

Purchased or Imported  
Water MWDOC 7,223 7,754 7,807 7,805 7,817 

Total 24,078 25,847 26,024 26,017 26,055 
NOTES: 
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3.5 Recycled Water 
The City does not own or operate any wastewater or recycled water facilities. More information 
concerning how the City handles it wastewater can be found in Section 6.  

3.6 Supply Reliability  

3.6.1 Overview 
Every urban water supplier is required to assess the reliability of their water service to its customers under 
normal, dry, and multiple dry water years. The City depends on a combination of imported and local 
supplies to meet its water demands and has taken numerous steps to ensure it has adequate supplies. 
Development of numerous local augment the reliability of the imported water system. There are various 
factors that may impact reliability of supplies such as legal, environmental, water quality and climatic 
which are discussed below. The water supplies are projected to meet full-service demands; 
Metropolitan’s 2015 UWMP finds that Metropolitan is able to meet, full-service demands of its member 
agencies starting 2020 through 2040 during normal years, single dry year, and multiple dry years. 

Metropolitan’s 2015 Integrated Water Resources Plan (IRP) update describes the core water resources 
that will be used to meet full-service demands at the retail level under all foreseeable hydrologic 
conditions from 2020 through 2040. The foundation of Metropolitan’s resource strategy for achieving 
regional water supply reliability has been to develop and implement water resources programs and 
activities through its IRP preferred resource mix. This preferred resource mix includes conservation, local 
resources such as water recycling and groundwater recovery, Colorado River supplies and transfers, 
SWP supplies and transfers, in-region surface reservoir storage, in-region groundwater storage, out-of-
region banking, treatment, conveyance and infrastructure improvements. 

3.6.2 Factors Impacting Reliability 
The Act requires a description of water supply reliability and vulnerability to seasonal or climatic shortage. 
The following are some of the factors identified by Metropolitan that may have an impact on the reliability 
of Metropolitan supplies. 

3.6.2.1 Environment  

Endangered species protection needs in the Delta have resulted in operational constraints to the SWP 
system, as mentioned previously in the State Water Project Supplies section. 

3.6.2.2 Legal  

The addition of more species under the Endangered Species Act and new regulatory requirements could 
impact SWP operations by requiring additional export reductions, releases of additional water from 
storage or other operational changes impacting water supply operations. 
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3.6.2.3 Water Quality 

3.6.2.3.1 Imported Water 

Metropolitan is responsible for providing high quality potable water throughout its service area. Over 
300,000 water quality tests are performed per year on Metropolitan’s water to test for regulated 
contaminants and additional contaminants of concern to ensure the safety of its waters. Metropolitan’s 
supplies originate primarily from the CRA and from the SWP. A blend of these two sources, proportional 
to each year’s availability of the source, is then delivered throughout Metropolitan’s service area. 

Metropolitan’s primary water sources face individual water quality issues of concern. The CRA water 
source contains higher total dissolved solids (TDS) and the SWP contains higher levels of organic matter, 
lending to the formation of disinfection byproducts. To remediate the CRA’s high level of salinity and the 
SWP’s high level of organic matter, Metropolitan blends CRA and SWP supplies and has upgraded all of 
its treatment facilities to include ozone treatment processes. In addition, Metropolitan has been engaged 
in efforts to protect its Colorado River supplies from threats of uranium, perchlorate, and chromium VI 
while also investigating the potential water quality impact of emerging contaminants, N-
nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA), and pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCP). While 
unforeseeable water quality issues could alter reliability, Metropolitan’s current strategies ensure the 
deliverability of high quality water. 

The presence of Quagga Mussels in water sources is a water quality concern. Quagga Mussels are an 
invasive species that was first discovered in 2007 at Lake Mead, on the Colorado River. This species of 
mussels form massive colonies in short periods of time, disrupting ecosystems and blocking water 
intakes. They are capable of causing significant disruption and damage to water distribution systems. 
Controlling the spread and impacts of this invasive species within the CRA requires extensive 
maintenance and results in reduced operational flexibility. It also resulted in Metropolitan eliminating 
deliveries of CRA water into Diamond Valley Lake (DVL) to keep the reservoir free from Quagga Mussels.  

3.6.2.3.2 Groundwater 

OCWD is responsible for managing the Basin. To maintain groundwater quality, OCWD conducts an 
extensive monitoring program that serves to manage the Basin’s groundwater production, control 
groundwater contamination, and comply with all required laws and regulations. A network of nearly 700 
wells provides OCWD a source for samples, which are tested for a variety of purposes. OCWD collects 
600 to 1,700 samples each month to monitor Basin water quality. These samples are collected and tested 
according to approved federal and state procedures as well as industry-recognized quality assurance and 
control protocols. 

Salinity is a significant water quality problem in many parts of southern California, including Orange 
County. Salinity is a measure of the dissolved minerals in water including both TDS and nitrates.  

OCWD continuously monitors the levels of TDS in wells throughout the Basin. TDS currently has a 
California Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 500 mg/L. The portions of the Basin with the 
highest levels are generally located in the Cites of Irvine, Tustin, Yorba Linda, Anaheim, and Fullerton. 
There is also a broad area in the central portion of the Basin where TDS ranges from 500 to 700 mg/L. 
Sources of TDS include the water supplies used to recharge the Basin and from onsite wastewater 
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treatment systems, also known as septic systems. The TDS concentration in the Basin is expected to 
decrease over time as the TDS concentration of GWRS water used to recharge the Basin is 
approximately 50 mg/L.  

Nitrates are one of the most common and widespread contaminants in groundwater supplies, originating 
from fertilizer use, animal feedlots, wastewater disposal systems, and other sources. The MCL for nitrate 
in drinking water is set at 10 mg/L. OCWD regularly monitors nitrate levels in groundwater and works with 
producers to treat wells that have exceeded safe levels of nitrate concentrations. OCWD manages the 
nitrate concentration of water recharged by its facilities to reduce nitrate concentrations in groundwater. 
This includes the operation of the Prado Wetlands, which was designed to remove nitrogen and other 
pollutants from the Santa Ana River before the water is diverted to be percolated into OCWD’s surface 
water recharge system.  

Although water from the Deep Aquifer System is of very high quality, it is amber-colored and contains a 
sulfuric odor due to buried natural organic material. These negative aesthetic qualities require treatment 
before use as a source of drinking water. The total volume of the amber-colored groundwater is estimated 
to be approximately 1 MAF. 

Other contaminants that OCWD monitors within the Basin include: 

• Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether (MTBE) – MTBE is an additive to gasoline that increases octane ratings 
but became a widespread contaminant in groundwater supplies. The greatest source of MTBE 
contamination comes from underground fuel tank releases. The primary MCL for MTBE in drinking 
water is 13 µg/L.  

• Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) – VOCs come from a variety of sources including industrial 
degreasers, paint thinners, and dry cleaning solvents. Locations of VOC contamination within the 
Basin include the former El Toro marine Corps Air Station, the Shall Aquifer System, and portions of 
the Principal Aquifer System in the Cities of Fullerton and Anaheim.  

• NDMA – NDMA is a compound that can occur in wastewater that contains its precursors and is 
disinfected via chlorination and/or chloramination. It is also found in food products such as cured 
meat, fish, beer, milk, and tobacco smoke. The California Notification Level for NDMA is 10 ng/L and 
the Response Level is 300 ng/L. In the past, NDMA has been found in groundwater near the Talbert 
Barrier, which was traced to industrial wastewater dischargers.  

• 1,4-Dioxane – 1,4-Dioxane is a suspected human carcinogen. It is used as a solvent in various 
industrial processes such as the manufacture of adhesive products and membranes.  

• Perchlorate – Perchlorate enters groundwater through application of fertilizer containing perchlorate, 
water imported from the Colorado River, industrial or military sites that have perchlorate, and natural 
occurrence. Perchlorate was not detected in 84 percent of the 219 production wells tested between 
the years 2010 through 2014.  

• Selenium – Selenium is a naturally occurring micronutrient found in soils and groundwater in the 
Newport Bay watershed. The bio-accumulation of selenium in the food chain may result in 
deformities, stunted growth, reduced hatching success, and suppression of immune systems in fish 
and wildlife. Management of selenium is difficult as there is no off-the-shelf treatment technology 
available. 
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• Constituents of Emerging Concern (CEC) – CECs are either synthetic or naturally occurring 
substances that are not currently regulated in water supplies or wastewater discharged but can be 
detected using very sensitive analytical techniques. The newest group of CECs include 
pharmaceuticals, personal care products, and endocrine disruptors. OCWD’s laboratory is one of a 
few in the state of California that continuously develops capabilities to analyze for new compounds 
(OCWD, Groundwater Management Plan 2015 Update, June 2015).  

3.6.2.4 Climate Change  

Changing climate patterns are expected to shift precipitation patterns and affect water supply. 
Unpredictable weather patterns will make water supply planning more challenging. The areas of concern 
for California include a reduction in Sierra Nevada Mountain snowpack, increased intensity and frequency 
of extreme weather events, and rising sea levels causing increased risk of Delta levee failure, seawater 
intrusion of coastal groundwater basins, and potential cutbacks on the SWP and CVP. The major impact 
in California is that without additional surface storage, the earlier and heavier runoff (rather than 
snowpack retaining water in storage in the mountains), will result in more water being lost to the oceans. 
A heavy emphases on storage is needed in the State of California.  

In addition, the Colorado River Basin supplies have been inconsistent since about the year 2000, 
resulting in 13 of the last 16 years of the upper basin runoff being below normal. Climate models are 
predicting a continuation of this pattern whereby hotter and drier weather conditions will result in 
continuing lower runoff.  

Legal, environmental, and water quality issues may have impacts on Metropolitan supplies. It is felt, 
however, that climatic factors would have more of an impact than legal, water quality, and environmental 
factors. Climatic conditions have been projected based on historical patterns but severe pattern changes 
are still a possibility in the future. 

3.6.3 Normal-Year Reliability Comparison 
The City has entitlements to receive imported water from Metropolitan through MWDOC via connection to 
Metropolitan's regional distribution system. Although pipeline and connection capacity rights do not 
guarantee the availability of water, per se, they do guarantee the ability to convey water when it is 
available to the Metropolitan distribution system. All imported water supplies are assumed available to the 
City from existing water transmission facilities. The demand and supplies listed below also include local 
groundwater supplies that are available to the City through OCWD by a pre-determined pumping 
percentage. 

For the 2015 UWMP, the normal dry year was selected as the City’s 2015 demand. Due to ongoing 
drought conditions within California and the increased implementation of mitigation measures, 2015 was 
determined to represent an average water demand for this UWMP. 

3.6.4 Single-Dry Year Reliability Comparison 
A Single-dry year is defined as a single year of no to minimal rainfall within a period that average 
precipitation is expected to occur. The City has documented that it is 100 percent reliable for single dry 
year demands from 2020 through 2040 with a demand increase of 6 percent using FY 2013-14 as the 
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single dry-year. This percentage was determined by MWDOC based on historical data for all of its retail 
agencies through the “Bump Methodology” that is explained in Appendix G. 

3.6.5 Multiple-Dry Year Period Reliability Comparison 
Multiple-dry years are defined as three or more years with minimal rainfall within a period of average 
precipitation. The City is capable of meeting all customers’ demands with significant reserves held by 
Metropolitan, local groundwater supplies, and conservation in multiple dry years from 2020 through 2040 
with a demand increase of 6 percent using FY 2011-2012 through FY 2013-14 as the driest years. 
MWDOC chose the highest average demand over a three year period for the multi-dry year demand 
increase. This value was repeated over the three year span as a conservative assumption where demand 
would increase significantly in a prolonged drought and would remain constant through the years. The 
basis of the water year is displayed in Table 3-5. 

Table 3-5: Basis of Water Year Data 

Retail: Basis of Water Year Data 

Year Type Base Year 

Available Supplies if  
Year Type Repeats 

 

Quantification of available 
supplies is not compatible with 
this table and is provided 
elsewhere in the UWMP.                               
Location 
__________________________ 

 

Quantification of available 
supplies is provided in this 
table as either volume only, 
percent only, or both. 

Volume Available   % of Average Supply 
Average Year 2015   100% 
Single-Dry Year 2014   106% 
Multiple-Dry Years 1st Year  2012   106% 
Multiple-Dry Years 2nd Year 2013   106% 
Multiple-Dry Years 3rd Year 2014   106% 
NOTES: 

3.7 Supply and Demand Assessment 
A comparison between the supply and demand for projected years between 2020 and 2040 is shown in 
Table 3-6. As stated above, the available supply will meet projected demand due to diversified supply and 
conservation measures. 
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Table 3-6: Normal Year Supply and Demand Comparison (AF) 

Retail: Normal Year Supply and Demand Comparison  
  2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  

Supply totals 24,078  25,847  26,024  26,017  26,055  
Demand totals 24,078  25,847  26,024  26,017  26,055  
Difference 0  0  0  0  0  
NOTES:  

 

A comparison between the supply and the demand in a single dry year is shown in Table 3-7. As stated 
above, the available supply will meet projected demand due to diversified supply and conservation 
measures. 

