
AGENDA

Garden Grove City
Council

Tuesday, August 9, 2016

6:30 PM

Community Meeting
Center, 11300 Stanford
Avenue, Garden Grove,

CA 92840; Member Phan
will be teleconferencing

from Aston Waikiki Beach
Hotel, 2570 Kalakaua

Avenue, Honolulu, Hawaii
96815

Bao Nguyen
Mayor

Steven R. Jones
Mayor Pro Tem

Christopher V. Phan
Council Member

Phat Bui
Council Member

Kris Beard
Council Member

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.
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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
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:  2016 OC Youth of the Year Award
Recipients.

1.b. Posthumous Recognition of City Employee John Jenkins.

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. Resolution of Commendation for John Jenkins.  (Action Item)

4.b. Approval  of a Proclamation to raise awareness about the decline
of the Monarch Butterfly, and to dedicate the Spirit of '76 Mini
Park as a Monarch Butterfly Demonstration Garden and
Habitat. (Action Item)

4.c. Acceptance of the Tibor Rubin Library Interior American with
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Disabilities Act Renovation Project as complete. (Action Item)

4.d. Approval of the exoneration of the Improvement Bonds for a
seven (7) unit apartment development, located at 12592 Lorna
Street, Garden Grove. (Action Item)

4.e. Accept the Fire Department Deployment Report regarding
Paramedic staffing.  (Action Item)

4.f. Consideration and approval to submit response to Grand Jury
Report, Light Rail: Is Orange County on the Right Track? (Action
Item)

4.g. Consideration and approval to submit response to Grand Jury
Report,  Drones:  Know Before You Fly. (Action Item)

4.h. Approval of a Korean American Festival and Parade Agreement
with the Korean American Festival Foundation of Orange
County. (Action Item)

4.i. Authorize the Issuance of a purchase order to John Deere
Construction Retail Sales for one (1) new backhoe. (Cost:
$101,017.97) (Action Item)

4.j. Authorize the Issuance of a purchase order to Fairvew Ford for
one (1) Utility Truck. (Cost: $38,344.43) (Action Item)

4.k. Authorize the issuance of a purchase order for one (1) new Police
Administrative Vehicle from Wondries Fleet Group. (Cost:
$27,869) (Action Item)

4.l. Receive and file minutes from the June 8, 2016, June 14, 2016,
June 28, 2016, July 12, 2016, and July 15, 2016, meetings.
(Action Item)

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

4.n. Approval to waive full reading of Ordinances listed.  (Action Item)

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS

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

5.a. Extension of Urgency Ordinance No. 2869 imposing a moratorium
on the approval of mortuaries and crematoriums pursuant to
Government Code Section 65858. (Action Item)

5.b. Approval of the 2016 Drinking Water Public Health Goal
Report. (Action Item)

6. COMMISSION/COMMITTEE MATTERS

6.a. Appointment of Artin Baron to the Parks, Recreation, and Arts
Commission.  (Action Item)

7. ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION
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7.a. Award of contract to Astra Builders, Inc. for the Garden Grove
Community Meeting Center Council Chamber Renovation, City
Project No. 7664. (Cost: $417,500) (Action Item) 

7.b. Approval of maintaining the Municipal Code requirements for
front yard landscaping and paving. (Action Item)

7.c. Introduction and First Reading of an Ordinance amending Section
8.40.050 of the Municipal Code relating to intoxicating beverages
within City parks. (Action Item)

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

9. ADJOURNMENT

The Tuesday, August 23, 2016, City Council meeting is cancelled. The
next Regular City Council Meeting will be held on Tuesday, September
13, 2016, at 5:30 p.m. at the Community Meeting Center, 11300
Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, CA.

Page 4 of 355 



Agenda Item - 4.a.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Kim Huy

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Community Services 

Subject: Resolution of Commendation
for John Jenkins.  (Action
Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

Attached is the Resolution of Commendation for John Jenkins, retired employee.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Proclamation 8/3/2016 Backup Material John_Jenkins_reso_2016.pdf
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Resolution of Commendation 
Posthumously Commending 

John Jenkins 

February 26, 1931 - July 9, 2016 
 

 
WHEREAS, John began his remarkable 51-year career with the City of Garden Grove 

on October 11, 1962 in the newly-formed Recreation Division, becoming 

one of the first recreation leaders in the Community Services 
Department, earning $2 an hour; and 

 

WHEREAS, With a respected work history from the Garden Grove Unified School 
District as a physical education teacher at Jordan Middle School,  John 
transitioned not only his knowledge and skills to the City, but also his 

passion and commitment to serving residents and mentoring youth; and 
 
WHEREAS, Working in almost every capacity within the Community Services 

Department, ranging from scorekeeper to delivery person, John found his 
niche in the adult softball program, serving primarily as the on-site field 
supervisor for the last 15 years of his City career; and 

 

WHEREAS, A man of compelling integrity, selflessness, and dedication to hard work, 
John found fulfillment in being a positive and uplifting mentor, always 
going out of his way to make people feel special, and fondly remembered 

by the generations he touched as PE teacher, “Mr. Jenkins”; and 
 
WHEREAS, On September 25, 2013, John Jenkins retired from the City of Garden 

Grove, with all the honors deserving of an incredible 51 years of 

esteemed service to the community, with plans to spend his retirement 
years alongside his wife LuJean, in company of his children, 
grandchildren, and great-grandchildren; and 

 

WHEREAS, On July 9, 2016, John Jenkins found his eternal resting place among the 
many fond memories of the times, places, and people he left behind in 
his most beloved community of Garden Grove. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Garden Grove pays homage to one of its 
own, who served this community with the utmost sense of dignity, pride, and care until his 
passing.  The City of Garden Grove and the Garden Grove community will forever be in his 

debt, and will venerably continue to honor the memory of John Jenkins as a selfless individual, 
respected colleague, and treasured friend. 
 

 
August 9, 2016 

 

 

Bao Nguyen 
Mayor 

 
 

Steven R. Jones             Phat Bui  
Mayor Pro Tem              Council Member            
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Agenda Item - 4.b.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Maria Stipe

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: City Manager 

Subject: Approval  of a Proclamation
to raise awareness about the
decline of the Monarch
Butterfly, and to dedicate the
Spirit of '76 Mini Park as a
Monarch Butterfly
Demonstration Garden and
Habitat. (Action Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

For the City Council to approve a proclamation to raise awareness about the decline
of the Monarch Butterfly and the species’ need for habitat, and to dedicate the Spirit
of ’76 Mini Park as a Monarch butterfly demonstration garden and habitat.

BACKGROUND

In recent years, the Monarch Butterfly populations have plummeted at an alarming
rate.  This decline threatens to deprive future generations of the wonder and beauty
of the Monarch and is a warning sign of the worsening health of ecosystems.  As
recently as 1996, the Monarch population wintering in Mexico was more than 1
billion.  Last year, the wintering population numbered only about 56 million—a
decrease of more than 90 percent.  Monarch Butterflies, as well as other butterfly
species, birds, bees and bats, help move pollen from one plant to another, fertilizing
flowers and making it possible for plants to produce food needed to feed people and
wildlife. 

DISCUSSION

In an effort to reverse the decline of the Monarch Butterfly, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Federation, the National Wildlife Federation, and the cities of St. Louis, Missouri, and
Austin, Texas, are asking cities to take action by launching a nationwide “Mayor’s
Monarch Pledge.”  As part of the Pledge, municipalities are encouraged to provide
Monarch habitats at public parks, median strips, community gardens and municipal
buildings, and to issue a proclamation to raise awareness about the decline of the
Monarch Butterfly and the species’ need for habitat. 
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Over the past year, the City’s Public Works Department has informally embraced this
effort and has planted milkweed and native nectar plants in medians and public
rights-of-way throughout the City.  The Department also created a Monarch butterfly
habitat at the newly renovated Spirit of ’76 Mini Park.  To formalize the City’s
participation in this nationwide campaign, it is requested that the City Council
approve the attached proclamation to raise awareness about the decline of the
Monarch butterfly and the species' need for habitat and to proclaim and dedicate the
Spirit of ’76 Mini Park a Monarch butterfly habitat.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.  The Spirit of ’76 Mini Park was renovated to aid the City in its efforts to
reduce water usage.  As part of the renovation, drought tolerant plants, including
milkweed and native nectar plants, were planted to create the Monarch Butterfly
Habitat.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Approve the attached proclamation to raise awareness about the decline of the
Monarch Butterfly and the species’ need for habitats, and to dedicate the Spirit
of ’76 Mini Park as a Monarch Butterfly Demonstration Garden and Habitat.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Proclamation 7/26/2016 Cover Memo Monarch_Butterfly_Proclamation.8.9.16.doc.docx
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City of Garden Grove 

Proclamation 

Honoring and dedicating the Spirit of ’76 Mini Park as a Monarch Butterfly 

Demonstration Garden and Habitat 

 

WHEREAS, the Monarch butterfly is an iconic North American species whose 

multigenerational migration and metamorphosis from caterpillar to butterfly has 

captured the imagination of millions of Americans; and  

WHEREAS, 20 years ago, more than one billion Eastern Monarch butterflies 

migrated to Mexico, but in the winter of 2014, only 60 million made the trip; and  

WHEREAS, every citizen of Garden Grove can make a difference for the Monarch by 

planting native milkweed and nectar plants to provide habitat for the Monarch and 

pollinators in locations where people live, work, learn, play and worship; and  

WHEREAS, cities, towns and counties have a critical role to play to help save the 

Monarch butterfly, and the City of Garden Grove has played a leadership role by 

planting milkweed and native nectar plants at the Spirit of ’76 Mini Park to create a 

demonstration garden and Monarch butterfly habitat. 

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved, that I, Mayor Bao Nguyen and the Garden Grove 

City Council do hereby proclaim and dedicate the Spirit of ’76 Mini Park as a 

Monarch butterfly demonstration garden and habitat.  The City joins the National 

Wildlife Federation’s Mayors’ Monarch Pledge and encourages other City officials to 

take a stand so the Monarch butterfly will once again flourish across the continent. 

 

August 9, 2016 

 

Bao Nguyen 

     Mayor 

 

Steven R. Jones Christopher V. Phan Phat Bui  Kris Beard 

Mayor Pro Tem Council Member  Council Member Council Member 
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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 the Tibor
Rubin Library Interior
American with Disabilities
Act Renovation Project as
complete. (Action Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

To request City Council acceptance of the Tibor Rubin Library American with
Disabilities Act (ADA) Renovation Project as complete.

BACKGROUND

R Dependable Construction, Inc., contractor for the project, has completed the
project as specified.  The project was awarded to R Dependable Construction, Inc.,
on September 22, 2015, and the total bid amount was $199,400.00.
 
The project consisted of an interior ADA restroom upgrade to the facility, as well as
removal of acoustic ceiling material at the Tibor Rubin and Chapman branch libraries.
 
The following is a financial statement for the final payment:
 
          Original Contract Price                             $199,400.00
          Change Orders                                        $ 19,900.00
                Total                                                $219,300.00
 
          Value of Work Completed                         $219,300.00
           Less Retention                                      ($  10,965.00)
                 Total Less Retention                        $208,335.00
 
          Previous Payments                                   $208,335.00
          Amount Due/Final Payment                      $ 10,965.00
          Total Project Value To Date                       $219,300.00

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The financial impact of this project is $219,300.00.  Funds are encumbered in Fiscal
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Year 2015/2016 under Purchase Order Number 154053.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Accept the Tibor Rubin Library Interior American with Disabilities Act Renovation
Project as complete;
Authorize the City Manager to execute the Notice of Completion of Public
Improvement and Work; and
Authorize the Finance Director to release the retention payment when
appropriate to do so.

 
By:  Phillip Carter, Facilities Manager

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Tibur Rubin Reno NOC 8/1/2016 Cover Memo ADA_Reno_Tibur_Rubin_Library.pdf
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Agenda Item - 4.d.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

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

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Public Works 

Subject: Approval of the exoneration
of the Improvement Bonds
for a seven (7) unit
apartment development,
located at 12592 Lorna
Street, Garden
Grove. (Action Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

To request City Council approval to exonerate the improvement bonds for a seven (7)
unit apartment development, located at 12592 Lorna Street, Garden Grove - on the
east side of Lorna Street, south of Lampson Avenue.

BACKGROUND

The subject development was approved by the Planning Commission on July 17,
2014, to construct a seven (7) unit two-story apartment on a 19,500 square foot lot.

DISCUSSION

As a condition of approval for this development, three bonds were secured to
guarantee the construction of on-site grading and drainage improvements and certain
off-site improvements.  With the work completed to the satisfaction of the City, the
following improvement bonds are ready for exoneration:
 
Public Improvement Amount
Faithful Performance $130,034.00
Labor and Material $65,017.00
Monument $2,000.00

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no impact to the General Fund.

RECOMMENDATION
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It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Approve the exoneration of the improvement bonds for the seven (7) unit
apartment development located at 12592 Lorna Street, Garden Grove - on the
east side of Lorna Street, south of Lampson Avenue.

 
By: Kamyar Dibaj, EIT, Project Engineer
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Agenda Item - 4.e.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott Stiles From: Tom Schultz

Dept.: City Manager's Dept.: Fire 

Subject: Accept the Fire Department
Deployment Report regarding
Paramedic staffing.  (Action
Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

For the City Council to accept the Fire Department Deployment Report; direct the fire
chief to submit for three additional firefighter/paramedics for FY 2017-18, which will
coincide with completion of fire station #6; and direct the finance director to provide
updated FY 2017-18 numbers for the related paramedic staffing and required
increase to the paramedic tax rate for City Council consideration as part of the FY
2017-18 budget.  

BACKGROUND

Currently, the Department can only provide full paramedic unit services within six-
minutes, 38% of the time.  The Cities' benchmark for response time is six-minutes a
majority of the time.
 
In June 1974, Garden Grove voters approved a property tax increase (override) to
pay for emergency paramedic services in an amount not to exceed 10 cents per $100
of assessed valuation. City Council Resolution No. 4547-74, authorizing the ballot
measure, states the purpose for which the property tax was proposed; to provide for
1) an emergency care system with a response time of 5-minutes; 2) to pay salaries;
and 3) to purchase and maintain vehicles, radio telemetry, and intensive care
equipment including necessary supplies.
 
From 2012 - 2016, the tax was set at 7 cents per $100 of assessed valuation, and
projected to yield approximately $8.8 million that is dedicated to providing the said
emergency paramedic services.

DISCUSSION

The Garden Grove Fire Department is made up of 92 sworn, five full-time and one
part-time civilian personnel.  In 2014, the Department responded to over 11,200
calls for service, with a majority being emergency medical calls.  In 2015, emergency
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calls increased to 14,627.  Prior to 2015, medical calls have increased at a steady
rate of 3%-7% per year.  But in 2015, calls increased significantly by 14%.  This
increase in medical calls has directly affected the Department’s ability to provide
paramedic services within the six-minute time standard a majority of the time.  The
Department’s current paramedic deployment plan has not been adjusted since 1985
and since then, the volume of calls has outpaced the ability to respond within the
Cities' benchmark standards.
 
The City is currently served by three full paramedic units, and four paramedic assessment
units.  This deployment model can no longer meet the time standards as outlined in the
original City Council Resolution.
 
In an effort to close the gap in paramedic response times, a phased approach is
recommended over the next five years to improve response times, and to assure that
every effort is made to achieve our minimum time benchmark for paramedic response
times.
 
The first phase is to staff three additional paramedics on Engine 6.  This will greatly
improve the paramedic response times citywide and will be the first step in incrementally
returning to the Cities' paramedic benchmark of six-minutes a majority of the time. 
Specifically, three firefighter/paramedics will be added to upgraded Engine 6, *paramedic
assessment unit to a **full paramedic engine upon completion of the new fire station 6. 

*Paramedic assessment unit (1 paramedic): Stabilize the medicl situation and
wait for the arrival of a full paramedic unit to transport to the hospital.
**Full paramedic unit (2 paramedics): Provide advance medical treatment and
transport to the hospital.

This action would directly improve paramedic response times Citywide by 10% or 30
seconds.
 
The estimated initial cost of hiring the three new paramedics based on FY 2016-17 adopted
budget costs is $605,235. This initial cost will grow in subsequent years as labor costs grow
including escalations in benefits and retirement costs. The current assessment rate will not
cover this direct cost of the additional paramedics.
 
The Paramedic Override Assessment has been used in the City of Garden Grove since
1974.  This assessment is based on the State Revenue and Taxation Code, which allows
local agencies to levy an ad valorem assessment on taxable property to fund voter
approved indebtedness, such as paramedic services.  This assessment was approved by
over 60% of the voters in 1974, and has been in use for the past 40 years.  City Ordinance
No. 2859 allows City Council to approve up to 10 cents per $100 of property value to be
assessed for the specific use of providing paramedic service to the community.  This
assessment can be used for the salaries, training and purchasing of equipment.
 
The City Council adopted the paramedic assessment override rate for FY 2016/17, which is
unchanged from the prior year.  Currently, the rate is set at 7 cents per $100 of property
value. This equates to approximately $378 annual tax bill for a median value of a single-
family residence in Garden Grove of $540,000. This adopted rate does not cover all the
Fire Department paramedic response requirements, and needs to be adjusted to
accommodate the recommendations included in this report.
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FINANCIAL IMPACT

The FY2016-17 adopted paramedic tax rate is set at 7 cents per $100 of assessed
property value, and estimated to yield approximately $8.8 million. This equates to
approximately $378 annual tax bill for a single-family residence in Garden Grove
with a median value of $540,000. City Ordinance No. 2859 allows City Council to
approve up to 10 cents per $100 of property value to be assessed for the specific use
of providing paramedic service to the community.  The initial cost of hiring the
proposed three new paramedics currently estimated at $605,235 will grow over time
with salary and benefit adjustments.  Hence, some increase to the current paramedic
tax rate will be required.  Staff will provide updated and more representative
FY2017-18 numbers for the paramedic staff costs and the required increase to the
paramedic tax rate to the City Council by March 2017, as part of the FY2017-18
budget work up. The required data including the Assessors normalized tax roll, PERS
contribution rates, and other pertinent remuneration information that informs prudent
FY2017-18 analysis and projections will be available by February 2017.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
Accept the submitted Fire Department Deployment report;

 
Direct the Fire Chief to submit for three additional firefighter/paramedics for FY
2017/2018, which will coincide with the completion of  Fire Station 6; and

 
Direct the Finance Director to provide FY 2017-18 numbers for the additional
paramedic staff costs and the required increase to the paramedic tax rate for
City Council consideration as part of the FY 2017-18 budget.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Fire Deployment Report 7/25/2016 Backup Material FIRE_DEPLOYMENT_REPORT.pdf
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2016 

Tom Schultz 

Fire Chief 

City of Garden Grove 

7/25/2016 

FIRE DEPARTMENT DEPLOYMENT 
REPORT 
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Abstract 
 

During the June 28, 2016, City Council meeting, the fire chief was asked if the current 

Fire Department paramedic deployment and paramedic override assessment fee meet 

the needs of the community.  In an effort to provide a comprehensive response to the 

Council’s inquiry, a detailed analysis was completed to determine if changes should be 

made to assure that the department meets the minimum response standards for 

paramedic services.  This plan is based on statistical data from the past two years using 

the Metro Net Dispatch application “ADAM” by Decon fire response analytical software 

program.  The approach consists of utilizing real empirical data and formulating realistic 

options based on what is truly happening in the City. The ability to pay and the impact 

on the general fund is also a key component to this Deployment Report.  Both the short 

term and long-term liabilities outlined in the deployment plan also realistically estimate 

the financial impact on the general fund and the paramedic override assessment costs. 

 

Executive Summary 
 

When the Fire Department was asked to prepare a comprehensive report evaluating its 

current emergency medical and fire resources deployment, it was clear that an impartial 

perspective would need to be used.  This process is not arbitrary, nor does it accept the 

status quo or imposes a deployment model that other fire agencies use.  The plan must 

also realistically account for the City’s ability to pay for services, and works to balance 

the fire service needs of the communities using non-general fund resources. 

 

By using a pragmatic approach, applying real empirical statistics, and budgetary data 

from all available sources, a Fire Department Deployment Pan can be developed that 

would provide a road map to potentially move the department forward with several 

different options for the City Council to consider.  

 

This deployment analysis is focused on the department’s effectiveness at delivering its 

paramedic and emergency medical services.  The department uses dual-function 

firefighters that are both nationally registered paramedics as well as California State fire 

marshal certified firefighters.  There is a direct benefit in the department’s firefighting 

capabilities that will occur when the paramedic/EMS capabilities are improved.  

 

Time is the most critical component of any fire department’s medical deployment model.  