Table 3-7: Single Dry Year Supply and Demand Comparison (AF) 

Retail: Single Dry Year Supply and Demand Comparison 
  2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  

Supply totals 25,523 27,398 27,585 27,578 27,618 
Demand totals 25,523 27,398 27,585 27,578 27,618 
Difference 0  0  0  0  0  
NOTES: Developed by MWDOC as 2015 Bump Methodology 

 

A comparison between the supply and the demand in multiple dry years is shown in Table 3-8. 

Table 3-8: Multiple Dry Years Supply and Demand Comparison (AF) 

Retail: Multiple Dry Years Supply and Demand Comparison 
    2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  

First year  
Supply totals 25,523 27,398 27,585 27,578 27,618 
Demand totals 25,523 27,398 27,585 27,578 27,618 
Difference 0  0  0  0  0  

Second year  
Supply totals 25,523 27,398 27,585 27,578 27,618 
Demand totals 25,523 27,398 27,585 27,578 27,618 
Difference 0  0  0  0  0  

Third year  
Supply totals 25,523 27,398 27,585 27,578 27,618 
Demand totals 25,523 27,398 27,585 27,578 27,618 
Difference 0  0  0  0  0  

NOTES: Developed by MWDOC as 2015 Bump Methodology 
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4 DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES  
The goal of the Demand Management Measures (DMM) section is to provide a comprehensive 
description of the water conservation programs that a supplier has implemented, is currently 
implementing, and plans to implement in order to meet its urban water use reduction targets. The 
reporting requirements for DMM has been significantly modified and streamlined in 2014 by Assembly Bill 
2067. For a retail agency such as the City the requirements changed from having 14 specific measures to 
six more general requirements plus an “other” category.  

4.1 Water Waste Prevention Ordinances  
City Council adopted the Ordinance No. 2858 in 2015 to amend and update the City’s Water 
Conservation Program provisions in Chapter 40 of title 14 of the Garden Grove Municipal Code to 
facilitate the implementation of 2014 and 2015 State-mandated water conservation requirements and 
regulations in response to the drought conditions.  

Ordinance No. 2858 established a mandatory permanent water conservation requirements and 
prohibition against waste that are effective at all times and is not dependent upon a water shortage for 
implementation as follows. The 2015 amendments are shown in italics.  

• Limits on watering hours 

• Limit on watering duration 

• No water flow or runoff 

• No washing down hard or paved surfaces 

• No washing of vehicles with hose 

• No watering during or within 48 hours after measureable rainfalls 

• Irrigation of landscapes outside of newly constructed homes and buildings must comply with 
regulations established by the California Building Standards Commission and the Department of 
Housing and Community Development 

• Commercial lodging establishments must provide customers the option of not having towels and linen 
laundered daily 

• Obligation to fix leaks, breaks, or malfunctions 

• Recirculating water required for water fountains and decorative water features 

• No installation of single pass cooling systems 

• No installation of non-recirculating systems in commercial car wash and laundry operations 

 In an event of a water supply shortage, the ordinance established provisions for four stages of response 
associated with increasingly restrictive prohibitions from Stage 1 Water Watch to Stage 4 Water 
Emergency (severe drought and/or major failure of any supply or distribution system). The provisions and 
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water conservation measures to be implemented in response to each shortage level are described in 
Section 5 of the UWMP. The City’s water conservation ordinance is included in Appendix D. 

4.2 Metering  
The City meters all service connections and bills its customers bi-monthly based on water consumption. 

Testing and calibration of the supply source meters, large customer meter test and repair programs, 
adding meters to City facilities, and residential meter change-out programs are components of the City’s 
water loss prevention program. The City requires meters for all new connections as well as dedicated 
irrigation meters. Although the City does not have a formal meter calibration program, meters are 
calibrated on an as-needed basis. Furthermore, the City employs an Advanced Metering Infrastructure 
(AMI) program within its service area.  

4.3 Conservation Pricing 
The City has an inclining tiered-rate structure for water service rates as an incentive to encourage 
customers to conserve water. The rate structure includes a fixed bimonthly minimum charge and capital 
improvements charge determined by meter size and a commodity charge comprised of four tiers 
applicable to each hundred cubic feet of billed water sales. The first tier captures efficient and essential 
water users. The last tier is termed “excess” representing the portion that the City determined to be an 
excessive water usage. In FY 10/11, approximately 80% of residents remain in the first tier, which 
demonstrates the effectiveness of this rate structure by successfully deterring residents from excessive 
consumption. Other charges may include a service connection charge when adding in new customers to 
the water system, temporary service charges, fire protection charges and other charges related to 
services provided by the City. 

4.4 Public Education and Outreach 
The City’s public education and outreach program is administered by its wholesaler, MWDOC. MWDOC 
has established an extensive public education and outreach program to assist its retail agencies in 
promoting water use efficiency awareness within their service areas. MWDOC’s public education and 
outreach programs consist of five primary activities as described below.  

In addition to the primary programs it administers, MWDOC also maintains a vibrant public website 
(www.mwdoc.com) as well as a social media presence on Facebook, Twitter and Instagram. MWDOC’s 
Facebook page has more than 1,200 followers. The social media channels are used to educate the public 
about water-efficiency, rates and other water-related issues. 

MWDOC's public education and outreach programs are described below: 

School Education Programs  

MWDOC school education programs reach more than 100,000 students per year. The program is broken 
into elementary and high school components.  
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• Elementary School Program reaches 60,000 students throughout Orange County through 
assemblies hosted by the Discovery Science Center. MWDOC holds a $220,000 contract with the 
Discovery Science Center, funded proportionally by the participating MWDOC retail agencies. 

• High School Program is new in 2015-16 and will reach students in 20 high schools in Orange 
County. The program is administered by MWDOC and operated by two contractors, the OC 
Department of Education and the Ecology Center. Through the three-year contract, those 
agencies will train more than 100 county teachers on water education on topics such as, water 
sources, water conservation, water recycling, watersheds, and ecological solutions for the benefit 
of their current and future students. Teachers will learn a variety of water conservation methods, 
such as irrigation technology, rainwater harvesting, water recycling, and water foot printing 
through a tour at the Ecology Center facility. These trainings allow teachers to support student -
led conservation efforts. The program will reach a minimum of 25,000 students by providing in-
classroom water education and helping students plan and implement campus wide “Water Expos” 
that will allow peer-to-peer instruction on water issues. The $80,000 program is funded by 
participating agencies. 

Value of Water Communication Program 

MWDOC administers this program on behalf of 14 agencies. The $190,000 program involves the water 
agencies developing 30 full news pages that will appear weekly in the Orange County Register, the 
largest newspaper in the county, with a Sunday readership of 798,000. The campaign will educate OC 
residents and business leaders on water infrastructure issues and water efficiency measures, as well as 
advertise water related events and other pertinent information. 

Quarterly Water Policy Dinners  

 The Water Policy Dinner events attract 225 to 300 water and civic leaders every quarter. The programs 
host speakers topical to the OC water industry, with recent addresses from Felicia Marcus of the state 
water board and Dr. Lucy Jones, a noted expert on earthquakes and their potential impact on 
infrastructure. 

Annual Water Summit  

The annual Water Summit brings together 300 Orange County water and civic leaders with state and 
national experts on water infrastructure and governance issues. The half-day event has a budget of 
$80,000 per year. Portions of the cost are covered by attendance and sponsorships, while MWDOC splits 
a portion with its event partner, OCWD. 

Water Inspection Trips 

Water Inspection trips take stakeholders on tours of the Colorado River Aqueduct, California Delta and 
other key water infrastructure sites. The public trips are required under Metropolitan’s regulations. While 
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Metropolitan covers the cost of the trips, MWDOC has two members of the public affairs staff that work 
diligently on identifying OC residents and leaders to attend. MWDOC staff also attends each trip. In the 
past year, MWDOC participated in a dozen trips, each taking an average of 30 residents. MWDOC also 
works with Metropolitan on special trips to educate County Grand Jurors the key water infrastructure. 

4.5 Programs to Assess and Manage Distribution System Real Loss 
Senate Bill 1420 signed into law in September 2014 requires urban water suppliers that submit UWMPs 
to calculate annual system water losses using the water audit methodology developed by the AWWA. SB 
1420 requires the water loss audit be submitted to DWR every five years as part of the urban water 
supplier’s UWMP. Water auditing is the basis for effective water loss control. DWR’s UWMP Guidebook 
include a water audit manual intended to help water utilities complete the AWWA Water Audit on an 
annual basis. A Water Loss Audit was completed for the City which identified areas for improvement and 
quantified total loss. Based on the data presented, the three priority areas identified were customer 
metering inaccuracies, billed metered, and water imported. Multiple criteria are a part of each validity 
score and a system wide approach will need to be implemented for the City’s improvement. Quantified 
water loss for the FY 2014-15 was 2,363 AF which is a significant volume and presents opportunities for 
improvement.  

The City has an ongoing leak detection, location and repair program to minimize water loss. The following 
measures are being implemented: testing and calibration of the supply source meters, large customer 
meter test and repair programs, large meter right-sizing programs, adding meters to City facilities, 
increases in pipe repair or replacement, residential meter change-out programs. Reported customer leaks 
are corrected in a timely manner. City employees frequently check for leaks while reading meters, 
rehabilitating streets, and in the field performing other maintenance activities. 

The City does not have a formal leak detection and repair program but repairs leaks on an as-needed 
basis.  

4.6 Water Conservation Program Coordination and Staffing Support 
The City has two designated water conservation coordinators that include one full time senior 
administrative analyst and one part time administrative intern. These staff members’ duties include the 
following: 

• Coordinating and managing all water conservation programs and BMP implementation 

• Preparing and submitting the Council’s BMP implementation Report 

• Conveying water conservation issues to management 

• Coordinating conservation programs with operations and planning staff 

• Developing an annual conservation budget to implement outreach programs 

• Preparing the conservation section of the City’s Urban Water Management Plan 

The City funds the water conservation program through their water budget. 
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4.7 Other Demand Management Measures 
During the past five years, FY 2010-11 to 2014-15, the City, with the assistance of MWDOC, has 
implemented many water use efficiency programs for its residential, CII, and landscape customers as 
described below. Appendix I provides quantities of rebates and installations achieved under each 
program since program inception. The City will continue to implement all applicable programs in the next 
five years. 

4.7.1 Residential Programs 
Water Smart Home Survey Program 

The Water Smart Home Survey Program provides free home water surveys (indoor and outdoor). The 
Water Smart Home Survey Program uses a Site Water Use Audit program format to perform 
comprehensive, single-family home audits. Residents choose to have outdoor (and indoor, if desired) 
audits to identify opportunities for water savings throughout their properties. A customized home water 
audit report is provided after each site audit is completed and provides the resident with their survey 
results, rebate information, and an overall water score. 

High Efficiency Clothes Washer Rebate Program 

The High Efficiency Clothes Washer (HECW) Rebate Program provides residential customers with 
rebates for purchasing and installing WaterSense labeled HECWs. HECWs use 35-50 percent less water 
than standard washer models, with savings of approximately 9,000 gallons per year, per device. Devices 
must have a water factor of 4.0 or less, and a listing of qualified products can be found at 
ocwatersmart.com. There is a maximum of one rebate per home. 

High Efficiency Toilet Rebate Program 
The largest amount of water used inside a home, 30 percent, goes toward flushing the toilet. The High 
Efficiency Toilet (HET) Rebate Program offers incentives to residential customers for replacing their 
standard, water-guzzling toilets with HETs. HETs use just 1.28 gallons of water or less per flush, which is 
20 percent less water than standard toilets. In addition, HETS save an average of 38 gallons of water per 
day while maintaining high performance standards. 

4.7.2 CII Programs 
Water Smart Hotel Program 

Water used in hotels and other lodging businesses accounts for approximately 15 percent of the total 
water use in commercial and institutional facilities in the United States. The Water Smart Hotel Program 
provides water use surveys, customized facility reports, technical assistance, and enhanced incentives to 
hotels that invest in water use efficiency improvements. Rebates available include high efficiency toilets, 
ultralow volume urinals, air-cooled ice machines, weather-based irrigation controllers, and rotating 
nozzles.  
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Socal Water$mart Rebate Program for CII  

The City through MWDOC offers financial incentives under the Socal Water$mart Rebate Program which 
offers rebates for various water efficient devices to CII customers, such as high efficiency toilets, ultralow 
volume urinals, connectionless food steamers, air-cooled ice machines, pH-cooling towers controller, and 
dry vacuum pumps.  

4.7.3 Landscape Programs 
Turf Removal Program 
The Orange County Turf Removal Program offers incentives to remove non-recreational turf grass from 
commercial properties throughout the County. This program is a partnership between MWDOC, 
Metropolitan, and local retail water agency. The goals of this program are to increase water use efficiency 
within Orange County, reduce runoff leaving the properties, and evaluate the effectiveness of turf removal 
as a water-saving practice. Participants are encouraged to replace their turf grass with drought-tolerant 
landscaping, diverse plant palettes, and artificial turf, and they are encouraged to retrofit their irrigation 
systems with Smart Timers and drip irrigation (or to remove it entirely). 

Water Smart Landscape Program 
MWDOC’s Water Smart Landscape Program is a free water management tool for homeowner 
associations, landscapers, and property managers. Participants in the program use the Internet to track 
their irrigation meter’s monthly water use and compare it to a custom water budget established by the 
program. This enables property managers and landscapers to easily identify areas that are over/under 
watered and enhances their accountability to homeowner association boards. 

Smart Timer Rebate Program 

Smart Timers are irrigation clocks that are either weather-based irrigation controllers (WBIC) or soil 
moisture sensor systems. WBICs adjust automatically to reflect changes in local weather and site-specific 
landscape needs, such as soil type, slopes, and plant material. When WBICs are programmed properly, 
turf and plants receive the proper amount of water throughout the year. During the fall months, when 
property owners and landscape professionals often overwater, Smart Timers can save significant 
amounts of water. 

Rotating Nozzles Rebate Program 

The Rotating Nozzle Rebate Program provides incentives to residential and commercial properties for the 
replacement of high-precipitation rate spray nozzles with low-precipitation rate multi-stream, multi-
trajectory rotating nozzles. The rebate offered through this Program aims to offset the cost of the device 
and installation. 

Spray to Drip Rebate Program 

The Spray to Drip Pilot Rebate Program offers residential and commercial customers rebates for 
converting planting areas irrigated by spray heads to drip irrigation. Drip irrigation systems are very water-
efficient. Rather than spraying wide areas, drip systems use point emitters to deliver water to specific 
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locations at or near plant root zones. Water drips slowly from the emitters either onto the soil surface or 
below ground. As a result, less water is lost to wind and evaporation. 
Socal Water$mart Rebate Program for Landscape 

The City through MWDOC also offers financial incentives under the SoCal Water$mart Rebate Program 
for a variety of water efficient landscape devices, such as Central Computer Irrigation Controllers, large 
rotary nozzles, and in-stem flow regulators.  
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5 WATER SHORTAGE CONTINGENCY PLAN 

5.1 Overview 
In connection with recent water supply challenges, the State Water Resources Control Board found that 
California has been subject to multi-year droughts in the past, and the Southwest is becoming drier, 
increasing the probability of prolonged droughts in the future. Due to current and potential future water 
supply shortages, Governor Brown issued a drought emergency proclamation on January 2014 and 
signed the 2014 Executive Order that directs urban water suppliers to implement drought response plans 
to limit outdoor irrigation and wasteful water practices if they are not already in place. Pursuant to 
California Water Code Section 106, it is the declared policy of the state that domestic water use is the 
highest use of water and the next highest use is irrigation. This section describes the water supply 
shortage policies Metropolitan, MWDOC, and the City have in place to respond to events including 
catastrophic interruption and reduction in water supply.  

5.2 Shortage Actions 

5.2.1 Metropolitan Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan 
Metropolitan evaluates the level of supplies available and existing levels of water in storage to determine 
the appropriate management stage annually. Each stage is associated with specific resource 
management actions to avoid extreme shortages to the extent possible and minimize adverse impacts to 
retail customers should an extreme shortage occur. The sequencing outlined in the Water Surplus and 
Drought Management (WSDM) Plan reflects anticipated responses towards Metropolitan’s existing and 
expected resource mix. 

Surplus stages occur when net annual deliveries can be made to water storage programs. Under the 
WSDM Plan, there are four surplus management stages that provides a framework for actions to take for 
surplus supplies. Deliveries in DVL and in SWP terminal reservoirs continue through each surplus stage 
provided there is available storage capacity. Withdrawals from DVL for regulatory purposes or to meet 
seasonal demands may occur in any stage.  

The WSDM Plan distinguishes between shortages, severe shortages, and extreme shortages. The 
differences between each term is listed below.  

• Shortage: Metropolitan can meet full-service demands and partially meet or fully meet interruptible 
demands using stored water or water transfers as necessary.  

• Severe Shortage: Metropolitan can meet full-service demands only by using stored water, transfers, 
and possibly calling for extraordinary conservation.  

• Extreme Shortage: Metropolitan must allocate available supply to full-service customers.  

There are six shortage management stages to guide resource management activities. These stages are 
defined by shortfalls in imported supply and water balances in Metropolitan’s storage programs. When 
Metropolitan must make net withdrawals from storage to meet demands, it is considered to be in a 
shortage condition. Figure 5-1 gives a summary of actions under each surplus and shortage stages when 
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an allocation plan is necessary to enforce mandatory cutbacks. The goal of the WSDM Plan is to avoid 
Stage 6, an extreme shortage.  

 
Figure 5-1: Resource Stages, Anticipated Actions, and Supply Declarations 

Metropolitan’s Board of Directors adopted a Water Supply Condition Framework in June 2008 in order to 
communicate the urgency of the region’s water supply situation and the need for further water 
conservation practices. The framework has four conditions, each calling increasing levels of conservation. 
Descriptions for each of the four conditions are listed below: 

• Baseline Water Use Efficiency: Ongoing conservation, outreach, and recycling programs to achieve 
permanent reductions in water use and build storage reserves. 

• Condition 1 Water Supply Watch: Local agency voluntary dry-year conservation measures and use of 
regional storage reserves.  

• Condition 2 Water Supply Alert: Regional call for cities, counties, member agencies, and retail water 
agencies to implement extraordinary conservation through drought ordinances and other measures to 
mitigate use of storage reserves. 

• Condition 3 Water Supply Allocation: Implement Metropolitan’s WSAP 

As noted in Condition 3, should supplies become limited to the point where imported water demands 
cannot be met, Metropolitan will allocate water through the WSAP (Metropolitan, 2015 Final Draft UWMP, 
March 2016). 
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5.2.2 Metropolitan Water Supply Allocation Plan 
Metropolitan’s imported supplies have been impacted by a number of water supply challenges as noted 
earlier. In case of extreme water shortage within the Metropolitan service area is the implementation of its 
WSAP.  

Metropolitan’s Board of Directors adopted the WSAP in February 2008 to fairly distribute a limited amount 
of water supply and applies it through a detailed methodology to reflect a range of local conditions and 
needs of the region’s retail water consumers. 

The WSAP includes the specific formula for calculating member agency supply allocations and the key 
implementation elements needed for administering an allocation. Metropolitan’s WSAP is the foundation 
for the urban water shortage contingency analysis required under Water Code Section 10632 and is part 
of Metropolitan’s 2015 UWMP. 

Metropolitan’s WSAP was developed in consideration of the principles and guidelines in Metropolitan’s 
1999 WSDM Plan with the core objective of creating an equitable “needs-based allocation”. The WSAP’s 
formula seeks to balance the impacts of a shortage at the retail level while maintaining equity on the 
wholesale level for shortages of Metropolitan supplies of up to 50 percent. The formula takes into account 
a number of factors, such as the impact on retail customers, growth in population, changes in supply 
conditions, investments in local resources, demand hardening aspects of water conservation savings, 
recycled water, extraordinary storage and transfer actions, and groundwater and imported water needs. 

The formula is calculated in three steps: 1) based period calculations, 2) allocation year calculations, and 
3) supply allocation calculations. The first two steps involve standard computations, while the third step 
contains specific methodology developed for the WSAP.  

Step 1: Base Period Calculations – The first step in calculating a member agency’s water supply 
allocation is to estimate their water supply and demand using a historical based period with established 
water supply and delivery data. The base period for each of the different categories of supply and 
demand is calculated using data from the two most recent non-shortage FY ending 2013 and 2014.  

Step 2: Allocation Year Calculations – The next step in calculating the member agency’s water supply 
allocation is estimating water needs in the allocation year. This is done by adjusting the base period 
estimates of retail demand for population growth and changes in local supplies.  

Step 3: Supply Allocation Calculations – The final step is calculating the water supply allocation for 
each member agency based on the allocation year water needs identified in Step 2. 

In order to implement the WSAP, Metropolitan’s Board of Directors makes a determination on the level of 
the regional shortage, based on specific criteria, typically in April. The criteria used by Metropolitan 
includes, current levels of storage, estimated water supplies conditions, and projected imported water 
demands. The allocations, if deemed necessary, go into effect in July of the same year and remain in 
effect for a 12-month period. The schedule is made at the discretion of the Board of Directors. 

Although Metropolitan’s 2015 UWMP forecasts that Metropolitan will be able to meet projected imported 
demands throughout the projected period from 2020 to 2040, uncertainty in supply conditions can result 
in Metropolitan needing to implement its WSAP to preserve dry-year storage and curtail demands 
(Metropolitan, 2015 Draft UWMP, March 2016). 
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5.2.3 MWDOC Water Supply Allocation Plan 
To prepare for the potential allocation of imported water supplies from Metropolitan, MWDOC worked 
collaboratively with its 28 retail agencies to develop its own WSAP that was adopted in January 2009 and 
amended in 2015. The MWDOC WSAP outlines how MWDOC will determine and implement each of its 
retail agency’s allocation during a time of shortage. 

The MWDOC WSAP uses a similar method and approach, when reasonable, as that of the Metropolitan’s 
WSAP. However, MWDOC’s plan remains flexible to use an alternative approach when Metropolitan’s 
method produces a significant unintended result for the member agencies. The MWDOC WSAP model 
follows five basic steps to determine a retail agency’s imported supply allocation. 

Step 1: Determine Baseline Information – The first step in calculating a water supply allocation is to 
estimate water supply and demand using a historical based period with established water supply and 
delivery data. The base period for each of the different categories of demand and supply is calculated 
using data from the last two non-shortage fiscal years ending 2013 and 2014. 

Step 2: Establish Allocation Year Information – In this step, the model adjusts for each retail agency’s 
water need in the allocation year. This is done by adjusting the base period estimates for increased retail 
water demand based on population growth and changes in local supplies. 

Step 3: Calculate Initial Minimum Allocation Based on Metropolitan’s Declared Shortage Level – 
This step sets the initial water supply allocation for each retail agency. After a regional shortage level is 
established, MWDOC will calculate the initial allocation as a percentage of adjusted Base Period 
Imported water needs within the model for each retail agency.  

Step 4: Apply Allocation Adjustments and Credits in the Areas of Retail Impacts and 
Conservation– In this step, the model assigns additional water to address disparate impacts at the retail 
level caused by an across-the-board cut of imported supplies. It also applies a conservation credit given 
to those agencies that have achieved additional water savings at the retail level as a result of successful 
implementation of water conservation devices, programs and rate structures. 

Step 5: Sum Total Allocations and Determine Retail Reliability – This is the final step in calculating a 
retail agency’s total allocation for imported supplies. The model sums an agency’s total imported 
allocation with all of the adjustments and credits and then calculates each agency’s retail reliability 
compared to its Allocation Year Retail Demand. 

The MWDOC WSAP includes additional measures for plan implementation, including the following:  

• Appeal Process – An appeals process to provide retail agencies the opportunity to request a change 
to their allocation based on new or corrected information. MWDOC anticipates that under most 
circumstances, a retail agency’s appeal will be the basis for an appeal to Metropolitan by MWDOC.  

• Melded Allocation Surcharge Structure – At the end of the allocation year, MWDOC would only 
charge an allocation surcharge to each retail agency that exceeded their allocation if MWDOC 
exceeds its total allocation and is required to pay a surcharge to Metropolitan. Metropolitan enforces 
allocations to retail agencies through an allocation surcharge to a retail agency that exceeds its total 
annual allocation at the end of the 12-month allocation period. MWDOC’s surcharge would be 
assessed according to the retail agency’s prorated share (AF over usage) of MWDOC amount with 
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Metropolitan. Surcharge funds collected by Metropolitan will be invested in its Water Management 
Fund, which is used to in part to fund expenditures in dry-year conservation and local resource 
development.  

• Tracking and Reporting Water Usage – MWDOC will provide each retail agency with water use 
monthly reports that will compare each retail agency’s current cumulative retail usage to their 
allocation baseline. MWDOC will also provide quarterly reports on it cumulative retail usage versus its 
allocation baseline.  