The quicker paramedics can arrive to the location where medical care is needed, the 

more likely a positive outcome will occur.  The standard that a fire department attempts 

to achieve is being able to provide a fire unit and paramedic unit on-scene within four 

minutes travel time or 6 minutes total time, 90% of the time.  This is a very challenging 

standard to achieve, and many departments fall short, but efforts should be made to 

improve this time whenever possible.  In addition, fire departments also work to deliver 

an effective fire force of 15 FF’s to combat a structure fire within 8 minutes, 90% of the 

time. 
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Current Garden Grove Fire Performance Statistics 2014 (Light Blue) 

 
 

 Add 2 minutes for dispatch and turn-out time 
 

Travel time does not include the amount of time needed to be advanced from a dispatch 

center, or the amount of time firefighters need to leave the fire station.  In the event of a 

cardiac arrest, stroke, or critical medical emergency, the ultimate goal for a fire 

department is to arrive within 6 minutes or less total time.  This will maximize the 

patient’s chances of survival.  If resources take longer, then the likelihood of a poor 

outcome is highly possible, according to the American Heart Association. 

 
 

              
 

Background 
 

The Garden Grove Fire Department is staffed by 92 sworn, five full-time and one part-

time civilian personnel.  In 2014, the department responded to over 11,200 calls for 

service, with the majority being emergency medical calls in 2015 emergency calls 

increased to 14,627.  Prior to 2015, medical calls have increased by 3%-7% per year 

but on 2014 calls increased significantly to 14%.  The department’s fire calls have 

remained consistent over the same time-period, with an average of about 350 fire-

related calls per year.  More than six of these fires were greater alarm incidents, 

requiring more than 50 firefighters and assistance from adjoining fire departments.  In 
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addition to the department’s suppression activities, the fire prevention bureau completes 

over 5,000 inspections per year while also providing services such as plan check, new 

construction inspections, public education, and fire cause/arson investigations.  The City 

of Garden Groves fire resource deployment uses a combination of fire engines, a truck 

company, and a paramedic squad.  Paramedic services are provided by four paramedic 

assessment engines, two full paramedic engine companies, and one paramedic squad. 

 

Engine Company 
 

 
 

Engine companies are the backbone of any fire department delivery system.  They use 

a specialized fire apparatus that can pump over 250 gallons of water per minute and 

transport firefighters to extinguish fires.  In addition to the fire extinguishment 

capabilities, they are also used to provide emergency medical care to the community. 

 

The department’s current engine company deployment model is a combination of 3-

person and 4-person engine companies.  One of the 3-person engine companies 

provides basic medical care or emergency medical technician level of care.  With this 

level of care, they can start the basic treatment until the arrival of the higher trained 

paramedic’s.  Four of the 3-person engine companies are paramedic assessment units, 

which have the capability to start initial paramedic advanced care, and stabilize the 

medical situation until the arrival of a full 2-person paramedic unit.  When the full 

paramedic unit arrives, that team will take over care and transport to the hospital. 

 

Paramedic Assessment Unit (PAU) Staffing 
 

Paramedic Assessment Unit (PAU) is a fire engine company with one firefighter who is 

certified as a firefighter/paramedic (FF/PM.)  This PAU can provide paramedic level 

care until a full paramedic unit, with two FF/PM’s arrives to take over patient treatment, 

and transport to the hospital. 
 

 
Captain-Engineer-FF/PM 
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Full Paramedic Engine Staffing 
 

Full Paramedic Engine is a fire engine with two firefighters certified as FF/PM’s.  This 

team can provide paramedic level care and transport to the hospital. 
 

 
Captain-Engineer-2 FF/PM’s 

 

Current Paramedic Deployment Map 

 
 Green Paramedic Unit Coverage 

 Yellow Paramedics Assessment Coverage 

 

 

Truck Company 

 

Truck companies are specialized apparatus that are designed to provide technical 

rescue and firefighting service.  On the fire ground, the truck company provides most of 

the ladders used for rescue, which include a 100-foot aerial ladder for operations at 

high-rise hotel or commercial building fires.  In addition, truck companies carry special 

rescue tools that are used to extricate citizens from entrapments such as traffic 

collisions. 
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The department’s current truck deployment consists of a single-truck company serving 

the community at Station 1, located at 11301 Acacia Parkway.  The truck is staffed with 

three personnel: a captain, engineer, and firefighter.  Best practices for truck response 

is 6 minutes travel time.  Additional truck services are provided through regional auto-

aid requests and agreements.  The West side of the City receives the majority of its 

truck services from the Orange County Fire Authority. 
 

 
Captain-Engineer-1 Firefighter 

 

Current Truck Company Deployment Map 

 
 Green Truck Coverage Within 6 Minutes 

 Red Extended Truck Coverage 

 

 

Paramedic Squad 
 

 
 

A paramedic unit is designed to be primarily a single-function medical resource.  The 

paramedic’s squad carries two certified FF/PM’s and all the equipment needed to 

provide advance life support care.  In addition, the squad carries the basic equipment to 

outfit the FF/PM’s in assisting with a structure fire. 
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The department currently has one paramedic squad, at Station 1, which primarily 

assists the engine companies in the districts of Stations 1, 3, 6, and 7. 

 

 
2 Firefighter/Paramedics 

 

Paramedic Squad Deployment Map 

 
 Green Current Paramedic Squad (Unit) Deployment 

 Yellow Current PAUs 

 

Current Medical Deployment Summary 

Station Location Resource Type  Medical Capabilities 

Station 1  
11301 Acacia Parkway  

3-Person Engine Company 
3-Person Truck Company 
2-Person Paramedic Squad 
 
1-Person Command Unit 

Basic Medical Care 
Basic Medical Care 
Advance Medical Care & Transport 
*Full 2 Person Paramedics Unit 

Station 2  
11805 Gilbert  

4-Person Engine Company Advance Medical Care & Transport 
*Full 2 Person FF/PM’s Unit 

Station 3 
12132 Trask 

3-Person Engine Company Advance Medical Care, No Transport 
PAU 

Station 4 
12191Valley View 

3-Person Engine Company Advance Medical Care, No Transport 
PAU 

Station 5 
12751 Western 

4-Person Engine Company Advance Medical Care & Transport 
*Full 2 Person FF/PM’s Unit 

Station 6 
12111 Chapman 

3-Person Engine Company Advance Medical Care, No Transport 
PAU 

Station 7 
14162 Forsyth 

3-Person Engine Company Advance Medical Care, No Transport 
PAU 

  Indicates location of full paramedic unit with the ability to transport to the hospital 
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Deployment Standards (NFPA 1710 & Best Practices) 

 

The Fire Department’s mission is to provide rapid all-risk emergency services to the 

City, including responding to medical emergencies, fires, hazardous material calls, and 

technical rescues.  It is essential to periodically review and analyze the deployment of 

resources to determine if there are gaps in community coverage, or areas in which 

efficiencies might be improved.  A nationally recognized reference used by many cities 

and fire departments to measure performance benchmarks is the National Fire 

Protection Agency 1710 (NFPA) publication.  This publication covers functions and 

objectives of fire department emergency services delivery, response capabilities, and 

resources, including staffing levels, response times, and service levels.  General criteria 

for managing resources and systems, such as health and safety, incident management, 

training, communications and pre-incident planning are also incorporated.  
 

The Garden Grove Fire Department has not completed a comprehensive survey of 

deployment and operational effectiveness in over 30 years.  Several changes in 

deployment have occurred over the years as a reaction to an increase in emergency 

calls for service, which has expanded paramedic services, but no formal analysis or 

service evaluation has occurred.  In 2006, the department responded to 408 fire calls 

and 8,184 medical calls.  In comparison, in 2014, the department responded to 462 fires 

calls and 11,887 medical calls.  In 2011-2014, call volume increased by 3%-7% 

annually.  Last year, 2015, emergency calls increased by over 14% or 14,627 calls.  An 

increase in call volume does not automatically require that fire department staffing 

levels to change, but it should trigger an evaluation of staffing to assure that a sufficient 

level of service to the community is occurring and has not been degraded. 

 

As the population continues to grow, and the community’s expectations of fire and 

related services increase, it is essential that the department’s deployment be vetted 

against a recognized national performance standard.  

 

Response Times 

The most important standard of operational performance a fire department must meet is 

its ability to deploy appropriate resources in an adequate amount of time.  This makes 

an absolute difference with all critical life-threatening medical emergencies, as well as 

with preventing a small fire from turning into a major fire.  Time standards can be 

subjective in nature, so it is important to use nationally accepted time benchmarks to 

establish our own standard goals.  We should strive to achieve these practices as a 

department, with the understanding that the community’s ability to pay may affect total 

compliance. 
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Total response time is based on the combined total of several specific time elements.  

This includes: 

 

 Dispatch time: Time elapsed from when a call is received at the 9-1-1 center until 
units are notified. 

 Turnout time: Time elapsed from when units are notified until they are 
responding. 

 Travel time: Time elapsed from when units respond until they arrive on the 
incident scene. 

 

 
 

 

Dispatch Time + Turn Out Time + Response or Travel Time = Total Response Time 

 

The overall goal of the NFPA 1710 standard is to achieve compliance with the time 

benchmarks (fractal measurement) 90% of the time.  This standard is extremely difficult 

to meet and very few departments nationally comply with it.  It should be the Garden 

Grove Fire Department’s goal to execute a deployment that maximizes the 

effectiveness of current fire resources available and supplements future responses with 

additional resources, as funding is available, to achieve the best response times 

attainable. 

 

Dispatch Time 

The Fire Department is a member of the Metro Net Communications Center Joint 

Powers Agreement as its fire Emergency Communication Center (ECC.)  Currently, the 

communication center answers approximately 106,196 calls per year.  The 

communication center is fully NFPA complainant, and meets both the time and fractal 

percentage benchmarks. 

 

Description Target Service 
Level 

2013 2014 

Non Breathing Calls 
Land Line 
Cell Phone 

 
105 Seconds, 90% 
135 Seconds, 100% 

 
105 Seconds, 92% 
135 Seconds, 97% 

 
105 Seconds, 93% 
135 Seconds, 98% 

Description Target Service 
Level 

2013 2014 
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Description Target Service 
Level 

2013 2014 

All Medical Calls 
Land Line 
Cell Phone 

 
120 Seconds, 90% 
150 Seconds, 100% 

 
60 Seconds, 91% 
90 Seconds, 98% 

 
120 Seconds, 89% 
150 Seconds, 97% 

Fire Calls 
Land Line 
Cell Phone 

 
105 Seconds, 90% 
135 Seconds, 100% 

 
105 Seconds, 91% 
135 Seconds, 97% 

 
105 Seconds, 91% 
135 Seconds, 97% 

 

Turnout Time 

NFPA 1710 has established the benchmark time measurement of 60 seconds, or           

1 minute, for fire/EMS personnel to be notified by the dispatch center and then depart 

the fire station responding to the reported emergency.  Within Orange County, the fire 

chiefs have determined that the response standard for fire responses should be 

extended to 90 seconds, or 1½ minutes, to more accurately represent the task required 

to be completed prior to leaving the station.  Firefighters must fully don their firefighting 

gear prior to leaving their station.  This gear, which must be worn, includes the following 

items: 
 

 Structure firefighting turn out pants and boots 

 Structure firefighting coat  

 Structure firefighting gloves 

 Structure firefighting protective hood and helmet  
 

The fire chiefs also agree that the 60 seconds, or 1-minute standard must remain in 

effect for any emergency medical response that includes Basic Life Support/Emergency 

Medical Technician or Advance Life Support/Paramedic calls.  

 

The Garden Grove Fire Department currently meets the time standard for fire calls with 

an average turnout time of 01:24 minutes, but fails to meet the EMS time standard with 

an average turnout time of 01:17 seconds.  The department has implemented an 

organizational policy to improve its turnout time efficiency.  It is also seeking grant 

funding to implement countdown clock technology to help meet this standard. 

 

Countdown clock cost is estimated at $35,000, and can be integrated into the current 

station dispatch notification system. 
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First Unit on Scene (FUOS) 

Many cardiac pulmonary arrest studies, including reports from the American Heart 

Association, have found that early cardiac defibrillation by an automatic defibrillator 

(AED), or standard defibrillator, by a trained emergency medical technician or a FF/PM, 

is critical for patient survival.  NFPA 1710 recommends that all first responders be able 

to respond (travel or response time) in 4 minutes, 90% or a total of 6 minutes (Dispatch 

+ Turnout Time+ Response Time.)  The Garden Grove Fire Department currently 

provides first unit on scene response, or travel times, of less than 6 minutes, 68% of 

the time.  Also of note, the majority of first responding resources will have a minimum of 

one FF/PM with them.  

 

In addition to the need for emergency medical services to arrive within 6 minutes total 

time, it is also important that an initial firefighting resource arrive within 6 minutes to 

begin essential fire operations, including rescue and reducing the potential size of the 

fire and its threat to nearby structures or exposures. 
 

 
Effective Fire Force (EFF) 

NFPA 1710 and the Orange County Fire Chiefs Association recommend that a total 

minimum of 15 firefighters arrive at a fire (travel or response time) in no more than 8 

minutes, 90% (fractal measurement) of the time.  This standard is based on the number 

of firefighters required to perform the basic fire ground activities for a normal 1,200 

square foot residential house.  This size fire problem is consistent with the majority of 

homes in the City, and the common-type of structure fires to which the department 

responds.  Currently, the Garden Grove Fire Department only provides an EFF of 46%, 

within 8 minutes. 

 

The department’s current deployment model can only deliver 13 firefighters to a 

structure fire on the east side of the community the majority of the time.  This is due to 

the consolidation of 3-person staffed engine companies at Fire Stations 1, 3, and 7, and 

a 3-person truck company at Station 1. 
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The need for an EFF is due to the complexity of the fire ground and its dynamic fast-

moving environment.  Structure fires require command, control, and multiple tactical 

operations to be conducted simultaneously.  In addition, the safety of the occupants, 

civilians, and firefighters must be a top priority, and are mandated by both OSHA and 

federal laws.  Following is a list of the essential fire groundwork assignments that must 

be staffed on any structure fire.    

 
 

Effective Fire Force Deployment 1200 Square Foot Residential Home 
 

Command & Safety Officer           1 Chief Officer 

 1 Battalion Chief 
 

Fire Attack Team             3-4 Firefighters 

 1 Supervisor (Captain) 

 1 Pump Operator (Engineer) 

 1-2 Hose and Nozzle Operators (Firefighters) 
 

Back-up Fire Attack Team & Search and Rescue Team       3-4 Firefighters 

 1 Supervisor (Captain) 

 1 Pump Operator (Engineer) 

 1-2 Hose and Nozzle Operators (Firefighters) 
 

Ventilation Team                  4 Firefighters  

 1 Supervisor (Captain) 

 1 Aerial Ladder Operator (Engineer) 

 1 Saw Operator (Firefighter) 

 1 Back-Up (Firefighter) 
 

Initial Rapid Intervention Team (IRIC) OSHA 2in 2out Requirement     2 Firefighters 

 2 Equally trained and equipped firefighters ready to rescue a lost or 

trapped firefighter. 
 

Exposures Protection                          2 Firefighters 

 2 Firefighters deploying fire attack hose lines to protect adjoining 

structures from fire spread. 
 

Total            15-17 Firefighters  

 

 

Effective Truck Service 

One of the most important procedures at the fire ground is truck company operations.  

The specialized tools and training that truck personnel provide have a significant impact 

on how quickly the incident is stabilized and mitigated.  Some of the more critical 

operations performed by a truck are: 
 

 Rescue Operations  
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 Forcible Entry or Escape From a Structure  

 Ladder Operations 

 Extrication of Tapped Victims 

 Fire Ventilation Operations 
 

      
 

Currently, the Garden Grove Fire Department only has one Truck Company serving a 

community of over 175,000 people.  The department’s current truck deployment model 

does not meet the requirements of NFPA 1710 and cannot provide truck services 

(staffed with four firefighters) within the EFF standard to every resident within 8 minutes 

of travel time.  The City currently depends on the availability of auto-aid assistance from 

surrounding fire departments to provide truck services for a large section of the west 

side of the City.  Adequate truck service has been exasperated by the recent shutting 

down of the City of Stanton’s truck company (OCFA Truck 46), extending the response 

time for an auto-aid truck company to respond and assist the department. 

 

In addition to the fire ground operations that truck companies perform, they are also a 

critical rescue resource.  Trucks are used for auto extrication, technical rescue 

entrapments, and many other specialized emergencies.  Response times are critical for 

these types of emergencies, and many citizens on the west side of the community 

experience greater response times because of this.  

 

The best practice for specific truck company response times, is the ability to arrive at 

any location within the City in 6 minutes or less.  This standard was modeled in the 

Decon “ADAM” program and it was determined that the most effective location for our 

department truck companies is to be located at 11301 Acacia Parkway (Station 1) and a 

second truck at 12751 Western (Station 5.)  Current funding may not be able to staff a 

dedicated 4-person truck company at Station 5, but a Quint fire apparatus, which has 

both truck and engine capabilities, would be an acceptable alternative.  Truck 5 would 

have the following capabilities: 
 

 Paramedic Services 

 Engine Company Capability  

 Truck Company Capability 
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Current Deployment for Station 1 

 
 Green Area = Truck Coverage Within 6 Minute Response Time 

 

 

Truck Deployment for Station 1 and Station 5 

 
 Green Area = Truck Coverage Within 6 Minute Response Times 

 

 

Page 32 of 355 



P a g e  | 14 

 

 

Effective Emergency Medical Force (EEMF)  

EEMF is defined as the Fire Departments ability to provide two paramedics and two 

emergency medical technicians at an advanced life support medical emergency, within 

4 minutes travel time, 90% of the time or 6 minutes total time.  This time benchmark is 

critical because it improves a patient’s chances of survival in the event of cardio-

pulmonary arrest, stroke or other critical medical emergencies and expedites rapid 

intervention of paramedic care.  The most efficient method of delivering an EEMF is with 

a 4-person staffed paramedic engine company, because fewer apparatus are needed to 

respond. 

 

3-Person Paramedic Assessment Unit (PAU) Engine Response 

          

PAU Engine  + Paramedic Engine or Squad + Ambulance         Hospital 

 

4-Person Full Paramedics Engine Response 

 

 

 Paramedic Engine    +    Ambulance  Hospital 
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The paramedic engine company staffed with four personnel improves the required 

EEMF by nearly 57%.  This delivery method is more efficient than the current 

combination of 3-person PAU, and 2-person medic squads, by taking advantage of 

Orange County’s Emergency Medical Policy (310.10.)  Determination of transportation 

to an appropriate facility allows certain types of medical calls to be escorted with one 

FF/PM to the hospital for Tier 2 types of paramedic level responses, such as abdominal 

discomfort or pain.  

 

By only using one FF/PM when appropriate to transport to the hospital with an 

ambulance, the engine company can return to service as a PAU, ready for the next 

medical or fire call.  This will significantly close the gap for the amount of time that a 

district is not protected by an engine due to hospital follow-up.  Furthermore, once the 

patient is transported to the hospital, the ambulance would then return the FF/PM to 

their apparatus or station, and the crew would return to a full paramedic unit.  This will 

drastically improve the department’s response resiliency, and eliminate situations when 

two large pieces of fire apparatus respond to the same medical call simply to provide 

the proper staffing.  

The Fire Department and City would also see general fund cost savings in the wear and 

tear on its response fleet fire engines and trucks, as well as a reduction in repair cost 

and fuel consumption. 

 

Full Paramedic Response & Return to District Service Follow up Diagram 
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Paramedic Nurse Coordinator 

The Paramedic Nurse Coordinator is an important component to the Departments 

Emergency Medical Services (EMS) delivery system, which is responsible for 

implementing the mandatory state, federal, and local quality assurance program.  This 

person also regularly analyzes Emergency Medical System (EMS) effectiveness, 

system trends, formulates policies and procedures, and finally executes EMS 

educational programs and system modifications.  Currently, the department is not in full 

compliance with all quality assurance components required by law.  Non-compliance 

exposes the City to potential liability, and prevents sub-standard performance trends 

from being identified until a real problem arises. 

 

The nurse coordinator would also make recommendations to the department related to 

firefighter health, fitness, and wellness issues.  This person is a valued resource in 

assisting firefighters during prolonged emergency incidents, where firefighters need to 

be monitored during rehabilitation prior to returning to active firefighting.  

 

The paramedic nurse coordinator is also responsible for analyzing and formulating a 

plan for the delivery of community para-medicine within the City. 

 

Funding the City’s Paramedic Program - Paramedic Override Assessment 
 

The paramedic override assessment has been used in the City of Garden Grove since 

1974.  This assessment is based on the State Revenue and Taxation Code, which 

allows local agencies to levy an ad valorem assessment on taxable property to fund 

voter approved indebtedness, such as paramedic services.  This assessment was 

approved by over 60% of the voters, and has been in use for the past 40 years.  City 

Ordinance No. 2859 allows City Council to approve up to 10 cents per $100 of property 

value to be assessed for the specific use of providing paramedic service to the 

community.  This assessment can be used for the salaries, training, and purchasing of 

equipment.  