• Timeline and Option to Revisit the Plan – The allocation period will cover 12 consecutive months and 
the Regional Shortage Level will be set for the entire allocation period. MWDOC only anticipates 
calling for allocation when Metropolitan declares a shortage; and no later than 30 days from 
Metropolitan’s declaration will MWDOC announce allocation to its retail agencies. 

5.2.4 City of Garden Grove 
City Council adopted Water Conservation Ordinance No. 2858 on June 23, 2015, which established a 
staged water conservation program that will encourage reduced water consumption within the City 
through conservation, enable effective water supply planning, assure reasonable and beneficial use of 
water, prevent waste of water, and maximize the efficient use of water within the City. Along with 
permanent water conservation requirements, the City’s Water Conservation Program consists of four 
stages to respond to a reduction in potable water available to the City for distribution to its customers. A 
summary of the stages of water shortage is displayed in Table 5-1 (Garden Grove, Ordinance Number 
2858, June 2015). The City does not have set percent supply reduction for each water shortage stage. 
The City will implement the percent supply reduction on its own discretion as it enters into a water 
shortage stage.  

Table 5-1: Stages of Water Shortage Contingency Plan 

Retail Stages of Water Shortage Contingency Plan 

Stage 
Complete Both 

Percent Supply 
Reduction Water Supply Condition  

1   Times of regional drought when the City assists in overall water 
conservation and water consumption reduction 

2    Periods when the City determines water supply shortage or threatened 
shortage exists and a consumer demand reduction is necessary  

3    Periods when there is a critical differential between supply and demand  

4    Period of severe drought and/or when a major failure of any supply or 
distribution facility occurs in water distribution systems 

NOTES: Percent supply reduction unavailable 
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5.3 Three-Year Minimum Water Supply 
As a matter of practice, Metropolitan does not provide annual estimates of the minimum supplies 
available to its member agencies. As such, Metropolitan member agencies must develop their own 
estimates for the purposes of meeting the requirements of the Act. 

Section 135 of the Metropolitan Water District Act declares that a member agency has the right to invoke 
its “preferential right” to water, which grants each member agency a preferential right to purchase a 
percentage of Metropolitan’s available supplies based on specified, cumulative financial contributions to 
Metropolitan. Each year, Metropolitan calculates and distributes each member agency’s percentage of 
preferential rights. However, since Metropolitan’s creation in 1927, no member agency has ever invoked 
these rights as a means of acquiring limited supplies from Metropolitan. 

As an alternative to invoking preferential rights, Metropolitan and its member agencies accepted the 
terms and conditions of Metropolitan’s shortage allocation plan, which allocated imported water under 
limited supply conditions. In fact, in FY 2015-2016, Metropolitan implemented its WSAP at a stage level 3 
(seeking no greater than a 15 percent regional reduction of water use), which is the largest reduction 
Metropolitan has ever imposed on its member agencies. This WSAP level 3 reduction was determined 
when Metropolitan water supplies from the SWP was at its lowest levels ever delivered and water storage 
declined greater than 1 MAF in one year. 

MWDOC has adopted a shortage allocation plan and accompanying allocation model that estimates firm 
demands on MWDOC. Assuming MWDOC would not be imposing mandatory restrictions if Metropolitan 
is not, the estimate of firm demands in MWDOC’s latest allocation model has been used to estimate the 
minimum imported supplies available to each of MWDOC’s retail agencies for 2015-2018. Thus, the 
estimate of the minimum imported supplies available to the City is 26,081 AF as shown in Table 5-2 
(MWDOC, Water Shortage Allocation Model, November 2015). 

Table 5-2: Minimum Supply Next Three Years (AF) 

Retail: Minimum Supply Next Three Years 
  2016 2017 2018 

Available Water 
Supply 26,081 26,081 26,081 

NOTES: 

5.4 Catastrophic Supply Interruption 
Given the great distances that imported supplies travel to reach Orange County, the region is vulnerable 
to interruptions along hundreds of miles aqueducts, pipelines and other facilities associated with 
delivering the supplies to the region. Additionally, the infrastructure in place to deliver supplies are 
susceptible to damage from earthquakes and other disasters.  
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5.4.1 Metropolitan 
Metropolitan has comprehensive plans for stages of actions it would undertake to address a catastrophic 
interruption in water supplies through its WSDM Plan and WSAP. Metropolitan also developed an 
Emergency Storage Requirement to mitigate against potential interruption in water supplies resulting from 
catastrophic occurrences within the southern California region, including seismic events along the San 
Andreas Fault. In addition, Metropolitan is working with the state to implement a comprehensive 
improvement plan to address catastrophic occurrences outside of the southern California region, such as 
a maximum probable seismic event in the Delta that would cause levee failure and disruption of SWP 
deliveries. For greater detail on Metropolitan’s planned responses to catastrophic interruption, please 
refer to Metropolitan’s 2015 UWMP. 

5.4.2 Water Emergency Response of Orange County 
In 1983, the Orange County water community identified a need to develop a plan on how agencies would 
respond effectively to disasters impacting the regional water distribution system. The collective efforts of 
these agencies resulted in the formation of the Water Emergency Response Organization of Orange 
County (WEROC) to coordinate emergency response on behalf of all Orange County water and 
wastewater agencies, develop an emergency plan to respond to disasters, and conduct disaster training 
exercises for the Orange County water community. WEROC was established with the creation of an 
indemnification agreement between its member agencies to protect each other against civil liabilities and 
to facilitate the exchange of resources. WEROC is unique in its ability to provide a single point of contact 
for representation of all water and wastewater utilities in Orange County during a disaster. This 
representation is to the county, state, and federal disaster coordination agencies. Within the Orange 
County Operational Area, WEROC is the recognized contact for emergency response for the water 
community, including the City.  

5.4.3 City of Garden Grove 
A water shortage emergency could be the result of a catastrophic event such as result of drought, failures 
of transmission facilities, a regional power outage, earthquake, flooding, supply contamination from 
chemical spills, or other adverse conditions. The City maintains and exercises a comprehensive 
Emergency Management Program for such emergencies including Water Shortage Emergency 
Response. The Water Services Division of the Public Works Department is responsible for water 
operations and maintenance of the Water & Wastewater section of the City Emergency Management 
Plan. 

The Water Services Division will operate under normal operating procedures until a situation is beyond its 
control. This includes implementation of any allocation plan passed through by MWDOC for Metropolitan 
and OCWD water shortage contingency plans. 

If the situation is beyond the Water Services Division’s control, the Water Emergency Operations Center 
(WOC) may be activated to better manage the situation. If the situation warrants, the City Emergency 
Operations Center (EOC) may be activated, at which time a water representative will be sent to the EOC 
to coordinate water emergency response with all other City department’s emergency response. 
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In the event the EOC is activated, the City Management Policy Group will set priorities. When the EOC is 
activated, the WOC will take its direction from the EOC. An EOC Action Plan will be developed in the 
EOC that will carry out the policies dictated by the Policy Group. The WOC will use the EOC Action Plan 
in determining its course of action. Coordination between the WOC and the EOC will be done by the 
Water Services Manager in the WOC and the Operations Section Chief located in the EOC. 

If the situation is beyond the Water Division’s and the City’s control, additional assistance will be sought 
through coordination with WEROC. 

5.5 Prohibitions, Penalties and Consumption Reduction Methods 

5.5.1 Prohibitions  
The Water Conservation Ordinance No. 1586 lists water conservation requirements which shall take 
effect upon implementation by the City Council. These prohibitions shall promote the efficient use of 
water, reduce or eliminate water waste, complement the City’s Water Quality regulations and urban runoff 
reduction efforts, and enable implementation of the City’s Water Shortage Contingency Measures.  

Water conservation measures become more restrictive per each progressive stage in order to address 
the increasing differential between the water supply and demand.  

A list of restrictions and prohibitions that are applicable to each stage is displayed in Table 5-3.  

Table 5-3: Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Uses 

Retail Only: Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Uses  

Stage 
Restrictions and 

Prohibitions on End 
Users 

Additional Explanation or Reference 
Penalty, Charge, 

or Other 
Enforcement?  

Permanent Year-
Round 

Landscape - Limit 
landscape irrigation to 
specific times 

Irrigation limited to once every other 
day and prohibited between 10:00 a.m. 
and 5:00 p.m. on any day 

No 

Permanent Year-
Round 

Landscape - Other 
landscape restriction 
or prohibition 

Irrigation with a watering device not 
continuously attended limited to no 
more than fifteen minutes watering per 
day per station. This does not apply to 
very low-flow drip type irrigation 
systems 

No 

Permanent Year-
Round 

Other - Prohibit use of 
potable water for 
washing hard surfaces 

- No 

Permanent Year-
Round 

Other - Prohibit 
vehicle washing 
except at facilities 
using recycled or 
recirculating water 

- No 
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Retail Only: Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Uses  

Stage 
Restrictions and 

Prohibitions on End 
Users 

Additional Explanation or Reference 
Penalty, Charge, 

or Other 
Enforcement?  

Permanent Year-
Round Other No watering during or within 48 hours 

after measurable rainfall No 

Permanent Year-
Round 

Landscape - Prohibit 
certain types of 
landscape irrigation 

Irrigation of landscapes outside of newly 
constructed homes and buildings must 
comply with regulations established by 
the California Building Standards 
Commission and the Department of 
Housing and Community Development 

No 

Permanent Year-
Round 

CII - Lodging 
establishment must 
offer opt out of linen 
service 

- No 

Permanent Year-
Round 

Other - Customers 
must repair leaks, 
breaks, and 
malfunctions in a 
timely manner 

Leaks, breaks, and other malfunctions 
must be corrected within seven days of 
receiving notice from the City 

No 

Permanent Year-
Round 

Water Features - 
Restrict water use for 
decorative water 
features, such as 
fountains 

Operating a water fountain or other 
decorative water feature that does not 
use recirculated water is prohibited 

No 

Permanent Year-
Round Other 

Installation of single pass cooling 
systems is prohibited in buildings 
requesting new water service 

No 

Permanent Year-
Round Other 

Installation of non-re-circulating water 
systems is prohibited in new commercial 
conveyor car wash and new commercial 
laundry operations.  

No 

1  
Landscape - Limit 
landscape irrigation to 
specific times 

Irrigation limited to once every other 
day and prohibited between 10:00 a.m. 
and 5:00 p.m. on any day 

No 

1  

Other - Prohibit 
vehicle washing 
except at facilities 
using recycled or 
recirculating water 

Washing automobiles limited to once 
every other day except at commercial 
car wash establishments 

No 

1  
Pools and Spas - 
Require covers for 
pools and spas 

- No 
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Retail Only: Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Uses  

Stage 
Restrictions and 

Prohibitions on End 
Users 

Additional Explanation or Reference 
Penalty, Charge, 

or Other 
Enforcement?  

1  
CII - Restaurants may 
only serve water upon 
request 

- No 

2  Other 

Fire hydrant use limited to fire-fighting, 
system testing, and other construction 
activities or for other activities necessary 
to maintain public health, safety, and 
welfare 

Yes 

2  
Landscape - Limit 
landscape irrigation to 
specific days 

Irrigation permitted only on Tuesdays 
and Saturdays and prohibited between 
10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on any day 

Yes 

2  
Landscape - Prohibit 
certain types of 
landscape irrigation 

Agricultural users and commercial 
nurseries are exempt from Stage 2 water 
restrictions but required to curtail all 
non-essential water use.  

Yes 

2  

Other - Prohibit 
vehicle washing 
except at facilities 
using recycled or 
recirculating water 

Washing automobiles permitted with 
use of hand-held bucket or similar 
container or at commercial car washes.  

Yes 

2  
Landscape - Limit 
landscape irrigation to 
specific days 

Watering of golf course and recreational 
fields permitted only on Tuesdays and 
Saturday before the hours of 10:00 a.m. 
and after the hours of 6:00 p.m. Golf 
course greens may be watered on any 
day 

Yes 

2  Other 

Use of fire hydrants limited to fire-
fighting, system testing, and related 
activities for construction activities or for 
other activities necessary to maintain 
public health, safety, and welfare 

Yes 

2  
CII - Restaurants may 
only serve water upon 
request 

Irrigation permitted only on Tuesdays 
and Saturdays during the hours before 
10:00 a.m. and after the hours of 5:00 
p.m.  

Yes 

3  
Landscape - Limit 
landscape irrigation to 
specific days 

Agricultural users and commercial 
nurseries shall use water before the 
10:00 a.m. and after 6:00 p.m. Watering 
livestock and irrigating propagation beds 
permitted any time 

Yes 
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Retail Only: Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Uses  

Stage 
Restrictions and 

Prohibitions on End 
Users 

Additional Explanation or Reference 
Penalty, Charge, 

or Other 
Enforcement?  

3  
Landscape - Limit 
landscape irrigation to 
specific times 

Washing of automobiles is prohibited. at 
commercial car washes and where public 
health, safety, and welfare reasons  

Yes 

3  

Other - Prohibit 
vehicle washing 
except at facilities 
using recycled or 
recirculating water 

Water use at commercial car washes not 
from reclaimed or recycled water shall 
be reduced in volume by 20% 

Yes 

3  

Other - Prohibit 
vehicle washing 
except at facilities 
using recycled or 
recirculating water 

Use of water-softening devices is 
prohibited Yes 

3  Other 

Watering golf courses and recreational 
fields permitted only on Tuesdays and 
Saturdays before the hours of 10:00 a.m. 
and after 6:00 p.m. except for golf 
course greens  

Yes 

3  
Landscape - Limit 
landscape irrigation to 
specific days 

- Yes 

3  

Other - Customers 
must repair leaks, 
breaks, and 
malfunctions in a 
timely manner 

- Yes 

3  Other 

New construction meters or permits for 
unmetered services prohibited. 
Construction water prohibited for earth 
work or road construction purposes.  

Yes 

4  Landscape - Prohibit 
all landscape irrigation - Yes 

4  
Landscape - Prohibit 
certain types of 
landscape irrigation 

Water for agricultural or commercial 
nursery purposes, except for livestock 
watering, is prohibited. 

Yes 

4  
Other water feature 
or swimming pool 
restriction 

Filling or refilling swimming pools, spas, 
ponds, and artificial lakes is prohibited Yes 

4  Landscape - Other 
landscape restriction 

Watering of all golf course areas is 
prohibited Yes 
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Retail Only: Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Uses  

Stage 
Restrictions and 

Prohibitions on End 
Users 

Additional Explanation or Reference 
Penalty, Charge, 

or Other 
Enforcement?  

or prohibition 

4  
Landscape - Other 
landscape restriction 
or prohibition 

Watering of parks, school grounds, and 
recreation fields is prohibited, except for 
rare plant or animal species  

Yes 

4  Other 
Water for commercial, manufacturing, 
or processing purposes shall be reduced 
in volume by 50% 

Yes 

4  Other Water for air conditioning is prohibited Yes 
NOTES: 

5.5.2 Penalties 
The City may immediately install a flow restricting device in the customer in violation of any of the 
restrictions listed in the previous section. The customer shall pay fifty dollars ($50) for the installation and 
removal of the flow restricting device.  

5.5.3 Consumption Reduction Methods 
Table 5-4 lists the consumption reduction methods that will be used to reduce water use in restrictive 
stages. 

Table 5-4: Stages of Water Shortage Contingency Plan - Consumption Reduction Methods 

Retail Only: Stages of Water Shortage Contingency Plan - Consumption Reduction 
Methods 

Stage Consumption Reduction Methods by 
Water Supplier Additional Explanation or Reference  

1 Other Stage 1 Water Conservation Measures 
2 Other Stage 2 Water Conservation Measures 
3 Other Stage 3 Water Conservation Measures 
4 Other Stage 4 Water Conservation Measures 

NOTES: 

5.6 Impacts to Revenue 
The actions described above to address a range of water shortage conditions have the potential to impact 
the City’s revenues and expenditures. To assess these impacts, the City calculated the revenue impacts 
resulting from a 10, 25, and 50 percent reduction in sales as compared to a base year that was based on 
an estimate of normal year baseline. Other factors incorporated into the analysis included water losses, 
pricing structure and avoided costs. The results of this analysis are shown below in Table 5-5. 
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Table 5-5: Revenue Impacts Analysis 

Demand Baseline 10% 25% 50% 

     Water Purchased/Produced (HCF) 10,481,407  9,433,266  7,861,055  5,240,704  
Groundwater (AF) 7,899,170  

   Imported Water (AF) 2,582,237  
   Water Losses (HCF) 532,260  479,073  399,227  266,152  

Water Sales (HCF) 9,949,104  8,954,194  7,461,828  4,974,552  

     Tier 4 (>500) (%) 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 
Tier 3 (251 - 500) (%) 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 
Tier 2 (37 - 250) (%) 21.0% 21.0% 21.0% 21.0% 
Tier 1 (0 - 36) (%) 47.0% 47.0% 47.0% 47.0% 

     Tier 4 (HCF) 2,487,276  2,238,548  1,865,457  1,243,638  
Tier 3 (HCF) 696,437  626,794  522,328  348,219  
Tier 2 (HCF) 2,089,312  1,880,381  1,566,984  1,044,656  
Tier 1 (HCF) 4,676,079  4,208,471  3,507,059  2,338,039  

Total 9,949,104  8,954,194  7,461,828  4,974,552  

     Commodity Rates         

     Tier 4 (>500) ($) 3.08  3.08  3.08  3.08  
Tier 3 (251 - 500) ($) 3.00  3.00  3.00  3.00  
Tier 2 (37 - 250) ($) 2.91  2.91  2.91  2.91  
Tier 1 (0 - 36) ($) 2.83  2.83  2.83  2.83  
Revenue         
Tier 4 Revenue $7,660,810  $6,894,729  $5,745,608  $3,830,405  
Tier 3 Revenue $2,089,312  $1,880,381  $1,566,984  $1,044,656  
Tier 2 Revenue $6,079,897  $5,471,908  $4,559,923  $3,039,949  
Tier 1 Revenue $13,233,303  $11,909,973  $9,924,977  $6,616,652  

Total $29,063,323  $26,156,990  $21,797,492  $14,531,661  

     Fixed Monthly/Bimonthly Charge 
Revenue 

$2,936,677  
$2,936,677  $2,936,677  $2,936,677  

     Total Rate Revenue $32,000,000  $29,093,668  $24,734,169  $17,468,339  

     Revenue Lost 
 

($2,906,332) ($7,265,831) ($14,531,661) 

     Variable Costs         

     Sources of Supply, Pumping $14,822,000  $13,339,800  $11,116,500  $7,411,000  
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Demand Baseline 10% 25% 50% 
Unit Costs ($/HCF) 

    Sources of Supply, Pumping $1.41  $1.41  $1.41  $1.41  

     Avoided Costs 
 

$1,482,200  $3,705,500  $7,411,000  

     Net Revenue Change 
 

($1,424,132) ($3,560,331) ($7,120,661) 

     Rate Revenue Increase Required 
 

4.66% 12.52% 28.62% 

 

The City receives water revenue from a commodity charge, a fixed customer minimum charge and a 
capital recovery charge. The rates have been designed to recover the full cost of water service in the 
commodity charge. Therefore, the cost of purchasing water and producing groundwater would decrease 
as the usage or sale of water decreases. Should an extreme shortage be declared and a large reduction 
in water sales occurs for an extended period of time, the Water Services Division would reexamine its 
water rate structure and monitor projected expenditures. In most cases, the City would first utilize water 
reserve funds to meet the adjusted revenues. If needed, the City would additionally increase rates to 
overcome revenue lost. 

The City will also follow the allocation plan guidelines of MWDOC as adopted by Metropolitan once an 
extreme shortage is declared. This allocation plan will be enforced by Metropolitan using rate surcharges. 
MWDOC will follow the guidelines of the allocation plan and impose the surcharge that Metropolitan 
applies to its member agencies that exceed their water allocation. The City would correspondingly impose 
surcharges or penalties in accordance with its ordinance on excessive use of water. 

5.7 Reduction Measuring Mechanism 
Under normal water supply conditions, potable water production figures are recorded daily. Daily 
production figures will be reported to the Public Works Director, who will then compare the weekly 
production to the target weekly production to verify that the reduction goal is being met. If reduction goals 
are not being met, monthly reports will be sent to the City Council. Totals are reported weekly to the Chief 
Water Operator. Totals are reported monthly to the Public Works Director and incorporated into the water 
supply report.  

The City will participate in monthly member agency manager meetings with both MWDOC and OCWD to 
monitor and discuss monthly water allocation charts. This will enable the City to be aware of import and 
groundwater use on a timely basis as a result of specific actions taken responding to the City’s Water 
Shortage Contingency Plan. 
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6 RECYCLED WATER 
Recycled water opportunities have continued to grow in Southern California as public acceptance and the 
need to expand local water resources continues to be a priority. Recycled water also provides a degree of 
flexibility and added reliability during drought conditions when imported water supplies are restricted.  

Recycled water is wastewater that is treated through primary, secondary and tertiary processes and is 
acceptable for most non-potable water purposes such as irrigation, and commercial and industrial 
process water per Title 22 requirements.  

6.1 Agency Coordination 
The City does not own or operate wastewater treatment facilities and sends all collected wastewater to 
Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) for treatment and disposal. OCWD is the manager of the 
Orange County Groundwater Basin and strives to maintain and increase the reliability of the Basin 
through replenishment with imported water, stormwater, and advanced treated wastewater. OCWD and 
OCSD have jointly constructed and expanded two water recycling projects to meet this goal that include: 
1) OCWD Green Acres Project (GAP) and 2) OCWD GWRS. 

6.1.1 OCWD Green Acres Project 
OCWD owns and operates the GAP, a water recycling system that provides up to 8,400 AFY of recycled 
water for irrigation and industrial uses. GAP provides an alternate source of water that is mainly delivered 
to parks, golf courses, greenbelts, cemeteries, and nurseries in the cities of Costa Mesa, Fountain Valley, 
Newport Beach, and Santa Ana. Approximately 100 sites use GAP water, current recycled water users 
include Mile Square Park and Golf Courses in Fountain Valley, Costa Mesa Country Club, Chroma 
Systems carpet dyeing, Kaiser Permanente, and Caltrans. The City does not receive any GAP water.  

6.1.2 OCWD Groundwater Replenishment System 
OCWD’s GWRS receives secondary treated wastewater from OCSD and purifies it to levels that meet 
and exceed all state and federal drinking water standards. The GWRS Phase 1 plant has been 
operational since January 2008, and uses a three-step advanced treatment process consisting of 
microfiltration (MF), reverse osmosis (RO), and ultraviolet (UV) light with hydrogen peroxide. A portion of 
the treated water is injected into the seawater barrier to prevent seawater intrusion into the groundwater 
basin. The other portion of the water is pumped to ponds where the water percolates into deep aquifers 
and becomes part of Orange County’s water supply. The treatment process described on OCWD’s 
website is provided below (OCWD, GWRS, 2015).  

GWRS Treatment Process  

The first step of the treatment process after receiving the secondary treated wastewater is a separation 
process called MF that uses hollow polypropylene fibers with 0.2 micron diameter holes in the sides. 
Suspended solids, protozoa, bacteria and some viruses are filtered out when drawing water through the 
holes to the center of the fibers.  
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The second step of the process consists of RO, semi-permeable polyamide polymer (plastic) membranes 
that water is forced through under high pressure. RO removes dissolved chemicals, viruses and 
pharmaceuticals in the water resulting in near-distilled-quality water that requires minerals be added back 
in to stabilize the water. This process was used by OCWD from 1975 to 2004 at their Water Factory 21 
(WF-21) to purify treated wastewater from OCSD for injection into the seawater intrusion barrier. 

The third step of the process involves water being exposed to high-intensity UV light with hydrogen 
peroxide (H2O2) for disinfection and removal of any trace organic compounds that may have passed 
through the RO membranes. The trace organic compounds may include N-Nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA) 
and 1-4 Dioxane, which have been removed to the parts-per trillion level. UV disinfection with H2O2 is an 
effective disinfection/advanced oxidation process that keeps these compounds from reaching drinking 
water supplies.  

OCWD’s GWRS has a current production capacity of 112,100 AFY with the expansion that was 
completed in 2015. Approximately 39,200 AFY of the highly purified water is pumped into the injection 
wells and 72,900 AFY is pumped to the percolation ponds in the city of Anaheim where the water is 
naturally filtered through sand and gravel to deep aquifers of the groundwater basin. The Basin provides 
approximately 72 percent of the potable water supply for north and central Orange County.  

The design and construction of the first phase (78,500 AFY) of the GWRS project was jointly funded by 
OCWD and OCSD; Phase 2 expansion (33,600 AFY) was funded solely by OCWD. Expansion beyond 
this is currently in discussion and could provide an additional 33,600 AFY of water, increasing total 
GWRS production to 145,700 AFY. The GWRS is the world’s largest water purification system for indirect 
potable reuse (IPR). 

6.2 Wastewater Description and Disposal 
The Garden Grove Sanitary District (GGSD) was formed in 1924 for the purpose of providing sanitary 
sewer service to portions of Orange County including the city of Garden Grove, which was unincorporated 
Orange County at that time. GGSD provided sewer service to most areas within the corporate boundaries 
of the City, as well as portions of the cities of Stanton, Anaheim, Orange, Santa Ana, and Westminster. In 
1997, the Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission revised the boundaries of the GGSD and 
reorganized it as a subsidiary district of the City.  