 

On June 28, 2016, the City Council adopted the paramedic assessment override rate for 

FY 16/17, which is unchanged from the prior year.  Currently, the rate is set at 07 cents 

per $100 of property value.  This adopted rate does not capture all the current Fire 

Department paramedic response requirements, and needs to be adjusted to 

accommodate the recommendations included in this report.  City finance staff is in the 

process of analyzing exactly what the current revenue is from the tax, and what 

changes would be needed to fund part or all of the recommendations.   
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Deployment Recommendations  
 

Following a careful analysis of all the potential Fire Department deployment 

configurations that would improve both response times and maximize cost efficiencies, 

a deployment recommendation has been developed.  The analysis examines the 

present deployment model of paramedic squads with Basic Life Support (BLS) and 

Advanced Life Support (ALS) engine companies, and the deployment of a 4-person full 

paramedic engine.  After modeling many different scenarios, it was determined that the 

most efficient and cost effective deployment that improved response times for both EFF 

and EEMF, and maintains our FUOS times, was the 4-person full paramedic engine 

system.  

 

This data was obtained using the “ADAM” by Decon response modeling program which 

used actual response data from the past two years, (2013-2014), and then overlaid 

various deployment options, until the optimum model was determined.  A 3-phase 

deployment plan was determined to be the best path moving forward as a department.  

These options build on each other and would allow for an incremental approach to 

improving service, as well as allow for long-term financial planning to achieve the 

recommendations.  

 

Lastly, the deployment recommendation considered the City’s ability to pay, and its 

impact on the general fund.  The majority of the deployment recommendations will 

directly improve paramedic services and meet the minimum needs of the community.  

Funding through the current paramedic override assessment will be the catalyst to pay 

for any new operational costs.  This funding would use an incremental approach that 

would allow the City Council to annually evaluate the effectiveness of the deployment, 

and anticipate the City’s need to increase the paramedic override assessment to 

support the deployment. 

 

Phase 1 Deployment (FY 16/17) 
 

1. Upgrade PAU Engine 6 to Full Paramedic Engine 6 (adding three FF/PM’s.) 
 

 

This will allow for quicker paramedic-level care on the east side of the 

community, while increasing the total number of paramedic units in the City from 

three to four.  This change will improve the Effective EMS Force (Full Paramedic 

Unit) from 06:32 minutes, 38% of the time, to 06:07 minutes, and 48% of the 

time.  This is a significant increase in deployment effectiveness. 
 

2. Integrating a new private ambulance contract that includes provisions to provide 

specific paramedic equipment, and guarantee return transportation of our FF/PM 

from the hospital, back to the Engine Company or station, will further close the 

gap in district coverage for many calls (Tier 2) that require a paramedic escort to 

the hospital. 
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This phase would initially cost $605,235 annually (Todays cost), and would be funded 

by the current paramedic override assessment.  Final cost projection is pending a report 

from the City Finance Department.  It is estimated to be a minimal overall increase in 

the assessment. 
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District Deployment Graph Engine 6 

 
 Green Current Paramedic Unit Coverage 

 Dark Green Proposed New Paramedic Unit 
 

Cost of Phase 1  
 

Paramedic Assessment Funding Impact Direct General Fund Impact 

Engine 6 Paramedic Upgrade 
$605,235  

 
$0 dollars 

 Dollar estimates are based on current day cost 

 

Phase 2 Deployment (FY 18/19) 
 

Phase 2 builds on the prior phase, and continues to close the Effective EMS Force gap 

by providing an additional full paramedic engine to the City.  After the implementation of 

this phase, the City will be served by five full paramedic engines.  In addition, this phase 

will improve our fractal measurement by another 3%.  This change will maintain the 

department’s first unit on scene and effective fire force. 
 

1. One of the key components of Phase 2 is to designate a full-time nurse / 

paramedic coordinator that will assure compliance with all EMS regulations and 

quality assurance requirements.  Currently, the department is not in full 

compliance with the required quality assurance for medical personnel.  The 

nurse/ paramedic coordinator would also be responsible for researching the 

feasibility of a community para-medicine program and would administer the 

program in the future if approved. 
 

2. Change PAU Engine 3 to Full Paramedic Engine 3 (adding three FF/PM’s) 
 

3. Re-deploy Paramedic Squad personnel and distribute personnel to E1 and T1 

a. Engine 1 to become a full paramedic engine 
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b. Truck 1 to become a paramedic assessment unit 

 

Although the overall daily responses by Engine 1 will increase slightly, the 

statistical outcome of service delivery supports the change because of the 

improvement in effective EMS force. The additional staffing of one 

firefighter/paramedic will improve advanced medical services and align the 

department with the NFPA 1710 recommendations for a 4-person truck.  Typical 

compliant truck staffing is as follows: 

 

 
 

• Fire Captain     (Supervisor and Crew Safety Officer) 

• Fire Engineer   (Apparatus Driver and Aerial Ladder Operator) 

• Firefighter/Paramedic 1 (Ventilation Saw Operator) 

• Firefighter 2    (Back-up Person for Saw Operator) 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: Increase in fractal measurement is the goal. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHART RESPONSE TIMES IN MINUTES 
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District Deployment Graph Engine 3 

 
 Green Paramedic Unit Deployment Including Phase 2 

 Dark Green Proposed New Paramedic Unit 

Cost of Phase 2 
    

Paramedic Assessment Funding Impact General Fund Impact 

Engine 3 Paramedic Upgrade 
$605,235  

 

Nurse/Paramedic Coordinator 
$254,215 

 

Cost From Phase 1 
$605,235 

 

Total Cost:  
$1,464.685 

$-00 

• Dollar estimates are based on current day cost 

 

Phase 3 Deployment (FY 20/21) 
 

1. Change PAU Engine 4 to Full Paramedic Engine 4  (additional three FF/PM’s) 
 

This final phase completes the process of deploying additional paramedic resources 

throughout the community.  The upgrade of paramedic assessment Engine 4 to a full 

paramedic engine eliminates the need for a second paramedic resource to respond 

in the City’s farthest west districts.   
 

Upgrading PAU Engine 4 to a full paramedic unit will allow for faster paramedic care 

and transport on the west side of the community, as well as increase the total 

number of paramedic units in the City from five to six.  This is three more paramedic 

units than the City currently has.  This change will improve the Effective EMS Force 
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another 3% and maintain a Citywide effective fire force of 6:26 minutes, 72.5% of the 

time. 

 

District Deployment Graph Engine 4 

         
• Green Paramedic Unit Deployment Including Phase 2 

• Dark Green Proposed New Paramedic Unit 

 

2. Changing Engine 5 to a Quint (Truck Company) full paramedic fire unit will 

require the purchase of a new peace of a Quint apparatus, capable of functioning 

as a ladder truck, fire engine, and paramedic unit.  The cost of this apparatus 

would be a general fund and paramedic assessment cost but most of the 

additional cost would be offset by the reduction of the size of the overall fire 

apparatus fleet.  The Quint would be purchased when Engine 5 is scheduled for 

replacement and the additional cost for the Quint capabilities would be offset by 

not replacing the current paramedic squad. 
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Cost of Phase 3 

Paramedic Assessment Funding Impact General Fund Impact 

Engine 4 Paramedic Upgrade 
$605,235 

Quint Truck Apparatus* 
$750,000 
 

Cost From (Phase 1 & 2) 
$1,464.685 

Planned Purchase of Engine Company 
-($560,000) 
 

 Planned Purchase of PM Squad 
-($160,000) 

Total Cost:  
$2,069.920 

Total Cost:  
$30,000 

• Dollar estimates are based on current day cost 

Planned cost to replace both an engine company and paramedic squad should offset 

the cost of the Quint apparatus. 

 

Truck Company Response Times 
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GLOSSARY 

 

 

ECC Emergency Communication Center  

 

EEMF Effective Emergency Medical Force 

 

EEMSF Effective EMS Force  

 

EFF Effective Fire Source 

 

EMS Emergency Medical Services 

 

FF Firefighter 

 

FF/PM Firefighter/Paramedic 

 

FPE Full Paramedic Engine 

 

FPU Full Paramedic Unit 

 

FUOS First Unit on Scene 

 

NFPA National Fire Protection Association 

 

PAU Paramedic Assessment Unit 
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Agenda Item - 4.f.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Maria Stipe

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: City Manager 

Subject: Consideration and approval
to submit response to Grand
Jury Report, Light Rail: Is
Orange County on the Right
Track? (Action Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

The purpose of this report is for the City Council to consider and approve the
attached response to the 2015-16 Grand Jury Report, Light Rail: Is Orange County on
the Right Track?; and authorize submittal to the Orange County Grand Jury.
 

BACKGROUND

On May 9, 2016, the Orange County Grand Jury released its 2015-16 Grand Jury
report, Light Rail: Is Orange County on the Right Track? (Attachment 2).  In
compliance with Penal Code 933.05 (a) and (b), the City is required to provide a
response to each of the findings and recommendations directed to the City Council. 
Specifically, responses are required for finding F5 and recommendation R6.
 

DISCUSSION

The Grand Jury finding pertaining to the City of Garden Grove states that long
project times associated with light rail system establishment require not only careful
planning and coordination by Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), but
also consistent efforts to inform the public by those Orange County cities involved in
development or possible development of light rail projects.  Related to this finding,
the Grand Jury recommends that the City of Garden Grove should create a link on its
Website that shows its efforts to complete the OC Street Car project and then update
the Website every three months. 
 
The attached response states that the City agrees with the Grand Jury’s finding and
recommendation and expresses the City’s intention to support OCTA’s public
awareness campaign for the OC Streetcar aimed at engaging and involving the public
as the project progresses.  The response also states that the City will create a link on
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its website that shows current efforts to complete the OC Streetcar project.  

FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

 Approve the attached response and authorize submittal to the Orange County Grand
Jury.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Response to Grand
Jury Report

7/18/2016 Cover Memo Response_to_Grand_Jury_Report._Light_Rail.pdf

Grand Jury Report 7/18/2016 Cover Memo LightRail.GJ_Report.2016-05-
09_Website_Report.pdf
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LIGHT RAIL: IS ORANGE COUNTY 

ON THE RIGHT TRACK? 
 

 

GRAND JURY 2015-2016 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

From the end of World War II until 2003 there was little interest in Orange County for any kind 

of light rail system that could link high density cities with other rail services, or even with each 

other.  The old Pacific Electric (PE) light rail system which had linked Los Angeles with Orange 

County cities and with Riverside since early 1900 had been replaced by automobiles and buses.  

Although Orange County had experienced the same traffic congestion and smog problems as the 

rest of Southern California, city and county managers expressed little interest in finding options 

for mass transportation beyond buses or local commuter rail. In contrast, both San Diego and Los 

Angeles Counties initiated master plans for transportation in the early 1980s and immediately 

started building second-generation light rail networks. These networks have been largely 

successful in helping to reduce traffic congestion and smog by reducing the number of 

automobiles on the roads. 

The Centerline Project, conceived in the late 1990s by the then new Orange County 

Transportation Authority (OCTA) was an initial effort to introduce light rail to Orange County 

along with upgrades in road and bus capability. However, the twenty-eight mile rail component 

alone was estimated to cost just over $1 billion and this, as well as the size of the project kept 

funding sources and political support at bay. 

Now, since 2006, OCTA has been using its authority, funding access, planning, and management 

capabilities to create a more measured process for development of light rail and other transit 

extensions that link county Metrolink Rail Transportation Centers with light rail and other transit 

extensions.   

In this report the Grand Jury has examined OCTA’s work with respect to the OC Streetcar 

Project and the Anaheim Rapid Connection (ARC) Project, as well as complimentary efforts by 

the cities of Santa Ana, Garden Grove, Anaheim and Fullerton. The Grand Jury found that initial 

successes such as the OC Streetcar Project between Santa Ana and Garden Grove are significant, 

both for educating the public and for providing future project momentum.  

Therefore, the Grand Jury has recommended that OCTA take a number of steps to educate the 

public through public outreach and marketing/promotion, to establish a draft transportation 

master plan which includes both intra and inter county light rail network possibilities. Finally, 

the Grand Jury finds that similar public outreach efforts by the cities that are part of this report 

are worthwhile and a number of recommendations follow. 

The efforts documented show all are truly interested in supporting the public good and the 

incremental and disciplined approach being used by OCTA to develop light rail systems is 

placing Orange County on the right track.  
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BACKGROUND 

 

Light Rail Defined 

 

While the focus of this Grand Jury report is the potential for development and use of light rail 

systems in Orange County, definition of the more common types of rail systems is important in 

order to better differentiate light rail. Short definitions are provided below and in some cases a 

more complete definition can be found in the Glossary. 

 

Light rail systems are electric powered rail-based systems found in urban environments and used 

to provide passenger transit from transportation centers to working, shopping, and entertainment 

centers or to their homes. Light rail systems may be called streetcars, cable-cars or heritage 

streetcars depending on their age and urban location and typically do not exceed three cars in any 

particular application. An example of this is the OC Streetcar System being developed to connect 

Santa Ana and Garden Grove (Light Rail in the United States, 1). 

 

Same-grade or fixed guideway rail systems run at street level, sharing the same corridors with 

automobile traffic. While this normally avoids the expense of bridges and underpasses to 

separate rail from other traffic, it does require extensive planning and right of way control 

measures. 

  

Grade-separated rail systems, such as commuter rail or heavy rail, are normally separated from 

other traffic by dedicated right of way, bridges or underpasses.  

  

Heavy rail systems are defined by the American Public Transportation Association as high speed 

electric powered railways able to handle heavier passenger loads than light rail systems, but 

distinct from commuter rail and intercity rail systems. An example of Heavy Rail is the Amtrak 

System (Passenger, 5). 

 

Commuter rail systems are defined by purpose and may use the same rail corridors as heavy rail. 

Commuter rail services are designed and scheduled to allow rapid commuter passenger transit 

from transportation center to transportation center and are generally scheduled to support riders 

going to and from their jobs or to major sporting events. Examples of commuter rail are the 

Metrolink system that services Orange, Riverside and Los Angeles Counties and the Coaster 

system that services San Diego and Oceanside, CA. 

 

Light Rail in Southern California 

 

Use of light rail in Southern California has transitioned through several cycles in the past 115 

years.  
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In the early 1900s, growth of first generation light rail in Southern California paralleled 

population growth in urban centers. The public wanted convenient and inexpensive mass transit 

that was able to carry passengers more efficiently than early automobiles or horse and buggy. 

The first successful light rail venture in Southern California was the Pacific Electric (PE) 

Railroad Company which began construction of electric rail lines connecting the City of Los 

Angeles with surrounding cities in 1901.   

 

This PE Red Car system served several districts with a Northern branch reaching into the San 

Gabriel Valley, a Western branch to Venice, and a Southern branch to Long Beach, Newport 

Beach, Huntington Beach and Santa Ana. By 1915, PE was the largest operator of interurban 

electric railway passenger service in the world, with 2,160 daily trains over 1,000 miles of track. 

 

A phase-out of the PE System began in 1930 and continued until after World War II with light 

rail giving way to the popularity of automobiles as a primary means of transportation. Light rail 

impeded automobile traffic in urban areas, and the Eisenhower era emphasis on freeway 

construction soon replaced historic PE light rail routes. 

 

Presently, much of the old PE Right of Way (ROW) has been re-used or “built out.” ROW that 

does still exist include a 100 foot-wide diagonal corridor half way between Interstate 405 and 

Interstate 5 and an 11.75 mile section running between the cities of Santa Ana in Orange County 

and La Palma in Los Angeles County. OCTA has purchased sections between the cities of 

Stanton and Santa Ana and some of this has been leased to provide maintenance revenue. 

 

During the 1970s, increasing air quality concerns as well as urban population growth and the 

1973 oil crisis spurred yet another cycle of light rail development. Los Angeles and San Diego 

County planners began to give serious consideration to mass transit systems that could support 

high density, urban areas without further crowding roads and freeways or increasing smog. As a 

result of this planning, these counties began construction of a number of second-generation light 

rail systems during the 1980s (Pacific Electric 2-9). 

  

Second-generation light rail is an industry term applied to current efforts to create and use light 

rail in Southern California as well as the remainder of the United States. These systems began in 

San Diego in 1981 with the San Diego Trolley, followed by Los Angeles County in 1985 with 

the Metro System.  

 

Now, according to the American Public Transportation Association, of the 30-odd cities with 

light rail in the United States, six of them (Boston, Los Angeles, Philadelphia, Portland 

[Oregon], San Diego, and San Francisco) move more than 30 million passengers each year 

(Light Rail in the United States, 1).  
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Los Angeles County’s Metro Rail System 

 

During the 1970s, Los Angeles County was ready to begin serious consideration of more 

environmentally friendly mass transit systems for high density urban areas without adding to 

crowded roads and freeways. 

 

The Los Angeles public approved use of sales tax proceeds, as well as other funding, to support 

creation of additional rail transit capability. In 1985 the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority began construction of a Metro Rail System combining light rail and 

heavy rail systems. In many cases these light rail ROWs followed the old PE Red Car ROW.  

 

Since 1985, Los Angeles County has expanded the light rail portion of its Metro Rail System to 

approximately 79 miles. For example, as of January 2014 the Blue Line travels from the Los 

Angeles financial district to downtown Long Beach, and the Gold Line links East Los Angeles to 

Pasadena. As noted in a July 14, 2015 article from the Los Angeles Times, “…the Blue Line, 

which turns 25 this week, eclipsed ridership benchmarks to become one of the most heavily 

traveled light-rail lines in the United States.” 

 

In addition, in 2003 the Metropolitan Transportation Authority authorized an independent 

agency, the Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (EMLCA), to plan, design and 

construct a light rail line called the Expo Line to run from downtown Los Angeles to Culver City 

and then eventually to Santa Monica. The Expo Line is still under construction. When it is 

completed, the EMLCA will transfer Expo Line operation and management to the Los Angeles 

County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Expo Line, 1).  

 

South San Diego County and the San Diego Trolley 

 

While the City of San Diego had enjoyed electric rail service as early as 1891, changes in mass 

transit mirrored those occurring in Los Angeles County. By1949, the city of San Diego replaced 

its streetcar system with buses. Then in 1966, with San Diego Transit losing money, a San Diego 

Comprehensive Planning Organization (CPO) began to search for more economic options to 

meet longer term transit needs. Although the CPO had realized that some options might not be as 

cost effective or flexible as buses, it decided to study solutions that included a same-grade light 

rail system. Subsequently, the San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB) 

determined that a same-grade system could best satisfy the following requirements: 

 Any proposed corridor extend a long distance and offer high-speed operation; 

 Low capital cost designs be adopted to keep costs affordable; 

 Construction should be at-grade with mostly exclusive right-of-way; and 

 Operating deficits should be minimized. 
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With funding due to expire by 1981, the MTDB moved to purchase the partially damaged San 

Diego and Arizona Eastern Railway (SD&AE) ROW that included freight capability east into the 

Imperial Valley as well as sufficient ROW to support an initial 13.5 miles of light rail. This light 

rail system is the oldest of the second generation light rail systems in the United States (San 

Diego Trolley 1). 

In the past 25 years the San Diego Trolley has grown to include three main lines offering regular 

service from 5:00 AM to midnight seven days a week. The system now extends to 53.5 miles 

with 53 stations. Between 2:00 AM and 3:30 AM each day the trolley right of way is used by the 

San Diego and Imperial Valley Railway only to move freight (San Diego Metropolitan, 1-7).  

The greater San Diego Metropolitan trolley system now links the downtown Santa Fe Depot with 

the San Diego Convention Center, Petco Park, the Mexican border, Qualcomm Stadium, major 

San Diego universities and Old Town San Diego, as well as other cultural and population centers 

within San Diego County. The Santa Fe Depot is also the southern terminal for Amtrak and 

Coaster train service. The average daily trolley ridership in 2014 was 119,800 passengers and the 

annual ridership number approximated 39.7 million passengers. An extension of 156 new miles 

is being proposed in the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (San Diego Trolley, 7). 

Members of the Grand Jury visited San Diego, rode the San Diego Trolley, and observed the 

pride exhibited by the San Diego public in their light rail system. 

North San Diego County and the Sprinter Light Rail System 

 

The Sprinter light rail system is an East/West oriented diesel powered system in north San Diego 

County linking the Oceanside Transportation Center to the Escondido Transportation Center. 

Owned and operated by the North County Transit District (NCTD), Sprinter runs for 22 miles 

and has 15 stations that include Palomar College and California State College, San Marcos. 

Daily ridership in 2013 was 8,500. Funding justification for Sprinter was partially based on the 

goal of reducing traffic congestion on California State Road 76 which also runs from Oceanside 

to Escondido. The transit extension service provided by Sprinter to Oceanside links passenger 

service with the Coaster, the Metrolink Orange County Line, the Metrolink Inland Empire-

Orange County Line and the Amtrak Pacific Surf liner regional line (Sprinter, 1-6). 