The City sewer system includes 312 miles of sewer lines, 9,700 manholes and four lift stations that 
connect to OCSD's trunk system to convey wastewater to OCSD's treatment plants. OCSD has an 
extensive system of gravity flow sewers, pump stations, and pressurized sewers. OCSD’s Plant No. 1 in 
Fountain Valley has a capacity of 320 million gallons per day (MGD) and Plant No. 2 in Huntington Beach 
has a capacity of 312 MGD. Both plants share a common ocean outfall, but Plant No. 1 currently provides 
all of its secondary treated wastewater to OCWD’s GWRS for beneficial reuse. The 120-inch diameter 
ocean outfall extends 4 miles off the coast of Huntington Beach. A 78-inch diameter emergency outfall 
also extends 1.3 miles off the coast.  

Table 6-1 summarizes the City's wastewater collected by GGSD and transported to OCSD's system in 
2015. No wastewater is treated or disposed in the City’s service area as OCSD treats and disposes all of 
the City's wastewater. 

arcadis.com 6-2 
Page 274 of 311 



2015 URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table 6-1: Wastewater Collected Within Service Area in 2015 (AF) 

Retail:  Wastewater Collected Within Service Area in 2015 
Wastewater Collection Recipient of Collected Wastewater 

Name of 
Wastewater 
Collection 

Agency 

Wastewater 
Volume Metered 

or Estimated? 

Volume of 
Wastewater 

Collected in 2015                                    

Name of Wastewater 
Treatment Agency 
Receiving Collected 

Wastewater  

Treatment 
Plant Name 

Is WWTP 
Located Within 
UWMP Area? 

Garden Grove 
Sanitary District Estimated 15,632 OCSD Plant No. 1 / 

Plant No. 2 No 

Total Wastewater Collected from 
Service Area in 2015: 15,632   

NOTES: 
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6.3 Current Recycled Water Uses 
There are currently no recycled water uses within the City’s service area. 

6.4 Potential Recycled Water Uses 
While the City recognizes the potential for beneficial reuse in their service area, there is no source of 
recycled water supply in proximity to the City. The City's wastewater is conveyed to OCSD's regional 
treatment facilities where the wastewater is treated, recycled, or discharged to the ocean. Recycled water 
analyses performed over the years have shown that local treatment and reuse facilities are not feasible. 
The City supports, encourages, and contributes to the continued development of recycled water and 
potential uses throughout the region with OCWD’s GWRS. 

6.4.1 Direct Non-Potable Reuse 
The City does not have any direct non-potable uses within their service area and does not currently have 
the potential for non-potable reuse as a result of nonexistent or planned recycled water infrastructure. 

6.4.2 Indirect Potable Reuse 
The City benefits from OCWD’s GWRS system that provides indirect potable reuse through 
replenishment of Orange County’s Groundwater Basin with water that meets state and federal drinking 
water standards. 

6.5 Optimization Plan 
The City does not use recycled water, therefore, there is no need for a recycled water optimization plan. 
In other areas of Orange County, recycled water is used for irrigating golf courses, parks, schools, 
businesses, and communal landscaping, as well as for groundwater recharge. Analyses have indicated 
that present worth costs to incorporate recycled water within the City are not cost effective as compared 
to purchasing imported water from MWDOC, or using groundwater. The City will continue to conduct 
feasibility studies for recycled water and seek out creative solutions such as funding, regulatory 
requirements, institutional arrangement and public acceptance for recycled water use with MWDOC, 
OCWD, Metropolitan and other cooperative agencies.  
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7 FUTURE WATER SUPPLY PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS 

7.1 Water Management Tools 
Resource optimization such as desalination and IPR minimize the City's and region's reliance on imported 
water. Optimization efforts are typically led by regional agencies in collaboration with local/retail agencies.  

7.2 Transfer or Exchange Opportunities 
Interconnections with other agencies result in the ability to share water supplies during short term 
emergency situations or planned shutdowns of major imported water systems. The City maintains four 
connections to the Metropolitan system and nine emergency interconnections with surrounding agencies. 
These interconnections have the ability to transfer a totally of approximately 22,500 GPM into the City's 
distribution system. Emergency interconnections result in approximately 13,200 GPM of flow. 

MWDOC continues to help its retail agencies develop transfer and exchange opportunities that promote 
reliability within their systems. Therefore, MWDOC will look to help its retail agencies navigate the 
operational and administrative issues of transfers within the Metropolitan distribution system. Currently, 
there are no transfer or exchange opportunities. 

7.3 Planned Water Supply Projects and Programs 
The City has identified the following planned design and construction projects.  

Rehabilitate Well 19 - construct new wellhead and perform SCADA improvements. 

7.4 Desalination Opportunities 
The City has not investigated seawater desalination as a result of economic and physical impediments. 

Brackish groundwater is groundwater with a salinity higher than freshwater, but lower than seawater. 
Brackish groundwater typically requires treatment using desalters.  

7.4.1 Groundwater 
Between the years of 1990 and 2005, the City participated in a blending agreement with OCWD where 
they were allowed to pump above the BPP, but would pay an adjusted BEA. The adjusted BEA allowed 
the City to deduct the additional expenses that were incurred from the blending project. The Lampson 
Well Nitrate Blending Project is not only beneficial to the City, but benefits the Orange County 
Groundwater Basin by cleaning the Talbert Aquifer of nitrates. Under the agreement, the City was allowed 
to extract 4,000 AFY from wells containing high nitrate concentrations. Currently, OCWD considers the 
City’s BEA-exempt agreement to be expired. 

The Garden Grove Nitrate Blending Project is located at the City’s Lampson Reservoir site. Groundwater 
pumped from two wells, No. 28 and No. 23 (intermittently) are blended in order to meet the MCL for 
nitrate.  
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7.4.2 Ocean Water 
The City has not investigated ocean desalination as a result of economic and physical impediments. 
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8 UWMP ADOPTION PROCESS 
Recognizing that close coordination among other relevant public agencies is key to the success of its 
UWMP, the City worked closely with entities such as MWDOC to develop and update this planning 
document. The City also encouraged public involvement by holding a public hearing for residents to learn 
and ask questions about their water supply. 

This section provides the information required in Article 3 of the Water Code related to adoption and 
implementation of the UWMP. Table 8-1 summarizes external coordination and outreach activities carried 
out by the City and their corresponding dates. The UWMP checklist to confirm compliance with the Water 
Code is provided in Appendix A. 

Table 8-1: External Coordination and Outreach 

External Coordination and Outreach Date Reference 

Encouraged public involvement (Public Hearing) 
5/31/16 & 

6/7/16 
Appendix F 

Notified city or county within supplier’s service area that water 
supplier is preparing an updated UWMP (at least 60 days prior to 
public hearing)  

3/21/16 Appendix E 

Held public hearing 6/14/16 Appendix E 

Adopted UWMP 
 

Appendix F 

Submitted UWMP to DWR (no later than 30 days after adoption) 
 

 

Submitted UWMP to the California State Library and city or 
county within the supplier’s service area (no later than 30 days 
after adoption)  

 

Made UWMP available for public review (no later than 30 days 
after filing with DWR)  

 

 

This UWMP was adopted by the City Council on DATE, 2016. A copy of the adopted resolution is 
provided in Appendix F. 

A change from the 2004 legislative session to the 2009 legislative session required the City to notify any 
city or county within its service area at least 60 days prior to the public hearing. As shown in Table 8-2, 
the City sent a Letter of Notification to the County of Orange on DATE, 2016 to state that it was in the 
process of preparing an updated UWMP (Appendix E).  
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Table 8-2: Notification to Cities and Counties 

Retail: Notification to Cities and Counties                  

County Name                    60 Day Notice Notice of Public 
Hearing 

Orange County  
 

 
 

NOTES: 

8.1 Public Participation 
The City encourages community participation in developing its urban water management planning efforts. 
For this UWMP update, a public meeting was held on DATE, 2016 to review and receive comments on 
the draft plan before City Council approval.  

Notices of public meetings were posted in the City Hall. Legal public notices for the meeting were 
published in the local newspaper and posted at City facilities. Copies of the draft plan were available at 
the City Clerk and Utility Department offices. A copy of the published Notice of Public Hearing is included 
in Appendix E. 

8.2 Agency Coordination 
The City's water supply planning relates to the policies, rules, and regulations of its regional and local 
water providers. The City is dependent on imported water from Metropolitan through MWDOC, its regional 
wholesaler. The City is also dependent on groundwater from OCWD, the agency that manages the Santa 
Ana River Groundwater Basin. As such, the City involved these water providers in this 2015 UWMP at 
various levels of contribution. 

8.3 UWMP Submittal 

8.3.1 Review of 2010 UWMP Implementation 
As required by California Water Code, the City summarized Water Conservation Programs implemented 
to date, and compared them to those planned in its 2010 UWMP. 

8.3.2 Comparison of 2010 Planned Water Conservation Programs with 2015 
Actual Programs 

As a signatory to the memorandum of understanding (MOU) regarding urban water use efficiency, the 
City’s commitment to implement BMP-based water use efficiency program continues today. For the City’s 
specific achievements in the area of conservation, please see Section 4 of the UWMP. 
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8.3.3 Filing of 2015 UWMP 
The City Council reviewed the Final Draft Plan on DATE, 2016. The five-member City Council approved 
the 2015 UWMP on DATE, 2016. See Appendix F for the resolution approving the Plan.  

By July 1, 2016, the City’s Adopted 2015 UWMP was filed with DWR, California State Library, County of 
Orange, and cities within its service area, if applicable. 
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Agenda Item - 7.a.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: William E. Murray

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Public Works 

Subject: Award of Contract to R.J.
Noble Company, for Project
No. 7277 - Knott Street
Rehabilitation from Garden
Grove Boulevard to Lampson
Avenue, and for Project No.
7228 Valley View Street from
SR 22 westbound off-ramp to
Tiffany Avenue. (Cost:
$2,061,972.50) (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

For City Council to award a contract to R. J. Noble Company, for Project No. 7277
Knott Street Rehabilitation from Garden Grove Boulevard to Lampson Avenue and for
Project No. 7228 Valley View Street from SR 22 westbound off-ramp to Tiffany
Avenue.

BACKGROUND

Both proposed projects generally consist of roadway rehabilitation by full depth
reclamation and cement treatment, asphalt paving, cold milling, replacement of PCC
sidewalk, curb, curb & gutter, drive approach, bus pad, local depression and handicap
ramps, installation of catch basin inlet filters, adjustment of utility covers to finish
grade, installation of video detection system and traffic signal detector loops,
installation of traffic striping, raised pavement markers and signage, reestablishment
of centerline ties and monuments, and installation of irrigation and landscaping.
 
Valley View Street from Tiffany Avenue to Chapman Avenue was recently
reconstructed in 2014. The new proposed section was not included as part of that
project as it is located within the Caltrans right-of-way. However, this segment was
brought to the City’s attention as being part of the City’s Freeway Maintenance
Agreement with Caltrans and it is the City’s responsibility to maintain.
 
The proposed project will also include the construction of a dedicated right-turn lane
on southbound Knott Street, approximately 400 feet north of Lampson Avenue. This
will provide a safer entrance into the new driveway at the Pacifica High School
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parking lot and relieve congestion on Lampson Avenue. Bundling this smaller project
with the larger Knott Rehabilitation Project allows for economies of scale and less
disruption to the public, as all construction will be delivered during the same time
frame. The overall street reconstruction projects will significantly improve ride, safety
and appearance of both arterial streets and reduce maintenance.

DISCUSSION

Staff solicited bids for this project pursuant to Municipal Code Section 2.50.100.
 
Four (4) qualified bids were received and opened in the City Clerk's office at
11:00 a.m. on May 31, 2016.  The lowest qualified bidder is R. J. Noble Company,
with a total bid of $2,061,972.50.  This bid is within the current project budget.  The
licenses and references of the contractor have been reviewed and verified by staff,
and all other documentation is in order.
 
Award contract     - June 14, 2016
Begin construction (estimated)     - July 11, 2016
Complete construction (estimated)     - October 31, 2016
 

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no financial impact to the General Fund.  This improvement is included in the
2015-16 Capital Improvement Budget and is funded by Federal (RSTP), Measure “M2”
Local and Gas Tax funds. A maximum of $500,000 RSTP federal funds have been
programmed for reimbursement.
 
 
The City has also received a pre-payment in the amount of $47,212.50 from the Garden
Grove Unified School District to cover the construction costs of the dedicated right-turn
lane for Pacifica High School. The monies will be deposited into the General Fund for
Fiscal Year 2015-16 and will be carried forward into Fiscal Year 2016-17.
 

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Award a contract to R.J. Noble Company, in the amount of $2,061,972.50, for
Project No. 7277 Knott Street Rehabilitation from Garden Grove Boulevard to
Lampson Avenue and for Project No. 7228 Valley View Street from SR 22
westbound off-ramp to Tiffany Avenue; and

 
Authorize the City Manager to execute the agreement, and make minor
modifications as appropriate thereto, on behalf of the City. Authorize the Finance
Director to appropriate $47,212.50 in General fund for Fiscal Year 2015-16 for
Project 7277 – Knott Street Rehabilitation and to carry over the appropriation
into Fiscal Year 2016-17.
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By:  Nick Hsieh, P.E.,  Associate Engineer

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Bid Summary 6/2/2016 Backup Material Bid_Summary.docx
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CITY OF GARDEN GROVE 

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
Engineering Division 

 
BID SUMMARY SHEET 

 
FOR 

 
 

PROJECT NO. 7277 - KNOTT STREET REHABILITATION FROM GARDEN 

GROVE BOULEVARD TO LAMPSON AVENUE AND FOR PROJECT NO. 7228 

VALLEY VIEW STREET FROM 22 W/B OFF-RAMP TO TIFFANY AVENUE 
 
 
BID OPENING:  DATE:  May 31, 2016  TIME:  11:00 A.M. 

 
 
ENGINEER’S ESTIMATE:  $ 1,943,650.00 
 
 

  
Bidder’s Name 

 
Total Bid 

% Under/Over 
Engrs. Est 

    

 R.J. Noble Company, Orange $2,061,972.50 6.09 % Over 

 All American Asphalt, Corona $2,157,359.60 11.0 % Over 

 Hardy and Harper, Santa Ana $2,177,000.00 12.01 % Over 

 Excel Paving Company, Long Beach $2,382,855.00 22.60 % Over 
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Agenda Item - 7.b.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Lisa Kim

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Community and Economic
Development 

Subject: Adoption of a Resolution
approving the Garden Grove
Tourism Improvement
District Advisory Board's
2016-2017 Annual Report,
Declaration of Intention to
levy assessments for Fiscal
Year 2016-17, and setting a
Public Hearing on the
proposed
assessment. (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

OBJECTIVE

To adopt a Resolution approving the Annual Report of the Garden Grove Tourism
Improvement District Advisory Board ("Advisory Board"), declaring intention to levy
assessments for Fiscal Year 2016-2017 for the Garden Grove Tourism Improvement
District (GGTID) based on the Advisory Board Report and setting a Public Hearing
thereon.

BACKGROUND

The GGTID was established by the City Council in accordance with the Parking and
Business Improvement Area Law of 1989, California Streets and Highways Code
Section 36500 et seq., (the "Law") through the adoption of Resolution No. 9009-10
on August 24, 2010, and Ordinance No. 2782 on October 26, 2010.
 
The purpose of the GGTID is to provide revenue to defray the costs of advertising and
marketing efforts designed to increase overnight stays in the GGTID, construction and
maintenance of improvements in the GGTID, and other services, activities, and
programs that promote and encourage tourism within the GGTID, which benefit the
operators of hotels paying assessments through the promotion of scenic, recreational,
cultural, and other attractions.
 
The GGTID includes the hotels along Harbor Boulevard from the boundary within the
city of Anaheim to Garden Grove Boulevard.  It is divided into two (2) separate
benefit zones:
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Tier I includes the hotels north of Lampson Avenue, which are subject to an
assessment of up to 2.5% of gross rent charged per room occupancy per night. 
There are currently nine (9) hotels in Tier I.

 
Tier II encompasses those hotels south of Lampson Avenue, which are subject to
an assessment of up to 0.5% of gross rent charged per room occupancy per
night. There is currently one hotel in Tier II, The Great Wolf Lodge Southern
California.

 
Pursuant to the Law and the Ordinance, the City Council is required to re-levy the
assessment annually, based on the recommendations set forth in the annual report of
the Advisory Board.

DISCUSSION

Annual Advisory Board Report
 
In accordance with Ordinance No. 2782, the Board of Directors of the Garden Grove
Tourism Promotion Corporation (GGTPC) serves as the Advisory Board.  Pursuant to
the Ordinance and the Law, the Advisory Board is required to submit an annual report
to the City.  The annual report is required to include the following:
 

Any proposed changes in the boundaries of the GGTID or in any of the benefit
zones;
A description of the improvements and activities to be provided for the upcoming
fiscal year;
An estimate of the cost of providing the improvements and the activities for that
fiscal year;
The recommended method and basis of levying the assessment in sufficient
detail to allow each business owner to estimate the amount of the assessment to
be levied against his or her business for that fiscal year;
The amount of any surplus or deficit revenues to be carried over from a 
previous fiscal year; and
The amount of any contributions to be made from sources other than the
assessments levied.

 
The Advisory Board’s annual report serves as the basis for the levying of assessments
each year.
 
The Advisory Board has prepared the annual report for Fiscal Year 2016-2017, which
contains a proposed budget for use of the anticipated assessment revenues for the
year.  No changes are proposed (i) to the boundaries of the GGTID, (ii) in the GGTID
improvements and activities authorized by Resolution No. 9009-10 and Ordinance No.
2782, or (iii) in the amount of the annual assessment or the method and basis for the
levying the assessment.
 
The Advisory Board is recommending that the annual assessments for Fiscal
Year 2016-2017 continue to be two and one-half percent (2.5%) of the gross rent
charged by the Operator per room occupancy per night for all transient occupancies

Page 299 of 311 



for each visitor accommodation facility in Tier I and (ii) one-half percent (0.5%) of
the gross rent charged by the operator per room occupancy per night for all transient
occupancies for each visitor accommodation facility in Tier II.
 
On February 22, 2011, the City Council approved an agreement with the
Anaheim/Orange County Visitor & Convention Bureau (“VCB”), pursuant to which,
approximately 80% of the GGTID assessment revenue collected is allocated to the
VCB to fund collective tourism marketing efforts or retained by the City for future
Harbor Boulevard median improvements and a future transit system.
 
The remaining (approximately 20%) of the GGTID assessment would be allocated to
fund specific improvements along Harbor Boulevard and other tourism promotion
activities in Garden Grove in accordance with the budget included in the annual
report.  These funds are administered by the GGTPC pursuant to an agreement with
the GGTPC approved by the City Council on September 27, 2011.
 
Levying of Assessment for Fiscal Year 2016-2017
 
State Law requires that each year the City Council adopt a Resolution declaring its
intention to levy an annual assessment for the upcoming fiscal year based on the
Advisory Board’s Annual Report and scheduling a Public Hearing on the proposed
assessment.  The attached proposed Resolution contains the items required by State
Law and sets a Public Hearing on the matter for June 28, 2016.  After City Council
adoption, the Resolution will be published in a local paper of general circulation at
least seven (7) days before the public hearing pursuant to the Law.
 
At the Public Hearing scheduled for June 28, 2016, the City Council may order
changes in any of the matters provided in the Advisory Board’s Annual Report,
including changes in the proposed assessments, the proposed improvements and
activities to be funded, and the proposed boundaries of the area.  At the conclusion of
the Public Hearing, the City Council may adopt a Resolution confirming the annual
report as originally filed or as changed by it.  The adoption of that Resolution shall
constitute the levy of an assessment for the 2016-2017 Fiscal Year.
 
A similar Resolution must be adopted annually by the City Council in order to
continue to levy the assessment in the succeeding fiscal years.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

It is not anticipated that the City will incur significant direct costs as a result of this
action.  It is estimated that the GGTID will produce approximately $3.38 million
dollars in new annual revenues and $227,000 in carryover for fiscal year 2015-2016
for local tourism promotion efforts, and most of these funds will be administered by
the VCB and the GGTPC.  Any actual administrative costs incurred by the City in
relation to the GGTID will be reimbursed through assessment revenues, up to a
percentage cap of assessments collected.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
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Adopt the attached Resolution approving the Garden Grove Tourism
Improvement District Advisory Board Annual Report; declaring its intention to
levy assessments for Fiscal Year 2016-2017 for the Garden Grove Tourism
Improvement District; and fixing June 28, 2016, as the time and place of the
Public Hearing thereon and giving notice thereof.

 
By:  Greg Blodgett, Sr. Project Manager

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

GGTID Advisory
Board Annual Report
for Fiscal Year 2016-
2015

6/3/2016 Cover Memo GGTID_Report_2016-2017.docx

Proposed Fiscal Year
2016-2017 GGTID
Budget

6/3/2016 Cover Memo
Copy_of_TID_-
_GG_TID__5__TID_Proposed_Bud_revised_FY16-
17__-3-6.xlsx

Proposed Fiscal Year
2016-17 VCB Budget

6/7/2016 Cover Memo Visit_Anaheim_Budget_FY_16-17_(1).pdf

Resolution 6/3/2016 Cover Memo ggtid_RESOLUTION_2016_2017.doc
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1162319.1 

GARDEN GROVE TOURISM IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT ADISORY BOARD 

REPORT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016-2017 

 

 The Garden Grove Tourism Improvement District (GGTID) was established by 

the Garden Grove City Council in accordance with the Parking and Business 

Improvement Area Law of 1989, California Streets and Highways Code section 

36500 et seq., (the “Law”) through the adoption of Resolution No. 9009-10 on 

August 24, 2010 and Ordinance No. 2782 on October 26, 2010.   

 The purpose of the GGTID is to provide revenue to defray the costs of 

advertising and marketing efforts designed to increase overnight stays in the 

GGTID, construction and maintenance of improvements in the GGTID, and other 

services, activities, and programs that promote and encourage tourisms within the 

GGTID, and other services, activities, and programs that promote and encourage 

tourism within the GGTID, which will benefit the Operators of Visitor 

Accommodation Facilities paying assessments through the promotion of scenic, 

recreational, cultural, and other attractions. 

 Pursuant to Ordinance No. 2782, the Board of Directors of the Garden Grove 

Tourism Promotion Corporation, a California non-profit mutual benefit corporation, 

serves as the GGTID Advisory Board.  In accordance with Ordinance No. 2782 and 

California Streets and Highways Code section 36533, the Advisory Board is required 

to annually prepare and submit to the City a report for the upcoming fiscal year, 

which is required to contain the following: 

1. Any proposed changes in the boundaries of the GGTID or the benefit zones 

within the GGTID. 

 

2. The GGTID improvements and activities to be provided in the upcoming fiscal 

year from GGTID assessment revenues and/or any other contributions from 

sources other than GGTID assessment revenues. 

 

3. An estimate of the cost of providing the GGTID improvements and the 

activities for the upcoming fiscal year. 

 

4. The method and basis of levying the assessment in sufficient detail to allow 

each Visitor Accommodation Facility to estimate the amount of the 

assessment to be levied against the Visitor Accommodation Facility for the 

fiscal year, and any proposed changes to the method and basis of levying the 

assessment. 

 

5. The amount of any surplus or deficit revenues to be carried over from the 

previous fiscal year. 
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6. The amount of any contributions to the GGTID to be made from sources 

other than assessments levied against the Visitor Accommodation Facilities. 

 

1. CHANGES TO BOUNDARIES 

 

The boundaries of the GGTID generally include certain real property within 
that area of Garden Grove fronting, bordering, or near Harbor Boulevard from the 
City of Anaheim to Garden Grove Boulevard.  The GGTID is divided into two (2) 
separate zones: (i) Tier I, which includes that real property within the GGTID north 
of Lampson Avenue, and (ii) Tier II, which includes that real property within the 
GGTID south of Lampson Avenue.  A map showing the precise area and boundaries 
of the GGTID and the two benefit zones is attached as Exhibit “A” to Ordinance No. 
2782. 

 
 No changes to boundaries of the GGTID are proposed. 
 
2. IMPROVEMENTS & ACTIVITIES 

The improvements and activities that occurred during the 2015-2016 Fiscal Year  
included Grove District banners installed on light poles on Harbor Blvd.  
Maintenance and improvements of all the sidewalks and adjacent to the TID hotels 
were competed on a monthly basis. GGTID contributed to the landscaping and 
lighting improvements on Harbor Boulevard from the Great Wolf Lodge to Twin Tree 
Lane.  GGTID also contributed significant sponsorship and support to the Garden 
Grove Foundation Golf Tournament, the Garden Grove Strawberry Festival, Resort 
Transportation, Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce and the 2015 ICSC RECON 
Convention.  Mc Cue Communication was retained to continue the new marketing 
plan for the Grove District. The Grove District also approved funding new 
monument signs consistent with the City design standards signs for businesses 
within the GGTID. The GGITID also funded private a security company. 
 