 

Prior Grand Jury Reports on Light Rail Development in Orange County  

 

No Grand Jury has reported on development of light rail systems in Orange County. The 2009-

2010 Orange County Grand Jury did, however, investigate the City of Santa Ana’s decision 

making process when it chose Cordoba Corporation as the lead consultant for a technical 

analysis of Santa Ana’s portion of OCTA’s “Go Local” Phase II project, a precursor to the OC 

Streetcar Project (Santa Ana Streetcar, 1- 10). 
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“Go Local” was an OCTA initiative  seeking to work with all 34 Orange County cities to find 

ways to increase Metrolink ridership by creating better connections between Metrolink 

Transportation Centers, these cities and employment centers. The City of Santa Ana was active 

in this pursuit and issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) for a feasibility study. During this 

process Cordoba was rated as least qualified among all applicants yet still won the contract to 

receive 75% of the initial $4.85 million allocated by OCTA.  

That 2009-2010 Grand Jury report suggested possible violations of Assembly Bill 1234, defining 

ethics law principles and conflicts of interest for public servants, and the Brown Act, which was 

enacted to facilitate public participation in local government decisions.   

Scope and Focus of This Report  

 

This report provides a brief history of the growth and decline of light rail in Southern California 

during the 20
th

 Century. It also recaps some of the economic, smog and policy concerns that 

supported development of second generation light rail systems in both Los Angeles and San 

Diego Counties. It provides a baseline and comparison for investigation and analysis of second 

generation light rail development, or lack thereof, in Orange County. 

 

The Grand Jury then examines and analyzes efforts by OCTA and the cities of Santa Ana, 

Garden Grove, Anaheim and Fullerton to advance, or consider advancing light rail as a preferred 

transit option. These are Orange County cities with Metrolink Stations, or transit links with 

Metrolink Stations, that have become actively engaged with OCTA’s goal to expand Metrolink 

ridership. Each city, through OCTA’s leadership, has the opportunity to use Orange County Tax 

Measure M2-Project S funding as well as the U.S. Department of Transportation’s New Starts 

grant money and other federal, state and local funds to establish light rail systems they believe 

will effectively increase ridership and provide economic development.  

The Grand Jury chose to focus on these four Orange County cities based on current project 

activity, as well as OCTA recommendations. Each city represents a different set of public policy 

and economic circumstances which make light rail system development important for them to 

consider. As such, each city is on a pathway to obtain public and OCTA support, complete initial 

feasibility and environmental impact studies, and receive Department of Transportation and 

California State funding.  

Appendix B compares light rail development status of each of these cities using a number of 

metrics that not only show the complexity of each project, but also provide a sense of funding, 

policy decisions and long timelines required from start to finish. As provided in the Appendix, 

this data also provides a continuum of Orange County cities ranging from well into a light rail 

project, to one still working to meet New Starts and OCTA criteria, to one that is still 

considering light rail as a preferred transit option. 
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The Grand Jury recognizes that each Orange County city already involved in a light rail project 

views light rail not only as an important transit option for their city, but also as a potential 

catalyst for economic growth. The Grand Jury also recognizes the City of Fullerton city council 

has not yet made a policy decision to pursue light rail as its preferred transit option for the future. 

However, the fact that funding for a light rail system option can be spread over a large number of 

financing sources makes that possibility very attractive. 

Finally, this report provides some insight into economic development and return on investment 

(ROI) concepts that could impact all of Orange County if development of light rail systems can 

be incrementally and successfully pursued.  

METHODOLOGY 

 

The Grand Jury has taken the following actions to complete this report: 

 

 Reviewed San Diego and Los Angeles County second-generation light rail systems;   

 Examined the role of OCTA in leading development of light rail in Orange County and in 

working with the Federal Transportation Authority to obtain New Starts Grant funding;  

 Briefly examined ROI expectations that can accompany light rail development; 

 Interviewed OCTA, Santa Ana and Garden Grove senior staff involved in development 

and management of the OC Streetcar Project; 

 Interviewed Anaheim senior staff involved in the Anaheim Rapid Connection (ARC);  

 Interviewed Fullerton senior staff concerning prior studies for use of light rail in 

Fullerton; and 

 Verified report facts through multiple interviews, cited references and official 

documentation. 

 

INVESTIGATION AND ANALYSIS 
 

Orange County and Light Rail Development, Analysis and Political Reality 

 

Until 2005, efforts to develop second-generation light rail in Orange County in parallel with Los 

Angeles and San Diego counties had not been very successful.  

Despite major changes in policy and sales tax use in both Los Angeles and San Diego counties 

over the past 25 years, Orange County has chosen not to follow suit. Even after public approval 
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of the M2 one-half cent sales tax in 2006, which provided some limited funding in support of 

alternate public transit systems such as light rail, seventy-five percent of that Orange County 

sales surtax remained focused on roads and highways. As a result, while urban growth 

gridlocked road and freeway systems, and smog concerns affected Orange County as much as 

Los Angeles and San Diego counties, efforts to reduce traffic congestion by widening roads and 

freeways, or sequencing traffic lights seemed to take priority.  

Secondly a good portion of south Orange County views itself as not representative of any high 

density, urban community. As such, this population has not been overly interested in funding 

transportation options such as light rail systems that may be of more value to older North Orange 

County cities with higher population densities. These differences often make it difficult to get 

agreement about how to spend taxpayer dollars in a manner that will support specific city 

initiatives perceived to be in the public’s best interest.  

The reality is that there are 34 incorporated cities in Orange County, each with differing levels of 

need and support for transit. Additional considerations include variances in city age, 

infrastructure and tax base, public planning policy and efforts, and ability to accommodate 

change. Some OCTA staff have opined that many residents of Orange County cling to a more 

nostalgic view of Orange County as a quiet suburban bedroom community that is best served by 

cars, buses, roads and freeways. Some suggest that this nostalgic view may have contributed to 

the lack of the county’s progress towards light rail and, as in retrospect; policy decisions may 

appear short-sighted.  

To further investigate why light rail development has proceeded much slower in Orange County 

than in Los Angeles and San Diego Counties, the Grand Jury reviewed 2010 US Census data for 

these counties, as well as a number of selected cities.  

Table 1 below provides selected data: 

Table 1: Los Angeles, Orange and San Diego County Comparative Demographics. 

 

County Comparisons: Orange County Los Angeles County San Diego County

2010 Population: 3,010,232 9,818,605 3,095,313

Land Size in Square Miles: 791 4,058 4,207

Density (Pop.(1000)/sq.mi.) 3,807 2,420 736

Orange County Cities: Santa Ana Garden Grove Anaheim Fullerton

2010 Population: 324,528 170,253 336,264 135,161

Land Size in Square Miles: 27 18 50 22

Density (Pop.(1000)/sq.mi.) 11,901 9,570 6,748 6,047

Meets Urban Core City Definition: Yes (7,500/sq.mi.) Yes (7,500/sq.mi.) No No
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The data show that the population density of portions of Los Angeles and Orange Counties 

approaches or exceeds 7,500 residents per square mile, meeting the industry definition of urban, 

core city (Urban Cores). This is not the case in San Diego County, particularly the City of San 

Diego which has a population density of approximately 3,245 residents per square mile.  

The Grand Jury also noted that the land size of Los Angeles and San Diego Counties in square 

miles is similar, and that these counties are over five times the size of Orange County.  

The Orange County cities selected by the Grand Jury for census data comparison match those 

selected for report analysis. The San Diego County cities selected for data analysis were San 

Diego and Oceanside, and the Los Angeles city choices were Santa Monica and Long Beach, 

along the Metro’s most successful Blue Line, running from downtown LA to Long Beach. 

Similarities in population core densities exist between much of greater Los Angeles and north 

Orange County. Population demographics and city infrastructure age and tax base issues for 

these areas are also similar. Analysis of south Orange County as it morphs into greater San 

Diego County shows a trend toward lower population density, as well as newer city 

infrastructure. 

In short, the Grand Jury finds evidence suggestive that there is no demographic answer as to why 

light rail system development is more readily supported in both Los Angeles and San Diego 

Counties than in Orange County.  

Perhaps the best clues to the lack of support for light rail development in Orange County may 

simply rest with the diversity of cities within the county and the fact that Orange County has 

done little to effectively market a light rail concept. Until OCTA was created no single entity in 

Orange County had sufficient gravitas and motivation to initiate such a concept. This was not the 

case in Los Angeles and San Diego, both of which had a long history and understanding of light 

rail systems, as well as multiple city interests in making such a system work. 

Los Angeles County Cities: Los Angeles E. Los Angeles (1) Santa Monica Long Beach 

2010 Population: 2,504,251 501,237 89,736 569,100

Land Size in Square Miles: 267 41 8 63

Density (Pop.(1000)/sq.mi.) 9,388 12,168 10,664 8,984

Meets Urban Core City Definition: Yes (7,500/sq.mi.) Yes (7,500/sq.mi.) Yes (7,500/sq.mi.) Yes (7,500/sq.mi.)

(1) Part of the City of Los Angeles but separated out by US Census Data.)

San Diego County Cities: San Diego Carlsbad Oceanside

2010 Population: 2,259,401 105,459 167,086

Land Size in Square Miles: 696 38 41

Density (Pop.(1000)/sq.mi.) 3,245 2792 2,792

Meets Urban Core City Definition: No No No

State and County Quickfacts. Quickfacts.census.gov.2010. Web. 11 Jan. 2016.
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Although California state law created OCTA to serve as the public sector transportation planning 

body and mass transit service provider for Orange County (Orange County Transportation 1), 

this did not immediately facilitate county-wide transportation planning. 

 

An example is the 1990s OCTA initiative to create a 28 mile Centerline Project linking several 

North Orange County high density cities with the Orange County Airport. As presented by 

OCTA, the $1.04 billion light rail component of this project was accompanied by an additional 

$185 million street widening component as well as an additional $544 million bus service 

expansion component. (Mallinckrodt, 1-2) 

The case might be made that planners were trying to present a balanced concept, but public 

reaction to the size and cost of the project was not positive and some analysis even suggested 

there would be no net reduction in traffic congestion or improvement in person-miles/day 

capacity. As a result, the scope of the project was changed to reduce estimated costs 

(Mallinckrodt, 1-2).  

While local officials had hoped that the Federal Government would step in and pay for half of 

the proposed project’s expense, the county’s congressional delegation provided no support and 

this, along with the loss of local political confidence, resulted in the project being dropped in 

2005 (Weikel, 2).  

Orange County and Light Rail Development, a Change in Leadership and Focus 

 

In 2006 OCTA decided to follow a more measured approach to planning, which included 

possible use of a light rail system as an alternate for mass transportation. The “Go Local” 

program was created. “Go Local” was a four step process for planning and implementing city-

initiated transit extensions to OCTA’s Metrolink commuter rail line. Steps one and two were 

funded via Measure M1. 

Step one required each city to submit to OCTA a fixed-guideway concept proposing connection 

between a Metrolink station in that city and nearby destination/activities centers. The OCTA 

Board of Directors would then evaluate the city’s concept, and if it met approval, would award 

$5.9 million to the city so that it could continue proposed project planning and evaluation.   

This effort would then lead to Step 2 which was completion of an alternative analysis, conceptual 

engineering and both state and federal environmental clearance. Steps 3 and 4 would then neatly 

mesh with acceptance by OCTA and the Department of Transportation (DOT), funded by 

Measure M2 and state and federal sources (Anaheim Go Local, ES-1).  

The stated objective of “Go Local” was to satisfy Measure M1 sales tax requirements by asking 

all 34 of Orange County’s incorporated cities to consider new ways to improve transit extensions 

to the Metrolink Stations. This plan would broaden the reach of Orange County’s backbone rail 
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system to key employment, population and activity centers. OCTA offered funds to each city to 

explore new ideas, and several cities responded affirmatively. The cities of Santa Ana, Garden 

Grove and Anaheim were the first to move ahead.  

In 2006, Measure M2 was approved by Orange County voters, extending the Measure M1 half-

cent local transportation sales tax for an additional 30 years. This tax extension was to be used to 

help fund projects that include bridge and road upgrades, as well as projects associated with 

Metrolink improvements and would go into effect in 2011. A portion of this sales tax, called 

Measure M2 Project-S, was designated to provide funding to connect people between Metrolink 

stations in Orange County and their final destinations at activity and employment centers 

(Transit Extensions, 1-3).  

In 2007, positive action at the city level began to take place. Santa Ana, Garden Grove and 

Anaheim, along with OCTA, began feasibility and environmental studies aimed at developing 

light rail or other transit solutions that would better service their Metrolink Transit stations and 

support each city’s community.  

In 2013 the city of Fullerton used Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

funding to commission a study of transit options, including the potential use of light rail, to 

connect California State University Fullerton (CSUF) and its Metrolink Transportation Center.  

These steps, although incremental, provided a much better venue for local political and public 

consideration, as well as the ability for each city to address “local impact” concerns. OCTA 

became the core coordinating agency, assuming both a leadership and coordinating role within 

Orange County. OCTA’s role took the place of the “core city” presence that had characterized 

both Los Angeles and San Diego over the past 25 years.  

Return on Investment Expectations  

 

During much of the current federal administration, efforts to spur interest in transportation 

capital investment and development have continued to be supported through the President’s 

Annual Budget process. 

 

In 2008, the Department of Transportation’s Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provided 

oversight of a Transit Investments in Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program 

that provided public agencies with one-time grants to improve energy efficiency.  The TIGGER 

program received $100 million in Recovery Act funding. FTA received applications for 561 

projects totaling over $2 billion, severely limiting grant project approval.  

In October 2010, the United States Department of the Treasury, along with the Council of 

Economic Advisors, published an Economic Analysis of Infrastructure Investment report which 

concluded that correct investment had the potential to create a more livable community for 
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working Americans. To that end these agencies identified a number of principles for 

transportation investment: 

 

 To provide more transportation choices in order to decrease household transportation 

costs, reduce dependence on oil, improve air quality and promote public health; 

 To improve economic competitiveness in neighborhoods by giving people reliable access 

to employment centers, educational opportunities, services and other basic needs; 

 To target federal funding toward existing communities – through transit-oriented 

development and land recycling; and 

 To align federal policies and funding to remove barriers to collaboration; leverage 

funding and increase the effectiveness of programs to plan for future growth (United 

States. An Economic Analysis, 13-23).   

 

In July 2012, Congress enacted the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21
st
 Century Act (MAP-

21). This act outlined the New Starts program and the detailed process that proposed projects 

must satisfy to be eligible for capital investment grant funding from the Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA). The New Starts Program supports same-grade light rail projects. 

 

MAP-21 specifies that proposed New Starts projects must be new fixed guideway projects or 

extensions to existing fixed guideway systems with an estimated capital cost greater than $250 

million. To qualify for the New Starts Program, the grantee must comply with a very specific list 

of program requirements showing: 

 

 A funding commitment for at least 30% of non-grant investment; 

 Selection of a locally preferred transportation alternative; 

 Completed feasibility and environmental studies verifying no local impact; and 

 A project management plan detailing key activities, milestones and elements, culminating 

with an expected completion date (Final Interim Policy Guidance IV, 2-3).  

 

It is this specific program that Orange County, through OCTA, is using. At present OCTA sees 

little possibility of Congress ending this program as it has consistent bipartisan support and 

presents a direct link between infrastructure development, jobs and expectations for a positive 

Return on Investment (ROI). As such, it is a long term capital investment effort. 

 

The U.S. Department of Transportation’s portion of the President’s proposed Budget for FY 

2017, supporting the FTA Capital Investment Grant Program for New Starts Not Yet under 

Construction, includes a $125 million line item for the Santa Ana and Garden Grove Streetcar 

that should be used in FY 2017. On February 11, 2016 the Orange County Register published an 

opinion piece where the author thought Congress should trim this amount. The public should 

note, however, that this is almost half of the total project funding required and demonstrates 
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DOT’s willingness to speed up the project, not slow it down. This is grant money that should be 

authorized by the Congress for use beginning October 1, 2016 (Budget Highlights, 41). 

 

Admittedly, there will always be arguments as to the best way to spend taxpayers’ money for 

transit systems. Also, the Grand Jury recognizes that all roads, freeways, and transit systems are 

historically subsidized to a large degree by the public. Additionally, ridership and therefore the 

ability of any one system to pay more of its own costs rises or falls with fare levels, the price of 

gasoline, and the necessity of the public to use public transit to get to a job.  

 

On January 28, 2016, The Los Angeles Times published an article written by a Times reporter  

discussing declining bus, light rail and subway ridership trends over the past 30 years in both Los 

Angeles and Orange Counties. It correctly noted that both the Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority and OCTA are losing riders at an increasing rate. The article quotes the CEO of OCTA 

as saying, “I don’t know if this is long-term, but it doesn’t feel like it’s temporary when we have 

been dealing with 36 straight months of declining ridership.”  

 

In Orange County there continues to be public debate over changing bus routes so that OCTA 

can be both more efficient and cost effective, and it is apparent that it is difficult to separate 

Southern California drivers from their cars. There is also public debate concerning spending 

taxpayer money for light rail systems versus more bus lines, seeing one as less flexible than the 

other. Again, while all these arguments have merit in one form or another, they generally do not 

address long term requirements or changes in demographics that can reasonably be expected. 

These are the facts that transportation planners need to deal with. 

 

Lastly, it is apparent that any public transportation authority such as OCTA must constantly try 

to find the best balance for services as it reacts to what the public chooses to do. Given the ability 

to make a choice, the transit rider will most likely buy a car in order to have the most personal 

flexibility. This probably will not change and therefore ridership and the ability of any one transit 

system to pay more of its own costs is dependent on the local economy and job availability, as 

well as if the system runs on time, has the best route, or is cost effective for those riding.  

 

For those high density urban areas in Orange County pursuing or considering pursuit of a light 

rail system, the Grand Jury noted that Return on Investment (ROI) expectations differ for each 

city. Additionally, city policy and management objectives will vary depending on the city’s tax 

base, gains or losses in development opportunities, or the current state of a city’s budget. While 

each of these considerations may be the result of past policy decisions or have simply developed 

due to changes in the economy over time, each city must try to achieve the best balance for the 

good of the public. 
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To this point, city planners generally accept the following ROI possibilities as being associated 

with development of light rail, recognizing they are not absolutes: 

 

 That real estate values within about 1/8
th

 of a mile of those areas supported by light rail 

will normally increase by some increment; 

 That new development is attracted by fixed-guideway systems that by definition do not 

move;   

 That urban planners will normally decrease parking requirements for new developments 

based on the expectation that a number of people living near a light rail system will elect 

not to drive cars; 

 That based on experiences in a number of urban areas nationally, light rail systems tend 

to create a positive impact on businesses and restaurants that are serviced by the system 

because the traveling public often finds it easier to access them; and 

 That existence of a light rail system often provides a boost to public perception of how a 

city is managed or how a city presents itself to visitors and businesses. 

 

The OC Streetcar Project Connecting Santa Ana and Garden Grove 

  

The OC Streetcar Project is the most developed of the Orange County light rail systems 

considered by the Grand Jury in terms of its support from the public, local politicians, OCTA and 

the U.S. Department of Transportation. Substantive work on this project began in 2006 and Santa 

Ana has invested approximately $7 million in its environmental impact report.  

 

OCTA has identified and scheduled project funding to be provided by California Cap and Trade, 

the Orange County M2-Project S sales tax, the Department of Transportation New Starts 

Program and monies from the Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement 

Fund. 

 

The OC Streetcar Project is a 4.1 mile double track system that runs from the Santa Ana 

Regional Transportation Center (SARTC) in Santa Ana, through Santa Ana’s downtown to the 

Civic Center complex and then northwest across the Santa Ana River to Garden Grove and 

Harbor Boulevard. The estimated cost of the project is $70 million per mile of double track. This 

includes all utility work, light rail cars, stops and signage and a maintenance facility. Figure 1 

provides a graphic representation of the system. 
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Figure 1: OC Streetcar Project Alignment. Courtesy of OCTA. 

 

Excerpts from the Santa Ana to Garden Grove Fixed Guideway Project presentation to the 

OCTA Transit Committee featured the following supportive talking points: 

 

 Santa Ana and Garden Grove both: 

o Have large transit dependent populations; 

o Require transit connection from the SARTC to job and government centers; and  

o Support establishment of a Garden Grove Transit Hub to link OC Streetcar with 

the Harbor Boulevard commercial and hotel corridor. 

 Immediate project benefits include: 

o When completed, a reduction of traffic congestion on city streets and freeways; 

o Service to key destinations in Santa Ana and central Orange County; and 

o A commuting option, improved air quality and some reduction in automobile 

dependency. 

 Santa Ana and Garden Grove’s commitments to the project are: 

o Financial participation in streetcar operations via Memoranda of Understanding 

with OCTA; 

o Staff and consultant support during planning; and  

o Provision of experienced leadership. 

 

Santa Ana views the OC Streetcar System as a means to upgrade its downtown image, as well as 

a way to increase property values and local business. It focuses on increasing Metrolink ridership 

for the many people who work in the Civic Center complex by offering them an alternative to 

finding parking.  The Civic Center Complex encompasses the Federal Courthouse, Homeland 

Security Offices, County Government Offices, the Superior Court, the Sheriff/Coroner’s Offices, 
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the Central Jail complex and Santa Ana city government offices, in addition to the restaurants 

and businesses that provide services to these agencies.  

 

Garden Grove views the OC Streetcar System as a way to increase use of hotels and parks 

associated with Harbor Boulevard, as well as a means to increase property values and spur new 

development around the planned Transit Center at Harbor Boulevard. As Garden Grove’s major 

tax revenues are directly affected by tourist use of hotels and amusement parks, any means for 

increasing this revenue is important.  

 

Both cities are actively seeking long term benefit for their public image, recognizing that 

completion of the OC Streetcar Project in 2020 will provide a first success model for the rest of 

Orange County. 

 

In 2014, based on the OC Streetcar project efforts of the cities of Santa Ana and Garden Grove, 

the OCTA Board of Directors approved OCTA to serve as the implementer and owner/operator 

for the OC Streetcar Project. OCTA’s assigned responsibilities for the OC Streetcar Project are: 

 

 To serve as the grantee for the Federal New Starts Program; 

 To serve as the lead agency for continuing project development, engineering and 

construction; 

 To own, operate, and maintain the system; 

 To procure all services necessary to implement the project; and 

 To provide annual operating subsidies net of fare box, city contribution and other 

revenues (OCTA Board Actions 1). 

 

In May 2015, the FTA approved OCTA’s entrance into Federal New Starts Program to continue 

funding and development of this project. By June 2015 an initial Cost, Risk Assessment, and 

Value Engineering (CRAVE) study for OC Streetcar Project was completed and in July 2015 the 

FTA assigned a project management oversight consultant to the project. The OC Streetcar 

Project is now entering its New Starts Engineering Phase (OC Streetcar).  

Project completion, testing and operations are expected by early 2020 and all stakeholders are 

looking forward to a first for Orange County. 

The City of Anaheim and the Anaheim Rapid Connection (ARC) Project 

 

In 2006, Anaheim also took advantage of OCTA’s “Go Local” program to establish and publish 

a Transit Master Plan. Then in 2011, Anaheim entered into a number of Cooperative Agreements 

with OCTA to advance the project. In 2014, OCTA approved Anaheim’s selection of fixed 

guideway light rail as the locally preferred alternative for augmenting transit extensions for 

Metrolink.  
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The initial Alternative Analysis completed in 2014 showed little or no impact from the proposed 

project alignment. However, in 2015, the Anaheim city council directed staff to study an 

additional alignment to minimize any need to acquire private property for right of way access. 

Figure 2 provides a graphic of the new alignment. 

 

As a result, a second environmental impact study was commissioned and is expected to be 

completed late 2016. This study is partially funded through the Anaheim Tourism Improvement 

District (ATID), a public/private entity created by an Anaheim city ordinance that collects a tax 

on hotel use to be used to promote tourism transportation. ATID has paid $1.3 million toward the 

second environmental study. 

 

                  
             

Figure 2: ARC Alignment. Courtesy of City of Anaheim 

 

The ARC, as now proposed, is a 3.1 mile double track system that runs from the Anaheim 

Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) next to Angel Stadium, along Katella 

Avenue through the Platinum Triangle to Clementine Street. It will turn west to Harbor 

Boulevard and then south to Convention Way. The project will connect to a multi-use station at 

the intersection of Clementine Street and Disney Way which will be constructed by Disneyland. 

This light rail system will serve the Anaheim Convention Center as well as the hotels and 

services attendant to the Anaheim convention center and Disneyland.   
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The estimated cost of the ARC project is $100 million per mile of double track which includes 

utilities, streetcars, stops, signage and a maintenance facility. While this is more than the $70 

million per mile estimated for the OC Streetcar Project, Anaheim has elected to tailor its 

proposed project so that it has station/stop upgrades that match ongoing city improvements. It 

also plans to buy additional light rail cars.  

 

The Anaheim Visitors Bureau is very supportive of the ARC and views it as another 

transportation option for the city. In addition, the Visitors Bureau is closely aligned with the 

Anaheim Resort Transportation (ART), a private non-profit bus system run by Anaheim’s 

hoteliers. The ART was created because it made more sense to have a shared bus system linking 

Anaheim’s resorts and hotels than each hotel having its own shuttle buses. When the ARC 

project is completed, ART plans to reconfigure routes and service to take advantage of the 

ARC’s routes and stations. This model has shown itself to be effective in San Diego and 

addresses some objections about light rail not being accessible to the public because it runs on a 

fixed route.  

 

In addition to the creation of the new Star Wars venue at Disneyland, which is expected to bring 

significant new tourism, Anaheim is projecting major business and residential growth by 2021. 

Zoning for the Platinum Triangle allows for 18,988 residential units, 14.1 million sq. ft. of office 

space and 4.8 million sq. ft. of retail space. The Platinum Triangle includes Angel Stadium, the 

Honda Center and the Grove of Anaheim (Initial Study 7-8). According to the Orange County 

Register’s November 19, 2015 Anaheim Bulletin, scheduled hotel and resort construction in 

Anaheim should create an additional 1,555 rooms by the end of 2016 and another 2,129 by 2021. 

On a somewhat longer horizon, Anaheim projects another 3.4 to 10 million sq. ft. of office and 

retail space requirements, 65% within 1/8 mile of projected light rail stops. 

 

This forecasted development shows Anaheim becoming even more of a center for tourism and 

business, as well as a more exciting place to live.  

 

Anaheim views the ARC project as primarily focused on providing enhanced mobility for the 

public. It also acknowledges that use of light rail systems can create economic development and 

welcomes that concept. A key phrase is that the proposed light rail system will encourage 

“walkability,” the ability for workers and tourists to move around Anaheim’s urban core, from 

home to stores, work and entertainment, without having to use a car. 

 

Funding for the ARC Project will most likely be provided by California Cap and Trade, Orange 

County M2-S Sales Tax, the Department of Transportation New Starts Program and Federal 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement grants; however, these entities have not yet 

allocated the money.  
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Anaheim’s resort industry currently does not completely satisfy the Federal Transit Authority’s 

more traditional industry-based ridership model which assumes commuters are going to 

manufacturing, production or commercial jobs, rather than those that work in equally important 

services and entertainment jobs that primarily cater to the tourist industry. Because of this issue 

some OCTA Board members are concerned that the ARC will not qualify for the New Starts 

Program. To counter this concern, the Anaheim city staff is working closely with the FTA to 

define a ridership model that recognizes Anaheim service and resort worker commutes as well as 

resort guest mobility and large event transit needs. 

  

Anaheim expects to be successful in this joint effort but recognizes this will require patience and 

a long-term commitment. The Grand Jury considers Anaheim to be “on the right track.”  

 

The City of Fullerton’s Efforts to Study Use of Light Rail  

 

While Fullerton has studied the potential for light rail as a transit option, the City Council has not 

yet given direction to pursue a specific project. 

 

Fullerton has long been a railroad town and continues to see rail as most important to its future. 

Fullerton hosts a number of heavy rail and commuter rail providers. Along with Amtrak’s Pacific 

Surf liner and Southwest Chief lines between San Diego and Los Angeles, there are seven miles 

of Metrolink rail joining the Metrolink 91 Line from Riverside and the Orange County Line, then 

proceeding into the heart of Los Angeles.  

 

In addition to the above, there exists an unused Union Pacific ROW that could become a light 

rail extension with the purchase of an additional 2.5 miles of ROW. Fullerton is also interested in 

the long term potential for a light rail link with the Los Angeles Metro System and in 2010 sent a 

Letter of Support concerning this to the City of Whittier.  

  

Fullerton’s Metrolink Transportation Center, although small in size, leads all other Orange 

County Metrolink stations in ridership. By 2020, an anticipated 4,000 Metrolink riders per day 

are expected to use this transportation center. Reasons include ease of access and parking, as 

well as an interesting downtown with entertainment and restaurants. A large component of this 

ridership is passengers who commute the approximately 30 minutes from Orange County to Los 

Angeles and back each day.  

 

The California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) has identified the Fullerton Transportation 

Center for a possible skip-stop service on the Los Angeles to Anaheim portion of the high speed 

rail project. Skip-stop service reduces rail travel times and increases rail line capacity by 

allowing one train to wait on a parallel rail line while a faster train passes through.  
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The key to Fullerton’s ability to use light rail rests with the two rush periods experienced by 

Metrolink each weekday, from 6 AM to 8 AM each morning and then from 4 PM to 6 PM each 

evening. By providing transit extension capability that does not necessarily require the use of 

automobiles, Fullerton seeks to open its historic downtown and schools to transit riders 

throughout Orange County, and sees this as a way to capitalize on what is an expanding 

population of transit riders. 

 

The City wants to encourage commuters to use its historic downtown for dinner and 

entertainment after their work day and would like to see California State University at Fullerton 

(CSUF) students use Metrolink and a transit link to get to class, instead of using limited college 

parking. Finally, Fullerton is host to approximately 300 contract manufacturers that enjoy easy 

access to Los Angeles for business development.  

 

In 2008, Fullerton participated in the OCTA “Go Local” program to study various ways to 

increase Metrolink ridership. At that time, the idea of a link connecting the Metrolink Transit 

Center with the Fullerton college complex was developed. Then in 2013, using money from 

SCAG, channeled through OCTA, Fullerton commissioned a College Connector Study to 

examine connecting its Metrolink Transit Center to CSUF and the college complex in the Eastern 

part of town. CSUF continues to be fully engaged in this process. 

 

In February, 2014 the Fullerton city staff presented the College Connector Study to the Fullerton 

city council. The Council authorized submission of the study to OCTA as an “unconstrained” 

project involving light rail as one option and directed staff to move ahead with planning (Van 

Stratten 1). 

 

The proposed transit alignment would be approximately four miles running from the Transit 

Center at 120 E. Santa Fe Avenue, through Fullerton’s downtown area to the CSUF complex. 

While Fullerton has not made a final alignment selection, a route that generally follows both 

Commonwealth Avenue and Chapman Avenue in a loop makes sense. 

 

Finally, Fullerton is looking for ways to capitalize on possible future growth along the Harbor 

Boulevard corridor and to attract residents and businesses interested in living in Orange County, 

and commuting to Los Angeles. 

 

The Fullerton city council will need to make a number of policy decisions in order to become 

fully engaged with OCTA and Department of Transportation processes. These will most likely 

include: 

 

 Full endorsement of light rail as a policy matter; 
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 Policies that encompass CSUF as well as the other colleges on the eastern side of 

Fullerton; 

 Completion of a transportation plan and feasibility study; 

 Completion of an environmental plan; and 

 A commitment to provide financial support to help make all the above occur. 

 

The Grand Jury supports Fullerton’s efforts and notes that OCTA has earmarked approximately 

$3.5 million to help the city advance transit options once the city council has provided policy 

direction. 

 

COMMENDATIONS 

 

The Grand Jury would like to commend the employees of OCTA and the cities interviewed in 

the course of this investigation for their hard work and dedication to advancing light rail and 

other transit options in Orange County. Each seeks to promote the public good and economic 

growth in their communities and within Orange County based on their understanding of the 

benefits of various public transportation options. The Grand Jury also commends each for 

recognizing the need for a longer term County Transportation Master Plan that could help create 

an intra-county network of light rail and other transit options, as well as additional rail links with 

Los Angeles County. 

 

FINDINGS 

 

In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2015-2016 Grand Jury 

requires responses from each agency affected by the findings presented in this section. The 

responses are to be submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

 

Based on its investigation titled “Light Rail: Is Orange County on the Right Track?” the 2015-

2016 Orange County Grand Jury has arrived at five principal findings, as follows: 

 

F.1. The lack of development of second-generation light rail in Orange County can be closely 

linked to the reality of different transit priorities for the thirty-four diverse cities in the county. 

F.2. Orange County would benefit from the examples of Los Angeles and San Diego Counties 

with their history of promoting centrally organized and run light rail systems. As a result, these 

counties were well-positioned to plan for and develop second generation light rail systems 

expansion in the 1980’s. 
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F.3. Approval of OCTA as implementer and owner/operator of the OC Streetcar Project, and as 

subsequent grantee for the Federal New Starts Program, has created the basis for enabling further 

light rail development in Orange County to include public outreach and marketing/promotion 

efforts.  

F.4. Creation by OCTA of a draft light rail Master Plan for Orange County that includes both 

intra and inter county transit connectivity options would be of considerable value to the public. 

F.5. The long project times associated with light rail system establishment require not only 

careful planning and coordination by OCTA, but also consistent efforts to inform the public by 

those Orange County cities involved in development or possible development of light rail 

projects. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

In accordance with California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the 2015-2016 Grand Jury 

requires responses from each agency affected by the recommendations presented in this section. 

The responses are to be submitted to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court. 

 

Based on its investigation titled “Light Rail: Is Orange County on the Right Track?” the 2015-

2016 Orange County Grand Jury makes the following eight recommendations: 

 

R.1. OCTA should initiate another “Go Local” effort in FY 16/17 encouraging more Orange 

County cities to advocate for light rail or other transit connections to assist Metrolink ridership. 

(F.1., F.3.) 

R.2. OCTA should organize and lead focus groups during FY 16/17 to gauge public reaction to 

transportation options for Orange County that will be affected by the changes in working and 

population centers forecast for the next 20 years. (F.1., F.3.) 

R.3. OCTA should use multi-lingual (English, Spanish, Korean and Vietnamese) Web and 

printed marketing materials to highlight Metrolink Transportation Center and light rail 

connectivity efforts in Orange County. (F.1., F.3.) 

R.4. OCTA should create a draft phased light rail Master Plan during FY 16/17 that links the 

County’s high density urban  areas and connects with Metrolink and Los Angeles County’s 

Metro light rail system. (F.4.) 

R.5. OCTA should publish this Master Plan on its Website once it is created and provide a 

Website progress update every six months. (F.4.) 
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R.6. Santa Ana and Garden Grove should create links on their Websites within six months of 

receipt of this report that show their efforts to complete the OC Streetcar Project and then update 

these Websites every three months. (F.5.) 

R.7. Anaheim should maintain its link on the city’s Website that shows efforts to successfully 

complete the ARC project and then update that Website every three months. (F.5.) 

R.8. Fullerton should create a link on the city’s Website that describes the Fullerton City 

Council’s policy decision process concerning the best transit option to support the College 

Connector Plan, and then update this Website every three months. (F.5.) 

REQUIRED RESPONSES 

 

The California Penal Code Section 933 requires the governing body of any public agency which 

the Grand Jury has reviewed, and about which it has issued a final report, to comment to the 

Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings and recommendations pertaining to matters 

under the control of the governing body. Such comment shall be made no later than 90 days after 

the Grand Jury publishes its report (filed with the Clerk of the Court). Additionally, in the case of 

a report containing findings and recommendations pertaining to a department or agency headed 

by an elected County official (e.g. District Attorney, Sheriff, etc.), such elected County Official 

shall comment on the findings and recommendation pertaining to the matters under that elected 

official’s within 60 days to the Presiding Judge with an information copy sent to the Board of 

Supervisors.  

Furthermore, California Penal Code Section 933.05, subdivisions (a), (b), and (c), detail, as 

follows, the manner in which such comment(s) are to be made: 

(a) As to each Grand Jury finding, the responding person or entity shall indicate one of the 

following:  

      (1) The respondent agrees with the finding  

      (2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the response 

shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an explanation of the 

reasons therefore.  

(b) As to each Grand Jury recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of 

the following actions:  

      (1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the implemented 

action.  
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      (2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the 

future, with a time frame for implementation.  

      (3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope and 

parameters of an analysis or study, and a time frame for the matter to be prepared for discussion 

by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or reviewed, including the 

governing body of the public agency when applicable. This time frame shall not exceed six 

months from the date of publication of the Grand Jury report.  

      (4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not 

reasonable, with an explanation therefore.  

(c) If a finding or recommendation of the Grand Jury addresses budgetary or personnel matters 

of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both the agency or department 

head and the Board of Supervisors shall respond if requested by the Grand Jury, but the response 

of the Board of Supervisors shall address only those budgetary/or personnel matters over which 

it has some decision making authority. The response of the elected official or department head 

shall address all aspects of the findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or 

department. 

Comments to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court in compliance with Penal Code Section 

933.05 are required from:   

Responses Required: 

Responses are required from the following governing bodies with 90 days of the date of 

publication of this report: 

                      
 

                   

         

90 Day Required Responses: F1 F2 F3 F4 F5

Board of Directors, OCTA: X X X X X

City Council, City of Santa Ana: X

City Council, City of Garden Grove: X

City Council, City of Anahiem: X

City Council, City of Fullerton: X

90 Day Required Responses: R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8

Board of Directors, OCTA: X X X X X

City Council, City of Santa Ana: X

City Council, City of Garden Grove: X

City Council, City of Anahiem: X

City Council, City of Fullerton: X
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APPENDICES 

 

Appendix A: Glossary 

Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) 

  

The Metrolink Commuter rail station and transportation hub located at East Katella Avenue in 

Anaheim, CA. The ARTIC may become a terminal for the ARC Light Rail project being 

considered by the city of Anaheim that could eventually link the ARTIC with Anaheim’s 

Platinum Triangle, Convention Center and Cultural Center. 

 

Anaheim Tourism Improvement District (ATID) 

 

On Sept. 4, 2010 the Anaheim City Council established the Anaheim Tourism Improvement 

District (ATID). This Special District is specifically designed to help fund promotion of local 

tourism and convention related programs, as well as transportation improvements helping to 

connect the ARTIC with the Anaheim Resort and Platinum Triangle. The ATID resolution sets 

aside 25% of its annual funding for planning, design, construction and operation of transit 

improvements. About $3 million is generated annually that can be used to support ARC. In 2015 

$1.3 million was provided to help fund a second Environmental Impact Study required for 

Anaheim to meet Federal New Starts Program requirements. 

  

Federal New Starts Program as defined by US DOT/FTA 

  

Authorized by the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21
st
 Century Act (MAP-21), enacted 

(by Congress) on July 6, 2012, this law…authorizes (a)…Capital Investment Grant 

Program (under the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit 

Administration)…which)…specifies …New Starts projects must be fixed guideway 

projects or extensions to existing fixed guideway systems (and therefore)…can 

include…streetcars (Final Interim Policy Guidance 1-2). 

 

High Density, Urban Core Cities 

 

Defined as Urban Cities with a per square mile population of 7,500 or more people. 

 

OC Streetcar as defined by OCTA 

  

…the first modern streetcar project to be built in Orange County  (to) serve Santa Ana’s 

historic and thriving downtown…Expected to begin carrying passengers in late 2020; it 

will operate along a 4.15 mile route that connects the Santa Ana Regional Transportation 

Center (SARTC) and a new transit hub at Harbor Boulevard and Westminster Avenue in 

Garden Grove (OC Streetcar 1-3). 
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Santa Ana Regional Transportation Center (SARTC) 

 

The Metrolink Commuter Rail station and transportation hub located at 1000 E. Santa Ana Blvd. 

in Santa Ana, CA. The SARTC is currently operated by the City of Santa Ana and will become 

one of the transit terminals for the OC Streetcar project. 

 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

  

SCAG was established in 1965 as a California Joint Powers Authority.  As an association of 

local governments and agencies, SCAG meets voluntarily to address regional issues for Imperial, 

Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and Ventura Counties.  SCAG is designated 

under federal law as a Metropolitan Planning Organization and under California state law as a 

Regional Transportation Planning Agency and a Council of Governments. The agency provides 

long-range regional transportation planning that includes consideration for community strategy 

and growth, as well as regional housing requirements and air quality management. 
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Appendix B: Transit Options, Metrics Analysis by Selected City 

 

  

Grand Jury Analysis of Preferred Transit Extension Option for Santa Ana and Garden Grove:

(Metrics: Transit rider attractors, funding sources and current project status.)