 The improvements and activities anticipated to be undertaken in the GGTID 
for the 2016-2017 Fiscal Year generally include tourism and marketing programs to 
promote the GGTID area and benefitted Visitor Accommodation Facilities as a 
tourism destination; GGTID and Anaheim/Orange County Visitor & Convention 
Bureau (“VCB”) administrative oversight; physical improvements and maintenance 
along the right-of-way, median, and sidewalks adjacent to the benefitted Visitor 
Accommodation Facilities; and other projects, programs and activities that benefit 
the Visitor Accommodation Facilities located and operating within the GGTID, as 
further described in Exhibit “C” to Resolution No. 9009-10.  The anticipated 
improvements and activities anticipated to be undertaken in the 2016-2017 Fiscal 
Year are more specifically delineated in the attached Budgets. 
 
 No changes in the GGTID improvements and activities authorized by 
Resolution No. 9009-10 and Ordinance No. 2782 are proposed. 
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3. ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS & ACTIVITIES 

The attached Budgets show the estimated assessment revenues and costs for 

the GGTID for FY 2016-2017. 

 

 Pursuant to an agreement between the City of Garden Grove and the VCB 

entered into on or about February 22, 2011, approximately eighty percent (80%) of 

the net GGTID assessment revenues (i.e., 2.0% of the total 2.5% assessment in 

Tier I and 0.4% of the total 0.5% assessment in Tier II), will be allocated to the 

VCB to administer and use for marketing and promotion of tourism and conventions 

benefitting the Visitor Accommodation Facilities as part of the “Anaheim Resort 

District.”  However, the City of Garden Grove will retain $7,500 per month from this 

allocation (for a total of $90,000 in FY 2015-2016) for the purpose of funding future 

median improvements along Harbor Boulevard north of Chapman Avenue within the 

GGTID.  For FY 2016-2017 the City is retaining one half of one percent (0.5%) of 

gross rent charged for per room night occupied for transit or transportation system 

benefiting the GGTID.  The first Budget shows the estimated GGTID 

assessment revenues to be allocated to the VCB in Fiscal Year 2016-2017 

and the estimated costs of those categories of improvements and activities 

to be funded by this portion of the GGTID assessment revenues.  

 

 The remaining approximately twenty percent (20%) of the net GGTID 

assessment revenues will be allocated to improvements and activities within and to 

benefit the GGTID other than those provided by the VCB.  These funds are 

administered by the Garden Grove Tourism Promotion Corporation pursuant to an 

agreement with the City.  The second Budget shows this portion of the 

estimated GGTID assessment revenues for Fiscal Year 2016-2017 and the 

estimated costs of those categories of improvements and activities to be 

funded by this portion of the GGTID assessment revenues and any surplus 

assessment revenues carried over from Fiscal Year 2016-2017. 

 

4. METHOD AND BASIS FOR LEVYING THE ASSESSMENT 

No change in the amount of the annual assessment for FY 2015-2016  

or the method and basis for the levying the assessment is proposed. 

 

 It is recommended that the annual assessments for FY 2016-2017 continue 

to be two and one-half percent (2.5%) of the gross rent charged by the Operator 

per room Occupancy per night for all Transient Occupancies for each Visitor 

Accommodation Facility in Tier I and (ii) one-half percent (0.5%) of the gross rent 

charged by the Operator per room Occupancy per night for all Transient 

Occupancies for each Visitor Accommodation Facility in Tier II. 

 

 In accordance with Ordinance No. 2782, the assessments shall be collected 

monthly, based on the applicable percentage of the amount of gross rent charged 
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by the Operator per room Occupancy per night for all Transient Occupancies in the 

prior calendar month, in the same manner and at the same frequency as the City’s 

Hotel Visitors Tax imposed pursuant to Chapter 12 of Title 3 of the Garden Grove 

Municipal Code. 

 

5. PRIOR YEAR SURPLUS OR DEFICIET TO BE CARRIED OVER 

It is estimated that there will be approximately $227,000 in surplus 

assessment revenues from Fiscal Year 2015-2016.  It is recommended that 

these surplus assessment revenues be carried over to Fiscal Year 2016-2017 

to fund the costs of the anticipated GGTID improvements and activities to be 

provided in Fiscal Year 2016-2017, as more specifically delineated in the 

attached Budgets.   

 

6. OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS 

No contributions to the GGTID from sources other than the assessments 

levies are anticipated in Fiscal Year 2016-2017. 
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Garden Grove .5% TIDDraft Budget Summary Budget A

Statement of Expense Summary 2016-2017

Budget Highlights

%

Estimated Revenue at .5% 676,000.00

Carry Over 227,000.00

Total Revenue 2016-2017 903,000.00

Expenses:
Fund Advertising & Marketing efforts 12% 108,360.00

Fund Parking Upgrades, Improvements 10% 90,300.00

Economic Development 10% 90,300.00

Sponsorships 20% 180,600.00

Private Security 12% 108,360.00

Education 5% 45,150.00

Contingency/"Hotel Back" 5% 45,150.00

Resort Community Support 5% 45,150.00

Harbor Blvd maintenance/utilities/repairs (from curb to and 

including sidewalk) 11% 99,330.00

Tourism Related studies/consultants 5% 45,150.00

City Admin Fees (per Agreement) 3% 27,090.00

Administrative/Accounting/Auditing (per Agreement) 2% 18,060.00

Total 100% 903,000.00
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Anaheim VCB

Garden Grove TID Budget

2016-2017

Statement of Expense Summary - Marketing Statement of Expense Summary - Convention Sales

Budget Highlights Marketing Budget Highlights- Convention Sales

Brand Advertising $150,875 Solicitation, Travel, Promotions $190,327

Industry Partnerships $92,875 Client Events $305,327

Research $47,875 Sports Development $112,327

Collateral (Sales Tools) $45,875 Exhibits Attend $118,327

Exhibiting $46,875 Restricted Reserves to host Industry Conventions $305,327

Promotion & Travel $75,875 Subsidy to offset costs for groups $385,327

Web Development - Technology $64,875 Senior Sales Director (Restructured from VP Meeting Sales position) X

Co-Op Promotions $58,875 Sales Manager/DC (Dividing DC/East Region into 2 Mgr. positions) X

Convention Marketing Manager X Sales Manager/East (Dividing DC/East Region into 2 Mgr. positions) X

Digital Marketing Specialist X Sports Specialist X

Content Marketing Manager X

Total Marketing Expense $584,000 Total Convention Sales Expense $1,416,960

Total GGTID $2,000,960
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RESOLUTION NO. ____________ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF GARDEN GROVE APPROVING THE 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE GARDEN GROVE 

TOURISM IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT ADVISORY 

BOARD, DECLARING ITS INTENTION TO LEVY 

ASSESSMENTS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016-2017 

FOR THE GARDEN GROVE TOURISM 

IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT, FIXING THE TIME 

AND PLACE OF PUBLIC HEARING THEREON AND 

GIVING NOTICE THEREOF 

WHEREAS, the Parking and Business Improvement Area Law of 1989, 
California Streets and Highways Code section 36500 et seq., (the “Law”) 

authorizes cities to establish parking and business improvement areas for 
the purpose of funding certain improvements and activities, including the 

promotion of tourism, through assessments upon the businesses that benefit 

from those improvements and activities and to levy an assessment upon 
businesses within a parking and business improvement area, which is in 

addition to any assessments, fees, charges, or taxes imposed in the City; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Garden Grove Tourism Improvement District (GGTID) 
was established October 26, 2010 by City Council adoption of Ordinance No. 

2782; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 36533 of the Law, the GGTID 

Advisory Board has prepared and filed with the City Clerk, and the City Clerk 
has presented to the City Council, a report for fiscal year 2016-2017 in 

connection with the proposed levy of an assessment against visitor 
accommodation facilities within the GGTID for fiscal year 2016-2017 (the 

“Annual Report”); and 

 NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN 

GROVE HEREBY RESOLVES, DETERMINES, AND FINDS AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1.  The recitals set forth herein are true and correct. 

SECTION 2.  The City Council has examined and reviewed the 

Annual Report, and such Annual Report is hereby approved and filed. 

SECTION 3.  The City Council hereby declares its intention to levy 

and collect assessments from those visitor accommodation facilities within 
the boundaries of the Garden Grove Tourism Improvement District 
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(“GGTID”) for the 2016-20167 fiscal year, commencing July 1, 2016, and 

continuing through June 30, 2017. 

SECTION 4.  The Annual Report is on file with the Garden Grove 

City Clerk and contains a full and detailed description of the activities to be 
provided, the boundaries of the area, and proposed assessments to be levied 

upon the visitor accommodation facilities in the area.   

SECTION 5.  The boundaries of the GGTID generally include 

certain real property within that area of Garden Grove fronting, bordering, or 
near Harbor Boulevard from the City of Anaheim to Garden Grove Boulevard. 

The GGTID is divided into two (2) separate zones: (i) Tier I, which includes 
that real property within the GGTID north of Lampson Avenue, and (ii) Tier 

II, which includes that real property within the GGTID south of Lampson 
Avenue. A map showing the precise area and boundaries of the GGTID and 

the two benefit zones is on file with the Garden Grove City Clerk. 

SECTION 6.   The types of improvements and activities to be 

funded by the levy of assessments on visitor accommodation facilities within 

the GGTID are GGTID and Anaheim/Orange County Visitor and Convention 
Bureau (“VCB”) tourism and marketing programs to promote the area and 

benefitted visitor accommodation facilities as a tourism destination; GGTID 
and VCB administrative oversight; physical improvements and maintenance 

along the right-of-way, median, and sidewalks adjacent to the benefitted 
visitor accommodation facilities; and other projects, programs, and activities 

that benefit the visitor accommodation facilities located and operating within 
the GGTID.   

SECTION 7.  The time and place for a public hearing on the levy 
of assessments for the GGTID is hereby set for June 28, 2016 at 6:30 p.m., 

or as soon thereafter as practicable, in the City Council Chamber at the 
Garden Grove Community Meeting Center, 11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden 

Grove, California. 

SECTION 8.  The City Clerk is hereby directed to give proper 

notice of the above-described public meeting and public hearing in 

accordance with law.  

SECTION 9.  At the public hearing, the testimony of all interested 

persons for or against the levying of assessments on the visitor 
accommodation facilities in the GGTID for fiscal year 2016-2017, the extent 

of the GGTID, or the furnishing of specified types of improvements or 
activities will be heard.  A protest may be made orally or in writing by any 

interested person.  Any protest pertaining to the regularity or sufficiency of 
the proceedings shall be in writing and clearly state the irregularity or defect 
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to which objection is made.  To count in the majority protest against the 

GGTID, a protest must be written. A written protest may be withdrawn in 
writing at any time before the conclusion of the public hearing. Each written 

protest shall contain a written description of the business in which the 
person signing the protest is interested, sufficient to identify the business 

and its address. If the person signing the protest is not shown on the official 
records of the City of Garden Grove as the owner of the business, then the 

protest shall contain or be accompanied by written evidence that the person 
is the owner of the business. If the owner of the business is a corporation, 

LLC, partnership or other legal entity, the authorized representative for the 
entity shall be authorized to sign the protest. Written protests must be 

received by the City Clerk of the City of Garden Grove before the close of the 
public hearing scheduled herein and may be mailed to the City Clerk, City of 

Garden Grove, P.O. Box 3070, Garden Grove, California 92683, or delivered 
in person to the City Clerk at 11222 Acacia Parkway, Garden Grove, 

California 92842. 

SECTION 10. Pursuant to California Streets and Highways Code 
Section 36525, if at the conclusion of the public hearing, there are of record, 

valid written protests by the owners of the businesses within the GGTID that 
will pay fifty percent (50%) or more of the total assessments of the entire 

GGTID, no assessment will be levied for fiscal year 2016-2017. In order to 
determine the projected assessments for purposes of establishing voting 

percentages, the City shall make projections based on the prior three-year 
average of gross rental revenues for the applicable visitor accommodation 

facilities.  Since such information is proprietary, the City, alone, will 
determine the total percentage protest and provide such percentage at the 

public hearing. 

SECTION 11. This Resolution is effective upon its adoption. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the 
City of Garden Grove on this ___ day of June, 2016. 

 

       __________________________ 
       Bao Nugyen, Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

____________________________ 
Kathy Bailor, City Clerk 
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Agenda Item - 7.c.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Lisa Kim

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Community and Economic
Development 

Subject: Approval of Assignment of
Grove District Resort Hotel
Development Agreement
(Site C) from Land & Design,
Inc., to Investel Garden
Resorts, LLC.  (Action Item)

Date: 6/14/2016

The agenda report for this item will be available at the City Council meeting.
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