Santa Ana (OC Streetcar) Garden Grove (OC Streetcar)

Transit Rider Attractors Transit Rider Attractors Transit Rider Attractors

Manufacturing: Yes Yes(Largely Contract)

Sports Venues: Yes (School) Yes (School)

Metrolink Corridor/Amtrak Line: Yes Via Santa Ana

Convention Center: No No

City Government Center: Yes Yes

County Government Center: Yes No

US Government Center: Yes No

General Corporate Interest: Yes Yes

Destination Hotels Yes Yes

Destination Restaurants/Bars: Yes Yes

Regional Shopping Malls: Yes No

Cathedral: No Yes

Schools and Universities: Yes Yes

 Funding Sources:  Funding Sources:  Funding Sources:

Initial SCAG or OCTA Go Local Support: Yes, via Go Local Program Yes

Special District Financial Support: No No

CA Cap & Trade: $40.00M Yes

Orange County M2S Sales Tax: $55.92M Yes

Dep. Of Trans. New Start Program: $144.37M Program Total Yes

Proposed President's Budget: $125M for FY2017 Yes

Fed.Congestion Mitigation & Air Qual. Improv: $48.45M Yes

Current Project Status: Current Project Status: Current Project Status:

Project Size in Miles: 4.1 miles of double track Yes

Feasibility and Environmental Studies Published: Completed Completed

State and Local Funding Identified: Completed Completed

DOT approval to enter New Starts Program: Completed Completed

RFP release for Streetcar design: Completed Completed

CRAVE study publication: Completed Completed

DOT Project Mgmt. Consultant assigned: Completed Completed

Project Final Design/Engineering: 2015-2017 2015-2017

Project Construction: 2017-2020 2017-2020

Project Completion/Operations Begin: 2020 2020
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Grand Jury Analysis of Preferred Transit Extension Option for Santa Ana and Garden Grove:

(Metrics: General Information, relationship with OCTA, advocates & opponenents and economic goals.)

Santa Ana (OC Streetcar) Garden Grove (OC Streetcar)

General Information: General Information: General Information:

Meets M2S Criteria for Metrolink Transit Feed: Yes Via Santa Ana

Regional Transportation Center Linkage: SARTC (AMTRAK/Metrolink) Via Santa Ana

Current Project Investment by City: $6.976M Linked to Santa Ana Effort

Est. cost per mile double track: $70M $70M

Increases mobility and flexibility of Labor Pool: North County Regional Impact North County Regional Impact

Relationship with OCTA: Relationship with OCTA: Relationship with OCTA:

Initial OCTA funded for "Go Local" Program: Go Local Grant forTransit Study Via Santa Ana

Initial Cooperative Agreement with OCTA: C-6-0692 dtd. Mar. 21, 2007 as Amended Re: Santa Ana Table

OCTA Board approves Proj. Mgmt & Ownership: Aug. 11, 2014 Aug. 11, 2014

Add. Coop. Agreements with OCTA: C-8-1157 dtd. Sep. 9, 2008 as Amended Re: Santa Ana Table

Add. Coop. Agreements with OCTA: N/A Re: Santa Ana Table

MOU w/OCTA for Proj. Compl. & Ops. Funding: MOU C-5-3295 Eff. 8/31/2015 MOU C-5-3418 Eff. 9/22/2015

Advocates: Advocates: Advocates:

Mayor: Yes Yes

City Council: Unanimous Unanimous

OCTA Board of Directors: Majority Majority

Light Rail knowlegeable City Staff: Very Very

Theme Parks & Sports Venues: Yes (via Garden Grove) Yes

Destination and Business Hotels: Yes Yes

Newspaper/OpEd/Blog: Light rail project needs support Light rail project needs support

Other Advocates: Not identified LaTerra Develop. LLC Invest.@ Harbor Blvd.

Opponents: Opponents: Opponents:

Newspaper/OpEd/Blog: Articles: "Buses more cost effective" Articles: "Buses more cost effective"

Individuals: Interview: Some downtown Business Owners None Identified

Economic Goals: Economic Goals: Economic Goals:

Although these economic goals may not be all To increase the Business & Tax Base. To increase Tourist Trade & Tax Base.

inclusive, based opon the Return on Investment To increase ROW Adjacent Prop. Values. To contribute to a Balanced City Budget.

expectations from Report interviews, they To enable a more upscale Downtown Image. To increase ROW Adjacent Property Values.

represent a reasonable order of priority. To attract New Business. To attract New Business.

To increase Transit use via Garden Grove. A possible Harbor Blvd. N. Rail Extension.
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Grand Jury Analysis of Preferred Transit Extension Options for Anaheim and Fullerton:

(Metrics: Transit rider attractors, funding sources and current project status.)

Anaheim (Anaheim Rapid Connection) Fullerton (No Policy Decision)

Transit Rider Attractors Transit Rider Attractors Transit Rider Attractors

Major and Light Manufacturing: Yes(Largely Contract) Yes(Largely Contract)

Sports Venues: Yes Yes

Metrolink Corridor/Amtrak Line: Yes Yes (Two Metrolink Corridors)

Convention Center: Yes No

City Government Center: Yes Yes

County Government Center: No No

US Government Center: No No

General Corporate Interest: Yes Yes

Destination Hotels Yes Yes

Destination Restaurants/Bars: Yes Yes

Regional Shopping Malls: Yes No

Cathedral: No No

Schools and Universities: Yes Yes

 Funding Sources:  Funding Sources:  Funding Sources:

Initial SCAG or OCTA Go Local Support: Yes, via Go Local Program Yes, SCAG $ for College Connector Study

Special District Financial Support: ATID ($1.3M for Environ. Study) No

CA Cap & Trade: Pending Fed New Starts Process Approval TBD

Orange County M2S Sales Tax: Pending Fed New Starts Process Approval TBD

Dep. Of Trans. New Start Program: Pending Fed New Starts Process Approval TBD

No No $3.5M via OCTA Pending

Fed.Congestion Mitigation & Air Qual. Improv: Pending Fed New Starts Process Approval TBD

Current Project Status: Current Project Status: Current Project Status:

Project Size in Miles: 3.1 miles of double track Approx. 4 miles of transit connection

Feasibility and Environmental Studies Published: Environmental Study #2 in Process Pending Policy Decision

State and Local Funding Identified: Pending Pending Policy Decision

DOT approval to enter New Starts Program: Pending Pending Policy Decision

RFP release for Streetcar design: Pending Pending Policy Decision

CRAVE study publication: Pending Pending Policy Decision

DOT Project Mgmt. Consultant assigned: Completed Pending Policy Decision

Project Final Design/Engineering: TBD Pending Policy Decision

Project Construction: TBD Pending Policy Decision

Project Completion/Operations Begin: TBD Pending Policy Decision
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Grand Jury Analysis of Preferred Transit Extension Options for Anaheim and Fullerton:

(Metrics: General Information, relationship with OCTA, advocates & opponenents and economic goals.)

Anaheim (Anaheim Rapid Connection) Fullerton (No Policy Decision)

General Information: General Information: General Information:

Meets M2S Criteria for Metrolink Transit Feed: Yes Yes

Regional Transportation Center Linkage: ARTIC (AMTRAK/Metrolink) AMTRAK/Metrolink (2 Corridors)

Current Project Investment by City: $3,603M Not Yet

Est. cost per mile double track: $100M Estimate: $70M if light rail used

Increases mobility and flexibility of Labor Pool: North County Regional Impact North County Regional Impact

Relationship with OCTA: Relationship with OCTA: Relationship with OCTA:

Initial OCTA funded for "Go Local" Program: Go Local Grant forTransit Master Plan Study SCAG Grant for College Connector Study

Initial Cooperative Agreement with OCTA: C-8-1156 dtd. 9/16/2015 as Amended Not Yet

OCTA Board approves Proj. Mgmt & Ownership: OCTA approves 6/24/14 Light Rail selection Not Yet

Add. Coop. Agreements with OCTA: C-1-2448 dtd. 3/14/2011 as Amended Not Yet

Add. Coop. Agreements with OCTA: C-1-3115 dtd. 1/4/2012 as Amended Not Yet

MOU w/OCTA for Proj. Compl. & Ops. Funding: Pending Not Yet

Advocates: Advocates: Advocates:

Mayor No Pending Policy Decision

City Council Oct. 2012 By Majority Vote Majority

Majority Majority OCTA Board Early OCTA Support for Study

Light Rail knowlegeable City Staff Very Yes

Theme Parks & Sports Venues Yes Connections to other Cities

Destination and Business Hotels Yes Yes but local

Newspaper/OpEd/Blog: Light rail project needs support Light rail is a good solution

Other Advocates: ATID ($1.3M for Eiviron. Study) $3.5M via OCTA Pending

Opponents: Opponents: Opponents:

Newspaper/OpEd/Blog: Articles: "Buses more cost effective" Some Community Opposition

Individuals: Interview: Some Community Opposition Interview: Some Community Opposition

Economic Goals: Economic Goals: Economic Goals:

Although these economic goals may not be all To increase Tourist Trade & Tax Base. To promote College connectivity.

inclusive, based opon the Return on Investment To increase ROW Adjacent Property Values. To increase Transit Use to Los Angeles.

expectations from Report Investigation, To inhance downtown image. To increase Tourist Trade & Tax Base.

they represent a reasonable order of priority To supt. Business & Urban Development. To increase Downtown Business Developm't.

for each city. To increase Transit Use via ARTIC. To supt. Business Development.
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Appendix C: Continuity References 

 

 

Entity Responding Title Mail Stop Street Address City Postal Code Phone Number

OCTA CEO PO Box 14184 550 South Main St. Orange 928623-1584 714.560.6282

Santa Ana City Manager N/A 20 Civic Center Plaza Santa Ana 92702 714.647.5400

Garden Grove City Manager N/A 11222 Acacia Parkway Garden Grove 92840 714.741.5000

Anaheim City Manager N/A 200 S. Anaheim Blvd. Anaheim 92805 714.765.4311

Fullerton City Manager N/A 3003 W. Commonwealth Ave. Fullerton 92832 714.738.6300
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Agenda Item - 4.g.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Maria Stipe

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: City Manager 

Subject: Consideration and approval
to submit response to Grand
Jury Report,  Drones:  Know
Before You Fly. (Action Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

The purpose of this report is for the City Council to consider and approve the
attached response to the 2015-16 Grand Jury Report, Drones: Know Before You Fly,
and authorize submittal to the Orange County Grand Jury.

BACKGROUND

On May 26, 2016, the Orange County Grand Jury released its 2015-16 Grand Jury
report, Drones: Know Before You Fly.  The purpose of the report was to examine the
topic of the expanding recreational drone market and its consequences for Orange
County’s emergency responders.  In compliance with Penal Code 933.05 (a) and (b),
the City is required to provide a response to each of the findings and
recommendations directed to the City Council by August 24, 2106.  Specifically,
responses are required for all of the findings and six of the recommendations which
pertain specifically to municipalities.

DISCUSSION

A majority of the findings within the Grand Jury report outline the fact that there is
little to no awareness of the rules that govern the use of drones as established by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  Further the report finds that most of the cities
in Orange County do not have any local ordinances to regulate drone use and have
not established procedures for reporting drone incidents that may occur.  For the
most part, the City of Garden Grove agrees with the findings within the report.  With
regard to the finding that the FAA-required registration of recreational drones
provides a useful tool for local enforcement of drones, the City does not have enough
information to agree or disagree with the finding. 
 
The report also makes six recommendations to cities pertaining to drone use.  The
recommendations request that all Orange County cities and the County take action to
become knowledgeable about existing laws applicable to recreational drones, to
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adopt a recreational drone ownership and operation ordinance similar to that of an
ordinance adopted by the City of Los Angeles, to establish local contacts for
reporting of drone incidents, and to provide educational information on drone
ownership and operation.  The City’s response states that the City will draft a
proposed ordinance for City Council consideration before the end of the year and will
comply with the other recommendations including providing information to our
residents about laws and ordinances that apply to recreational drone use,
establishing and publishing on our website a point of contact for drone related
complaints and posting ownership and operation educational links on the City’s
website.    

FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.   

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

 Approve the attached response and authorize submittal to the Orange County Grand
Jury.
 

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Upload
Date Type File Name

Response to
Grand Jury
Report

8/2/2016
Cover
Memo Response_To_Grand_Jury_Report._Drones_Know_Before_You_Fly.8.9.16.pdf

Grand Jury
Report

8/2/2016 Cover
Memo

2016-05-26_Website_Report.Drones_Know_Before_You_Fly.pdf
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Recent exponential growth in the purchase of low cost unmanned aircraft, popularly called 

drones, has created new issues for all consumers and government entities regarding safety and 

privacy. What was once a relatively small, build-it-yourself hobby segment has evolved into a 

much larger population of consumers interested in using drones as platforms for low cost still 

and video photography. In the past, the hobby community organized itself into self-policing 

groups which functioned according to acceptable community standards. Now consumers 

purchasing drones are much more likely to operate them outside any organized activity, and this 

raises questions and concerns about safety and privacy.  

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is responsible for all airspace in the United States, 

and issues operational guidelines for aircraft. It has chosen to require registration of a drone 

weighing more than 0.55 lbs. (8.8oz.), but less than 55 lbs., and used solely for outdoor hobby or 

recreation. The FAA has not addressed the use of drones operated at altitudes below 400 ft. with 

the exception of requiring operator registration. Registration creates a unique FAA identification 

number which must be marked on the registered aircraft. The new FAA registration requirement 

provides local law enforcement with the means for tracing ownership of drones and gives teeth 

to any local ordinances that may be enacted in the future. 

Concurrent with the publication of this report, legislation is going through Congress that could 

affect local efforts to regulate the design, ownership, and operation of drones. This could affect 

the recommendations of this report. As with all pending legislation, however, it could change 

significantly prior to passage, or even fail to pass. 

Governor Brown recently vetoed several drone bills that had bipartisan support citing existing 

laws that already prohibit interference with first responder duties. Meanwhile, local communities 

in California have experienced several serious incidents involving interference with fire-fighting 

and law enforcement aircraft, as well as complaints regarding invasion of privacy. Since neither 

the Federal nor California State governments have yet interceded, regulation falls to local 

communities to enact ordinances tailored to local use of these drones. 

In December 2015, the City of Los Angeles passed an ordinance, based upon FAA operational 

guidelines, which could serve as a model for the County of Orange and its cities. As a result of 

this investigation and in the interest of public safety, the Grand Jury recommends that cities and 

the county develop local ordinances and promote drone education. 
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BACKGROUND 

 

Scope of this Report 

 

The Grand Jury investigated the vulnerability of the Orange County Fire, Police, and 

Sheriff/Coroner Departments to the anticipated increase in ownership of privately-owned hobby  

drones, but restricted examination of the topic of drones to the expanding recreational/hobbyist 

market and its consequences for Orange County’s emergency responders. Therefore this 

investigation does not include drones used for commercial purposes such as surveying, 

entertainment industry activities and news gathering, or publicly owned drones, such as those 

used by law enforcement and public safety entities.  

 

The Market 

 

Until recently, the remotely piloted aircraft community was a relatively small hobbyist group  

primarily interested in building and piloting model aircraft. In the past, building a remote-

controlled aircraft entailed a large commitment of time and energy. Flying club enthusiasts 

enforced piloting norms and behavior. However, as low-cost drones have become available, the 

self-regulating influence of the hobbyist/modeling community has waned. In addition to 

inexpensive drones, economical high resolution still and video cameras are available 

everywhere. The public’s coupling the two has led to a new and very large market – the 

hobbyist/recreational user. 

 

Reasons for the Current Focus on Drones 

 

The publication Money Watch estimated that more than one million small drones were sold in 

2015. Speaking at an industry conference, Rich Swayze, FAA Assistant Administrator for 

Policy, International Affairs and Environment, predicted "a million drones under people's 

Christmas trees." A senior industry analyst at Frost & Sullivan said the FAA's guess was fairly 

accurate. Mr. Swayze estimated hobby drone sales of 714,000 and about 214,000 commercial 

drone sales for 2015, for a total of slightly less than 1 million (Berr 1).  

 

While most new owners will operate responsibly, rogue or careless users may become a problem. 

In 2015, San Bernardino County had two incidents where a drone caused a fire-helicopter to stop 

dropping water in order to avoid a collision (North Fire 1-2). A Los Angeles County police-

helicopter also had a similar experience (Serna 1-2). 

 

Safety is a prime concern for other airborne vehicles, such as incoming and outgoing aircraft at 

the Orange County airports, as well as fixed wing and rotary aircraft operated by the Orange 

County Fire Authority, the Sheriff/Coroner’s Department, and all first responders. Encounters 
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with small drones that enter restricted airspace have the potential for causing lethal damage, and 

county officials have expressed concern for the safety of the general public who may be hit by 

drones flying at very low altitudes. The new market and the way consumer drones can be flown 

raise an important question for Orange County municipalities: Are these consumer drones safe 

for operation in a local setting?   

 

The Grand Jury also recognizes, and briefly considered, the issue of privacy. Drones flying over 

private property may lead to conflicts with property owners. Drones flying over public property, 

such as beaches and parks, may also lead to conflicts over the public enjoyment of such venues. 

Several cities reported concerns with privacy during this Grand Jury investigation. While these 

concerns do not rise to the level of statistical evidence, they do raise awareness of the nature of 

this new problem. Certainly, local municipalities may wish to create ordinances to address 

specific issues involving these small drones. (Law1). Privacy is a valid concern but the scope of 

this investigation is focused on the safety issues for our first responders. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

The Grand Jury conducted research two ways:  

 

1. Online and through print publications such as newspapers, professional journals, FAA 

Press Releases and numerous web sites. In conducting online and print research, the 

Grand Jury studied information about the consumer drone market, and current and 

pending municipal, state and federal legislation. It also looked at safety issues and 

researched incidents involving small drones.  

 

2. Collection of original data from Orange County sources: 

 

From September 21 to November 4, 2015, the Grand Jury conducted a survey among 

Orange County stakeholders. This included all thirty-four cities and four additional 

entities: John Wayne Airport, Fullerton Municipal Airport, the Orange County Fire 

Authority and the Sheriff/Coroner Department. This survey and subsequent interviews 

asked about experiences with drones, plans for any local legislation relating to small 

drones and whether or not the entities had or contemplated plans to educate the public in 

the use of small drones. 

 

INVESTIGATION AND ANALYSIS 

The FAA is responsible for all airspace, but, with the exception of requiring operator 

registration, has not addressed the use of drones operated at altitudes below 400 ft.  

 

A drone is any aircraft without an on-board pilot. Within this definition there is an incredible 

range in shapes, sizes, and capabilities that characterize today’s unmanned aircraft. Personal  
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drones are currently a hobbyist’s item most often used for simple entertainment or for aerial 

photography. 

 

A drone system generally consists of three elements: the platform, command and control, and the 

payload.  

 Platform. The term refers to the actual aircraft. In general it may be fixed-wing or rotary. 

Currently, consumers prefer various forms of rotary or helicopter platforms because of 

their hovering ability. The platform is sometimes given the acronym UAV for Unmanned 

Aerial Vehicle. 

 Command and Control. The term refers to the operator on the ground and the 

equipment used to send signals to the platform, telling it what maneuvers to make, how to 

navigate and how to operate the onboard sensors. 

 Payload. The term refers to any package mounted on the platform such as a still or video 

camera or other sensor. 

 

While all three elements are technically necessary for a complete system, the portion consisting 

of the platform plus payload, namely, that part which is airborne, is generally called the drone. 

There is, however, some confusion in terminology, as these systems have various acronyms 

which are often used interchangeably. Terms, such as unmanned aerial systems (UAS) or small 

unmanned aerial systems (sUAS) are good examples of interchangeable terms. The acronym 

UAV (Unmanned Aerial Vehicle) is used for both the platform and payload or the entire system. 

For clarity, the consumer must consider the context. For example, FAA regulations regarding 

weight, which are concerned only with the airborne portion, may use only the acronym UAS.  

 

Who has Jurisdiction over Hobbyist-Drones? 

 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

 

The Federal Aviation Act of 1958 established the FAA and made it responsible for the control 

and use of navigable airspace within the United States. The FAA created the National Airspace 

System (NAS) to protect persons and property on the ground, and to establish a safe and efficient 

air space environment for civil, commercial, and military aviation.  

 

In 2012 Congress passed the FAA Modernization and Reform Act (FMRA), which carved out a 

special exemption for model aircraft. The FAA issued guidelines for model aircraft operations 

which include the following requirements (Model, 1): 

 

 Fly below 400 Feet and remain clear of surrounding obstacle 

 Keep the aircraft within visual line of sight (VLOS) at all times 

 Remain clear of and do not interfere with manned aircraft operations 
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 Do not fly within 5 miles of an airport unless you contact the airport and control tower 

before flying 

 Do not fly near people or stadiums 

 Do not fly an aircraft that weighs more than 55 lbs.  

 Do not be careless or reckless with your unmanned aircraft; you could be fined for 

endangering people or other aircraft. 

 

Hobby/recreational drones weighing less than 55 lbs. are currently exempt from the FAA 

Certification of Authorization (COA) but must operate in accordance with community-based 

safety guidelines such as those required by the Academy of Model Aeronautics (AMA), a 

national organization recognized by the FAA. The AMA Safety Code allows the public to fly 

radio-controlled models in First-Person View (FPV) mode and requires a “spotter” to avoid a 

collision. The AMA prohibits public use of vision/video glasses or goggles while operating a 

drone. AMA members can take advantage of training programs and mentorships, and these are 

guided by best practices. The AMA has also recommended guidelines for selecting flying-sites 

that have worked well for decades (Appendix G.) 

 

Section 336 of the 2012 FMRA prohibits the FAA Administrator from promulgating rules or 

regulations regarding model aircraft flown strictly for hobby or recreational purposes. There are 

some however who believe other governmental agencies, including local jurisdictions, may issue 

rules within this domain. Others believe that only the FAA may hold sway there. Both sides do 

agree that other entities may impose rules related to takeoff and landing of drones.  

 

In November 2015, the FAA began to require registration of the small systems classified as UAS 

whose platform plus payload weighs between 0.55 lbs. (8.8 oz.) and 55 lbs. These specifications 

are not related to altitude of operation, but are based solely on weight. Since these small drones 

may be used for commercial purposes or recreation, there are different registration criteria for 

each. This registration requirement is a powerful tool for identifying owners of drones who may, 

intentionally or not, fly in restricted locations or who create a danger or nuisance to the public 

(UAS 1-10). It provides a means for enforcing rules and imposing penalties. Registration data is 

available to the public at http://registry.faa.gov/aircraftinquiry/ . As of December 21, 2015 

registration is required (FAA Small 1-2). Requirements are listed below: 

 

 UAS that weighs 8.8 ounces to 55 pounds needs registration before operating; 

 Registration numbers must be affixed to aircraft and the number covers any/all UAS the 

registrant owns; 

 Operators must be at least 13 years old; and 

 A fee of $5.00 must accompany online registration. 
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Nearly 300,000 owners registered their small, unmanned aircraft in the first 30 days of the FAA 

online registration requirement (Rosenberg 1). 

 

Concurrent with the publication of this report, the United States Congress is considering the 

Federal Aviation Administration Reauthorization Act of 2016. The legislation contains a 

provision calling for federal pre-emption of State or local laws which may affect the ability of 

local governments to regulate the design, ownership, and operation of drones. As with all 

pending legislation, any of the provisions could change significantly before passage. Therefore, 

the Grand Jury advises that the County and cities in Orange County monitor the legislation as 

they consider responses to the recommendations of this report. 

 

California State Drone Laws 

Although a number of bills regulating the use of drones have passed in both houses of the 

California legislature, Governor Jerry Brown signed only one: AB 856, which expands privacy 

protections to prevent paparazzi from flying drones over private property. The Governor stated 

that existing penal codes cover the criminality of any interference with emergency responders. 

The two California laws he refers to are Penal Code 148, sections 148.1, 148.2 and Penal Code 

402. Briefly stated, each code says every person who willfully resists or interferes with the 

lawful efforts of any public officer, peace officer, fireman, or emergency rescue personnel in the 

discharge or attempts to discharge an official duty is guilty of a misdemeanor (Appendix C,D,E).  

The Governor did not rule out future legislation at the state level. He added that while drone 

technology raises novel issues, it needs to be considered more carefully.  

 

Ordinances in Neighboring Communities 

 

While some states, including California, have taken a go-slow approach, other communities 

within the state have recognized the inadequacy of this approach by enacting local drone 

ordinances tailored to specific local conditions (State 1-3). On October 14, 2015, the Los 

Angeles City Council approved Ordinance Number 183912 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 

covering hobbyist/recreational and commercial drones. This ordinance reflects FAA civilian 

drone guidelines and makes, among other things, three salient points: 

 

1. No Person shall operate any Model Aircraft within the City Los Angeles and within 5 

miles of an airport without the prior express authorization of the airport air traffic control 

tower. 

2. No Person shall operate any Model Aircraft within the City of Los Angeles in a manner 

that interferes with manned aircraft, and shall always give way to any manned aircraft. 
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3. No Person shall operate any Model Aircraft within the City of Los Angeles more than 

400 feet above the earth’s surface. 

 

Violation of this ordinance is a misdemeanor, punishable by up to $1,000 in fines and six months 

in jail (Appendix A). 

 

Another nearby locality that has enacted a drone ordinance is the city of Poway, in San Diego 

County. On September 1, 2015 (later updated in October 2015) the Poway City Council 

approved an ordinance that bans use of recreational drones in certain designated areas during 

emergency situations, particularly brush fires (Jones, 1-2). 

 

Safety Concerns 

 

Airport Safety 

 

The most serious safety concerns involve interaction between small drones and manned aircraft, 

especially near airports. The Bard College Center for Study of the Drone report is a 

comprehensive and detailed analysis of incidents involving unmanned aircraft and manned 

aircraft in the U.S. National Airspace System. Bard College analyzed records from 921 incidents 

involving drones and manned aircraft in the national airspace, dating from December 17, 2013 to 

September 12, 2015 (Gettinger, 5). Two hundred forty six (246) of the 340 drones identified in the 

Bard report were multirotor (i.e. quadcopters, hexacopters, etc.), which are currently the most 

desirable for the consumer market. These multirotors represent nearly three quarters of the 

drones involved and are indicative of the potential threat to manned aircraft.  

 

Recent incidents involved a pilot or an air traffic controller spotting a drone flying within or near 

the flight paths of manned aircraft but not posing an immediate threat of collision. Other 

encounters involved incidents of manned aircraft traveling close enough to a drone to meet the 

Federal Aviation Administration’s definition of a "near midair collision" or close enough that 

there was a possible danger of collision. It is important to note over 90% of all incidents occurred 

above 400 feet, the maximum altitude at which hobby drones are allowed to fly.  

 

The Bard College report noted that a majority of the incidents reported occurred within five 

miles of an airport (prohibited airspace for all drones, regardless of the altitude at which they are 

flying). While John Wayne Airport was not part of the report, the Bard College report does show 

that there are a significant number of drones that violate FAA guidelines. With the number of 

small drones increasing, the potential for lethal incidents also increases. Since Orange County is 

home to one large, busy airport, John Wayne, and hosts another smaller airport, Fullerton 

Municipal, this information is cause for local concern (Pilot, 1-2). 

 

Page 101 of 355 



Drones: Know Before You Fly 

 2015-2016 Orange County Grand Jury Page 11 
 

Fire and Law Enforcement Safety  

 

A drone in the immediate airspace of any aircraft is a serious, physical threat. In July 2015  

firefighting aircraft were grounded for 26 minutes in Southern California because of fear of  

collisions with five unmanned aerial vehicles that had been seen in the area. It was the fourth 

time in as many weeks that drones had hampered firefighters in Southern California (Guttman, 

July 2015). Public safety makes this a big issue. Our first responders need community support as 

they perform their duties. Dodging drones should not be an obstacle to our county’s emergency 

professionals in how they conduct their business. 

 

Orange County first-responders, Fire, Police and Sheriff, have the same safety concerns as 

airports. They recognize when drones are encountered at an emergency incident, aircraft 

operations must be suspended until the hazard can be mitigated. While assisting San Bernardino 

with the Lake Fire, the Orange County Fire Authority experienced a “near miss.” First 

responders recognize the potential for danger. A police helicopter, tracking a stolen vehicle, 

could be seriously challenged with a near-miss drone. The drone could be pulled into a helicopter 

engine or collide with its windshield. A fire helicopter, facing the same danger, could be forced 

off-course in order to avoid impact.  

 

The Grand Jury learned another concern of custodial law enforcement is the potential use of 

drones to smuggle contraband into detention facilities. One deputy described an incident in 

which a drone was used to drop a tennis ball filled with drugs into the recreation area. 

 

No one wants a mid-air collision to be the wake-up call for our communities. FAA Administrator 

Michael Huerta said, “If you don’t know the rules, how can you follow them?” Accidents are 

inevitable in the absence of carefully considered local ordinances and educational opportunities 

for hobbyist drone owners.  

 

Personal Safety Concerns 

 

Drones flying over large public gatherings at the beach or sporting events may also pose a 

potential for injury or damage if the drone is operated improperly. On December 23, 2015, a 

World Cup ski race was interrupted when a drone fell out of the sky just missing a racer during 

his run (Associated Press). While this incident involved a commercial drone, it indicates the 

potential threat drones pose to personal safety.  
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Drone Ordinance Survey 

 

The Grand Jury sent a ten question drone survey to all 34 cities in the County, as well as the 

Orange County Fire Authority, John Wayne Airport, Fullerton Municipal Airport and the 

Sheriff/Corner Department. The Grand Jury offered three fact-finding options: schedule a 

personal visit; schedule a phone interview; or return a written response. The majority of cities 

responded in writing. Four cities did not answer, creating a response rate of 88%. 

 

The survey questions were divided into three areas: existing policy; experience; and education. 

 

1. Does your agency/department have a policy for the operation of privately-owned drones? 

2. Does your agency/department have a policy for the operation of Commercial drones? 

3. If there are no policies, why not? 

4. Do you feel creating or supporting a drone policy will have a financial impact on your 

budget? How? 

5. Does your agency/department allow first responders to use drones for emergency 

response? 

6. Have there been any reported drone accidents or “near misses” by your 

agency/department? 

7. Have there been any incidents or public complaints involving drones in your jurisdiction? 

8. Has physical damage of property, resulting from drone use, been addressed? 

9. If a city resident has concerns with a hovering drone, whom should they call or contact? 

10. Are there agency-sponsored educational programs available for public awareness 

regarding the safety and danger factors involved with operating a drone? 

The survey used open-ended questions to allow each entity to share knowledge or concerns. The 

Grand Jury reviewed and categorized all responses for analysis and statistical review. The 

respondents were as follows: City Managers, Assistant City Manager, Senior Executive Airport 

Personnel, Assistant Chief of Operations, Chief of Police, Sergeant, and Deputy Chief. An 

Executive Secretary stated her boss answered “No to everything." 
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Responses from the Cities 

Policy- Questions #1-5 

 

 
Figure 1      Figure 2 

 

The first five survey questions related to the existence of any policy concerning drones. The 

results show that the vast majority of Orange County cities have not addressed the presence of 

small drones. The survey indicated 88% of responding Orange County cities do not have a policy 

or ordinance that addresses the operation of privately-owned recreational drones (Figure 1). 

 

 Fifty seven percent (57%) of responding cities consider drones a non-issue. Examples of 

comments received from some cities include: “our council has not given us direction”; “we have 

not experienced any drone problems”; and “there is little to no issue with our police department.” 

However there are exceptions: Huntington Beach has a municipal code that restricts remote 

controlled model aircraft, which they are updating to include both private and commercial 

drones. Dana Point has a municipal code but only in relation to the protection of environmentally 

sensitive habitat areas. Thirty one percent (31%) of responding cities are interested in a policy 

while stating they are awaiting State or Federal guidelines (Figure 2). The Orange County Fire 

Authority agrees a drone poses a collision risk to firefighting aircraft and, if spotted, air 

operations must temporarily cease. In response to whether or not implementing a drone 

ordinance would have a budgetary effect, half of those responding do not believe that it would 

have a significant impact. Those concerned about the impact on their budget cite the following 

reasons: staff and legal resources needed to create and enforce an ordinance, along with the costs 

to update websites/newsletters, and creating and hosting community educational workshops. 
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Experience with Small, Privately Owned Drones- Questions #6-9 

 

 

  
              Figure 3     Figure 4 

 

      
                                    Figure 5 

 

Four of the survey questions asked about experience with drones and whether there were 

reported incidents or complaints. Eleven of the respondent cities reported complaints involving 

small drones (Figure 4), including four respondents who reported accidents or near misses 

(Figure 3).  

 

The FAA now receives more than 100 UAS sightings each month from pilots, citizens, and law 

enforcement. The Grand Jury survey revealed that Orange County cities received nearly 100 

drone-related complaints over a period of one year. The Grand Jury feels it is short-sighted for 

our county and cities to ignore this emerging concern. 
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To illustrate one such complaint, consider that Huntington Beach reported the Air Support Unit 

of their police department employs a helicopter to assist with daily calls for service. This 

helicopter has experienced several near misses with drones during routine air patrols and at 

active crime scenes. Huntington Beach also noted that residents have complained about drones 

hovering over their bedroom windows.  

 

Another beach city also received reports of drones flying over the pier area and recording 

sunbathers on the beach. On a different occasion, a Go-Pro camera fell from a drone during an 

event and hit the ground near several people, including children. Consider too, that one city 

manager reported 37 calls for service involving small drones while another city manager 

reported 29 complaints. While hosting a large July 4
th

 parade/festival, a city received several 

complaints of nuisance drones in spite of an event flyer stating “NO DRONES.” 

 

Most respondents identified a law enforcement agency (police/sheriff) as the source to notify if a 

resident has a drone concern. Other entities responded with answers as varied as Community 

Services, Code Enforcement, Public Safety, City Manager, 911, and FAA. The Grand Jury noted 

the lack of education and consistency in the responses. Members of the public who witness 

potential incidents have no information about how and where to report. The OCSD Bomb Squad 

said reporting a drone incident is a “major under-reported event.” This failure to report indicates 

a result of lack of educational information or policy. 

 

Educational Outreach to the Small Drone Community- Question #10 

 

 
        Figure 6 

 

To provide guidance to hobbyists, the FAA has partnered with three of the largest hobby drone 

manufacturers to create the Know before You Fly website www.knowbeforeyoufly.org.  This 

website is heavily promoted by the FAA, hobby drone manufacturers, and responsible hobby 
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drone owners (AMA 1-2). The B4UFLY smartphone application is another educational resource 

(FAA Releases 1). 

 

In addition to educational resources provided by the FAA, two of the cities reported having 

educational resources available to educate operators of hobbyist drones. Costa Mesa has a 

Video/TV production CMTV3. Huntington Beach plans to include drone safety information, 

along with other safety programs, on their Facebook page. These two cities are the exception. 

The majority of the cities responded to Question #10 on our survey to the effect that there are no 

city sponsored educational programs available at this time for public awareness regarding the 

safety and danger of operating a drone. The various explanations included: 

 

 “Educational materials are available with an online search” 

 “We can put an FAA flyer in each mailer that goes out to all residents” 

 “The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) have excellent educational   

  materials”   

 “We have a bi-weekly newsletter online, but no drone info on it” 

 “Our goal is to distribute information from State and Federal sources” 

 “We could consider a quarterly newsletter” 

 “The schools should be teaching drone safety” 

 “We are a very small department” 

 

The county and cities have a myriad of untapped, inexpensive options with which to speak to the 

local residents. Notices delivered to residents via postal or electronic mail should contain 

information on drone safety. FAA- Model Aircraft flyers should be available at libraries, city 

buildings, police departments, and schools. County and city websites should address safety 

issues. Parades, festivals and street fairs should promote drone safety.  

 

Additionally, Orange County has nearly 5,000 Homeowners Associations. Most HOAs have a 

website or newsletter. The Davis-Stirling Common Interest Act suggests each HOA board create 

a rule to address drone noise, safety and privacy issues. If drones are flown by people outside the 

association, the HOA would need to go to the city or county to seek a ban. (Davis-Stirling)  

 

Know Before You Fly 

 

Except for a small smattering of inconsequential incidents, there have been no major problems  

reported. This is good news, considering that airports and fire/law enforcement departments  

have the most at stake from drone mishaps. Hobby-recreational drones are the “new-kid on the  

block.” It is no surprise that 94% of our cities have no educational programs available for public  

awareness regarding the safety and danger factors involved with flying a drone. Most drone  

operators want to do the right thing but where are the guides, mentors or teachers? This is a new  
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generation challenge. The safety issues that have surfaced world-wide should elevate this  

concern to top of the “needs-attention” list. Having a drone ordinance on record would be saying  

that this is what our community standards are. The public needs to know and our first responders  

need to feel community support. No one should be at risk because somebody wants a video to go 

viral. 

FINDINGS 

 

In accordance with California Penal Code Section 933 and Section 933.05, the 2015-2016 Grand 

Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each agency affected by the findings 

presented in this section. The responses are to be submitted to the Presiding Judge of the 

Superior Court. 

 

Based on its investigation titled “Drones: Know Before You Fly”, the 2015-2016 Orange County 

Grand Jury has arrived at seven principal findings, as follows: 

 

F.1. Recreational drones have greatly increased in number since December 2015 and it is 

probable their unregulated use will pose significant threats to public safety and privacy in Orange 

County cities and unincorporated areas.  

 

F.2. With the exception of the recent Federal Aviation Administration registration rule, 

recreational drone owners are largely self-policed, which leads to a wide range of behavior.  

 

F.3. Most of the cities and unincorporated areas of the County of Orange do not have a drone 

ordinance, nor do they have any immediate plans to enact an ordinance in the near future. 

 

F.4. Most of the cities provide no educational programs for public awareness of the safety issues 

connected to recreational drones.  

 

F.5. Some Orange County cities, despite recognizing potential issues with drones, are awaiting 

drone-related legislative action or other guidance by the State of California or FAA before 

enacting local ordinances.  

 

F.6. The FAA-required registration of recreational drones provides a useful tool for local 

enforcement of drone ordinances. 

 

F.7. Orange County cities have not established a procedure for reporting drone incidents, which 

results in under-reporting of drone safety and privacy events. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

In accordance with California Penal Code Section 933 and Section 933.05, the 2015-2016 Grand 

Jury requires (or, as noted, requests) responses from each agency affected by the 

recommendations presented in this section. The responses are to be submitted to the Presiding 

Judge of the Superior Court. 

 

Based on its investigation titled “Drones: Know Before You Fly”, the 2015-2016 Orange County  

Grand Jury makes the following nine recommendations: 

 

R.1. Each City Council should direct its City Attorney to provide a report to the city’s police 

department and City Council on existing laws that can be applied to the use of recreational 

drones in the city’s jurisdiction by December 30, 2016. (F.2., F.3., F.5., F.6.) 

 

R.2. Each City should adopt a recreational drone ownership and operation ordinance, with 

regulations similar to those found in Los Angeles City ordinance #183912, by March 31, 2017, 

to the extent not preempted or superseded by Federal law or Federal regulations. (F.1., F.2., F.3., 

F.5., F.6.) 

 

R.3. Each City should inform its citizens about laws and ordinances that apply to recreational 

drone operators through print media, city-related web sites, social media sites and/or public 

forums by March 31, 2017. (F.4., F.6.) 

 

R.4. Each City should establish and publish on its website a point of contact for drone-related 

citizen complaints by December 30, 2016. (F.7.) 

 

R.5. Each City should post FAA drone ownership and operation educational links on city-related 

websites, newsletters, and flyers by December 30, 2016. (F.4.) 

 

R.6. The Orange County Board of Supervisors should direct County Counsel to provide a report 

to the Orange County Sheriff-Coroner Department and the Board of Supervisors on existing laws 

that can be applied to the use of recreational drones in county-governed parks and 

unincorporated areas by December 30, 2016. (F.2., F.3., F.6.) 

 

R.7. The County should adopt a recreational drone ownership and operation ordinance similar to 

Los Angeles City Ordinance #183912 for the parks and unincorporated areas under its 

jurisdiction by March 31, 2017, to the extent not preempted or superseded by Federal law or 

Federal regulations. (F.1., F.2., F.3., F.6.) 

  

R.8. The County should inform its citizens about laws and ordinances that apply to recreational 

drone operators through print media, County-related web sites, social media sites and/or public 

forums by March 31, 2017. (F.4., F.6.) 
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R.9. The County and each City should formally gather data on recreational drone incidents 

within their jurisdictions and review these data annually and report the results publicly. The first 

analysis and publication should occur within 1 year of the publication of this report. (F.1., F.2., 

F.3., F.7.) 

 

REQUIRED RESPONSES 

 

The California Penal Code Section 933 requires any public agency which the Grand Jury has 

reviewed, and about which it has issued a final report, to comment to the Presiding Judge of the 

Superior Court on the findings and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of 

the agency. Such comment shall be made no later than 90 days after the Grand Jury publishes its 

report (filed with the Clerk of the Court); except that in the case of a report containing findings 

and recommendations pertaining to a department or agency headed by an elected County official 

(e.g. District Attorney, Sheriff, etc.), such elected County Official shall comment on the findings 

and recommendations pertaining to the matters under that elected officials control within 60 days 

to the Presiding Judge with an information copy sent to the Board of Supervisors.  

Furthermore, California Penal Code Section 933.05, subdivisions (a), (b), (c), details, as follows, 

the manner in which such comment(s) are to be made: 

(a) As to each Grand Jury finding, the responding person or entity shall indicate one of the 

following:  

(1) The respondent agrees with the finding  

(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the response 

shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an explanation of the 

reasons therefore.  

(b) As to each Grand Jury recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of 

the following actions:  

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the implemented 

action.  

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the future, 

with a time frame for implementation.  

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope and 

parameters of an analysis or study, and a time frame for the matter to be prepared for discussion 

by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or reviewed, including the 

governing body of the public agency when applicable. This time frame shall not exceed six 

months from the date of publication of the Grand Jury report.  
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(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not 

reasonable, with an explanation therefore.  

(c) If a finding or recommendation of the Grand Jury addresses budgetary or personnel matters 

of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both the agency or department 

head and the Board of Supervisors shall respond if requested by the Grand Jury, but the response 

of the Board of Supervisors shall address only those budgetary /or personnel matters over which 

it has some decision making authority.  The response of the elected agency or department head 

shall address all aspects of the findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or 

department. 

Comments to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court in compliance with Penal Code Section 

933.05 are required from: 

Responses Required: 

  Required Respondent   Findings   Recommendations 

     

F

1 

F

2 

F

3 

F

4 

F

5 

F

6 

F

7   

R

1 

R

2 

R

3 

R

4 

R

5 

R

6 

R

7 

R

8 

R

9 

1 City of Aliso Viejo   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

2 City of Anaheim   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

3 City of Brea   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

4 City of Buena Park   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

5 City of Costa Mesa   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

6 City of Cypress   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

7 City of Dana Point   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

8 City of Fountain Valley   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

9 City of Fullerton   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

10 City of Garden Grove   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

11 City of Huntington Beach   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

12 City of Irvine   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

13 City of La Habra   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

14 City of La Palma   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

15 City of Laguna Beach   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

16 City of Laguna Hills   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

17 City of Laguna Niguel   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

18 City of Laguna Woods   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

19 City of Lake forest   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

20 City of Los Alamitos   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

21 City of Mission Viejo   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

22 City of Newport Beach   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 
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  Required Respondent   Findings   Recommendations 

     

F

1 

F

2 

F

3 

F

4 

F

5 

F

6 

F

7   

R

1 

R

2 

R

3 

R

4 

R

5 

R

6 

R

7 

R

8 

R

9 

23 City of Orange   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

24 City of Placentia  X X X X X X X  X X X X X    X 

25 

City of Rancho Santa 

Margarita   X X X X X X X   X X X X X 

    

X 

26 City of San Clemente   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

27 

City of San Juan 

Capistrano   X X X X X X X   X X X X X 

    

X 

28 City of Santa Ana   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

29 City of Seal Beach   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

30 City of Stanton   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

31 City of Tustin   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

32 City of Villa Park   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

33 City of Westminster   X X X X X X X   X X X X X    X 

34 City of Yorba Linda  X X X X X X X  X X X X X    X 

35 OC Board of Supervisors  X X X   X        X X X X 
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APPENDICES  

 

Appendix A: Los Angeles City Municipal Ordinance 
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Appendix B: Acronyms/Glossary 

Air Space From the ground up. Hobby drones need to remain under 400 feet from 

ground. 

AMA Academy of Model Aircraft 

Civil Aviation drones Numerous uses include surveying of crops, filmmaking, search and rescue, 

inspecting power lines, counting wildlife, law enforcement, scientific 

research, disaster relief and wildfires, to name a few. 

Civil UAS Unmanned aerial system (drone) used by private sector (non-government) 

for scientific research, company/business/non-profit, and private 

university.  

COA Certification of Authorization. FAA grants approval for specific flight 

operation.  

Commercial drone Drone used with the expectation of a sale, financial gain, or other 

consideration. 

Commercial operator Person who operates a drone for financial gain. 

DOT  Department of Transportation 

Drone An unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV), without a human pilot aboard. Its 

flight is controlled either autonomously-autopilot- by onboard computers 

or by the remote control of a pilot on the ground or in another vehicle. The 

typical launch and recovery method of an unmanned aircraft is by the 

function of an automatic system or an external operator on the ground. 

FAA  Federal Aviation Authority regulates U.S. airspace and defines any 

unmanned flying craft as a UAV. FAA is an agency of DOT. 

First responder First member of emergency response team to be on the scene of an 

accident or emergency. 

FPV First Person View-controlling  a UAV from operator’s viewpoint. 

FMRA FAA Modernization and Reform Act. 

Hobbyist drone Used for hobby/ recreational purpose. Not flown for a profit endeavor. 

Manned aircraft Human on board aircraft to operate it. (Pilot) 
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Model aircraft Unmanned aircraft that is capable of sustained flight in the atmosphere, 

flown within visual line of sight of the person operating the aircraft and 

flown for hobby or recreational purposes. 

Municipal code Laws that are enacted and enforced by a city or county. Can be an 

ordinance. 

No-Fly fields/zones Air space off limits to all aircraft; when the Pope visited the USA, 

numerous NO-FLY Zones were declared by FAA. 

Public UAS Unmanned aerial system (drone) owned by our government and 

commonly used by law enforcement, firefighting, border patrol, disaster 

relief, search and rescue, Public University. Requires FAA certification. 

RC A remote control. A device used to issue commands (wirelessly) from a 

short distance. 

RCA Radio-Controlled Aircraft is controlled with a handheld radio transmitter, 

which communicates with a receiver abroad the aircraft 

Recreational Drone Used for hobby purpose; not flown for a profit-making endeavor. 

sUAS Small unmanned aerial system primarily used in civil and commercial 

operations, due to versatility, low initial cost and operating expenses. They 

weigh less than 55 pounds. 

UAS  Unmanned aerial system, an aircraft without a human pilot and 

emphasizes other elements such as ground control stations, data links and 

other support equipment; also known as a drone 

UAV  Unmanned aerial vehicle, an aircraft without a human pilot; commonly 

known as a drone. Can be remotely piloted or on autopilot.  

VLOS Visual line of site means keeping the UAS in visual-line-of-site at all 

times; no flying into clouds, fog, behind buildings, trees, etc.; also means 

unaided except for prescription glasses/contacts or sunglasses. 
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Appendix C: CA Penal Code Section 148.1 

148.1. (a) Any person who reports to any peace officer listed in Section 830.1 or 830.2, or 

subdivision (a) of Section 830.33, employee of a fire department or fire service, district attorney, 

newspaper, radio station, television station, deputy district attorney, employees of the 

Department of Justice, employees of an airline, employees of an airport, employees of a railroad 

or bus line, an employee of a telephone company, occupants of a building or a news reporter in 

the employ of a newspaper or radio or television station, that a bomb or other explosive has been 

or will be placed or secreted in any public or private place, knowing that the report is false, is 

guilty of a crime punishable by imprisonment in a county jail not to exceed one year, or pursuant 

to subdivision (h) of Section 1170. 

   (b) Any person who reports to any other peace officer defined in Chapter 4.5 (commencing 

with Section 830) of Title 3 of Part 2 that a bomb or other explosive has been or will be placed or 

secreted in any public or private place, knowing that the report is false, is guilty of a crime 

punishable by imprisonment in a county jail not to exceed one year or pursuant to subdivision (h) 

of Section 1170 if (1) the false information is given while the peace officer is engaged in the 

performance of his or her duties as a peace officer and (2) the person providing the false 

information knows or should have known that the person receiving the information is a peace 

officer. 

   (c) Any person who maliciously informs any other person that a bomb or other explosive has 

been or will be placed or secreted in any public or private place, knowing that the information is 

false, is guilty of a crime punishable by imprisonment in a county jail not to exceed one year, or 

pursuant to subdivision (h) of Section 1170. 

   (d) Any person who maliciously gives, mails, sends, or causes to be sent any false or facsimile 

bomb to another person, or places, causes to be placed, or maliciously possesses any false or 

facsimile bomb, with the intent to cause another to fear for his or her personal safety or the safety 

of others, is guilty of a crime punishable by imprisonment in a county jail not to exceed one year, 

or pursuant to subdivision (h) of Section 1170. 

 
(Amended by Stats. 2011, Ch. 15, Sec. 259. (AB 109) Effective April 4, 2011. Operative October 1, 2011, by Sec. 

636 of Ch. 15, as amended by Stats. 2011, Ch. 39, Sec. 68.) 
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Appendix D: CA Penal Code Section 148.2 

148.2. Every person who willfully commits any of the following acts at the burning of a building 

or at any other time and place where any fireman or firemen or emergency rescue personnel are 

discharging or attempting to discharge an official duty, is guilty of a misdemeanor: 

   1. Resists or interferes with the lawful efforts of any fireman or firemen or emergency rescue 

personnel in the discharge or attempt to discharge an official duty. 

   2. Disobeys the lawful orders of any fireman or public officer. 

   3. Engages in any disorderly conduct which delays or prevents a fire from being timely 

extinguished. 

   4. Forbids or prevents others from assisting in extinguishing a fire or exhorts another person, as 

to whom he has no legal right or obligation to protect or control, from assisting in extinguishing 

a fire. 

 

(Amended by Stats. 1973, Ch. 471.) 
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Appendix E: CA Penal Code Section 402 

402. (a) Every person who goes to the scene of an emergency, or stops at the scene of an 

emergency, for the purpose of viewing the scene or the activities of police officers, firefighters, 

emergency medical, or other emergency personnel, or military personnel coping with the 

emergency in the course of their duties during the time it is necessary for emergency vehicles or 

those personnel to be at the scene of the emergency or to be moving to or from the scene of the 

emergency for the purpose of protecting lives or property, unless it is part of the duties of that 

person’s employment to view that scene or activities, and thereby impedes police officers, 

firefighters, emergency medical, or other emergency personnel or military personnel, in the 

performance of their duties in coping with the emergency, is guilty of a misdemeanor. 

   (b) Every person who knowingly resists or interferes with the lawful efforts of a lifeguard in 

the discharge or attempted discharge of an official duty in an emergency situation, when the 

person knows or reasonably should know that the lifeguard is engaged in the performance of his 

or her official duty, is guilty of a misdemeanor. 

   (c) For the purposes of this section, an emergency includes a condition or situation involving 

injury to persons, damage to property, or peril to the safety of persons or property, which results 

from a fire, an explosion, an airplane crash, flooding, windstorm damage, a railroad accident, a 

traffic accident, a power plant accident, a toxic chemical or biological spill, or any other natural 

or human-caused event. 

 
(Amended by Stats. 1989, Ch. 214, Sec. 1.) 
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Appendix F: Model Aircraft Guidelines 
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Appendix G: Academy of Model Aeronautics National Model Aircraft Safety Code 

 

Effective January 1, 2014 

A. GENERAL: A model aircraft is a non-human-carrying aircraft capable of sustained flight in the atmosphere. 

It may not exceed limitations of this code and is intended exclusively for sport, recreation, education and/or 

competition. All model flights must be conducted in accordance with this safety code and any additional rules 

specific to the flying site. 

1. Model aircraft will not be flown: 

(a) In a careless or reckless manner. 

(b) At a location where model aircraft activities are prohibited. 

2. Model aircraft pilots will: 

(a) Yield the right of way to all human-carrying aircraft. 

(b) See and avoid all aircraft and a spotter must be used when appropriate. (AMA Document #540-D.) 

(c) Not fly higher than approximately 400 feet above ground level within three (3) miles of an airport without 

notifying the airport operator. 

(d) Not interfere with operations and traffic patterns at any airport, heliport or seaplane base except where there 

is a mixed use agreement. 

(e) Not exceed a takeoff weight, including fuel, of 55 pounds unless in compliance with the AMA Large Model 

Airplane program. (AMA Document 520-A.) 

(f) Ensure the aircraft is identified with the name and address or AMA number of the owner on the inside or 

affixed to the outside of the model aircraft. (This does not apply to model aircraft flown indoors.) 

(g) Not operate aircraft with metal-blade propellers or with gaseous boosts except for helicopters operated 

under the provisions of AMA Document #555. 

(h) Not operate model aircraft while under the influence of alcohol or while using any drug that could adversely 

affect the pilot’s ability to safely control the model. 

(i) Not operate model aircraft carrying pyrotechnic devices that explode or burn, or any device which propels a 

projectile or drops any object that creates a hazard to persons or property. 

Exceptions: 

 Free Flight fuses or devices that burn producing smoke and are securely attached to the model aircraft 

during flight. 

 Rocket motors (using solid propellant) up to a G-series size may be used provided they remain attached to 

the model during flight. Model rockets may be flown in accordance with the National Model Rocketry Safety 

Code but may not be launched from model aircraft. 

 Officially designated AMA Air Show Teams (AST) are authorized to use devices and practices as defined 

within the Team AMA Program Document. (AMA Document #718.) 

(j) Not operate a turbine-powered aircraft, unless in compliance with the AMA turbine regulations. (AMA 

Document #510-A.) 

3. Model aircraft will not be flown in AMA sanctioned events, air shows or model demonstrations unless: 

(a) The aircraft, control system and pilot skills have successfully demonstrated all maneuvers intended or 

anticipated prior to the specific event. 

(b) An inexperienced pilot is assisted by an experienced pilot. 

4. When and where required by rule, helmets must be properly worn and fastened. They must be OSHA, DOT, 

ANSI, SNELL or NOCSAE approved or comply with comparable standards. 

B. RADIO CONTROL (RC) 

1. All pilots shall avoid flying directly over unprotected people, vessels, vehicles or structures and shall avoid 

endangerment of life and property of others. 

2. A successful radio equipment ground-range check in accordance with manufacturer’s recommendations will 

be completed before the first flight of a new or repaired model aircraft. 
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3. At all flying sites a safety line(s) must be established in front of which all flying takes place. (AMA Document 

#706.) 

(a) Only personnel associated with flying the model aircraft are allowed at or in front of the safety line. 

(b) At air shows or demonstrations, a straight safety line must be established. 

(c) An area away from the safety line must be maintained for spectators. 

(d) Intentional flying behind the safety line is prohibited. 

4. RC model aircraft must use the radio-control frequencies currently allowed by the Federal Communications 

Commission (FCC). Only individuals properly licensed by the FCC are authorized to operate equipment on 

Amateur Band frequencies. 

5. RC model aircraft will not knowingly operate within three (3) miles of any pre-existing flying site without a 

frequency-management agreement. (AMA Documents #922 and #923.) 

6. With the exception of events flown under official AMA Competition Regulations, excluding takeoff and 

landing, no powered model may be flown outdoors closer than 25 feet to any individual, except for the pilot and 

the pilot's helper(s) located at the flightline. 

7. Under no circumstances may a pilot or other person touch an outdoor model aircraft in flight while it is still 

under power, except to divert it from striking an individual. 

8. RC night flying requires a lighting system providing the pilot with a clear view of the model’s attitude and 

orientation at all times. Hand-held illumination systems are inadequate for night flying operations. 

9. The pilot of an RC model aircraft shall: 

(a) Maintain control during the entire flight, maintaining visual contact without enhancement other than by 

corrective lenses prescribed for the pilot. 

(b) Fly using the assistance of a camera or First-Person View (FPV) only in accordance with the procedures 

outlined in AMA Document #550. 

(c) Fly using the assistance of autopilot or stabilization system only in accordance with the procedures outlined 

in AMA Document #560. 

C. FREE FLIGHT 

1. Must be at least 100 feet downwind of spectators and automobile parking when the model aircraft is 

launched. 

2. Launch area must be clear of all individuals except mechanics, officials, and other fliers. 

3. An effective device will be used to extinguish any fuse on the model aircraft after the fuse has completed its 

function. 

D. CONTROL LINE 

1. The complete control system (including the safety thong where applicable) must have an inspection and pull 

test prior to flying. 

2. The pull test will be in accordance with the current Competition Regulations for the applicable model aircraft 

category. 

3. Model aircraft not fitting a specific category shall use those pull-test requirements as indicated for Control 

Line Precision Aerobatics. 

4. The flying area must be clear of utility wires or poles and a model aircraft will not be flown closer than 50 feet 

to any above-ground electric utility lines. 

5. The flying area must be clear of all nonessential participants and spectators before the engine is started. 
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Agenda Item - 4.h.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Kimberly Huy

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Community Services 

Subject: Approval of a Korean
American Festival and Parade
Agreement with the Korean
American Festival Foundation
of Orange County. (Action
Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

To recommend that the City Council approve an Agreement between the City and the
Korean American Festival Foundation of Orange County (KAFFOC) in order for the
KAFFOC to conduct the Korean American Festival and Parade the weekend of
September 30 to October 2, 2016.

BACKGROUND

In May 2016, staff received a letter request from the KAFFOC proposing to conduct a
three-day Korean American Festival and Parade, beginning Friday, September 30,
2016, through Sunday, October 2, 2016, at the Garden Square Parking Lot. The
proposed venue would be similar to the previous Korean Festival, which was last held
in October 2012. The event would include activities for children and families, live
entertainment, food and non-food booths, as well as a secured beer garden. A street
parade would be conducted along City streets and property on Saturday, October 1.
The parade will take place along Garden Grove Boulevard, between Magnolia Avenue
and Brookhurst Street, between 1:00 pm – 4:00 pm.
 
In past years, the City entered into a formal agreement with the organizations that
have conducted the Korean Festival, as there was use of city streets and property for
the parade, while all other festival activities would take place on private property.
 

DISCUSSION

Attached is the Agreement with the KAFFOC, allowing them to conduct the Korean
American Festival and Parade. The more significant aspects of this Agreement include
provisions related to the reimbursement for City support and all direct costs, and
allowable festival activities and insurance requirements.  The proposed Agreement

InInIn
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has been signed by representatives from KAFFOC.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Included in this Agreement is the requirement that the KAFFOC reimburse the City for
all of the direct costs incurred in support of the Korean American Festival and Parade
that are estimated to be a total of $30,000. Additionally, the KAFFOC will be required
to make a deposit to the City for the estimated amount of $30,000 thirty (30) days
before the festival event. 

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended the City Council:
 

Approve the Agreement with the Korean American Festival Foundation of Orange
County to conduct the Korean American Festival, beginning Friday, September
30 through Sunday, October 2, 2016, and parade on Saturday, October 1, 2016;
and

 
Authorize the City Manager to execute the Agreement, including any minor
amendments thereto, on behalf of the City.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Agreement 8/3/2016 Backup Material Korean_Festival_Agreement_8-
9-16.pdf
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Agenda Item - 4.i.

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 John
Deere Construction Retail
Sales for one (1) new
backhoe. (Cost:
$101,017.97) (Action Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

To secure City Council authorization to purchase one (1) new backhoe from John
Deere Construction Retail Sales through the National Joint Powers Alliance (NJPA)
competitive bid program, Contract #032515-JDC.

BACKGROUND

The Public Works Department has one (1) backhoe that currently meets the City's
guidelines for replacement, which was approved through the FY 2016/17 budget
process.  In order to perform the planned replacement, the purchase is required at
this time.  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 National Joint Powers Alliance (NJPA) nationally solicts, 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 #032515-JDC. The
result deemed John Deere Construction Retail Sales as the lowest responsive bid.
 

John Deere       $101,017.97*
 

* This price includes all applicable tax and destination charges

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no impact to the General Fund.  The financial impact is $101,017.97 to the
Fleet Management Fund.  The surplus equipment will be sold at public auction.
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RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Authorize the Finance Director to issue a purchase order in the amount of
$101,017.97 to John Deere Construction Retail Sales for the purchase of one (1)
new backhoe.

 
 
By:  Steve Sudduth, Vehicle Maintenance Lead
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Agenda Item - 4.j.

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 Fairvew
Ford for one (1) Utility Truck.
(Cost: $38,344.43) (Action
Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

To secure City Council authorization to purchase one (1) utility truck from Fairview
Ford in the amount of $38,344.43.

BACKGROUND

Public Works is responsible for providing safe and reliable vehicles for all City
departments. The Public Works Department currently has one (1) vehicle that meets
the City’s guidelines for replacement.
 

DISCUSSION

Specifications were prepared and sent to bidders in the Southern California area. 
Multiple bids were received. Pursuant to Garden Grove Municipal Code Section
2.50.060 and based on the City’s Public Works Department recommendations, the
results deemed that Fairview Ford was the lowest responsive bid.
 

Fairview Ford                         $38,344.43

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The financial impact is $38,344.43 to the Fleet Management Fund.  There is no
impact to the General Fund.  The vehicle being replaced will be sold at public
auction.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
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Authorize the Finance Director to issue a purchase order in the amount of
$38,344.43 to Fairview Ford for the purchase of one (1) utility truck.

 
By:  Steve Sudduth, Vehicle Maintenance Lead
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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: Authorize the issuance of a
purchase order for one (1)
new Police Administrative
Vehicle from Wondries Fleet
Group. (Cost:
$27,869) (Action Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

To secure City Council authorization to purchase one (1) new Police Administrative
Vehicle through the County of Los Angeles Bid #16361257-1.

BACKGROUND

Public Works is responsible for providing all City departments safe and reliable
vehicles.  Recently, a Police Administrative Vehicle was involved in a traffic collision,
with costs to repair the damage exceeding the vehicle's value. Consequently, the
 vehicle was totaled and under policy guidelines requires replacement. Experience
has shown that the City's buying power is enhanced through joining with other public
agencies to purchase Police fleet vehicles.

DISCUSSION

City staff reviewed the results of the Los Angeles County bidding program regarding
Police Administrative Vehicles. Additionally, efforts to obtain a quote from a local
Ford dealer were unsuccessful, as there are no Ford dealers within the city limits.
 The results of this review were as follows:
 

Wondries Fleet Group             $27,869.00

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The financial impact is $27,869.00 to the Fleet Management Fund.  There is no
impact to the General Fund.

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
$27,869.00 to Wondries Fleet Group for the purchase of one (1) new Police
Administrative Vehicle.
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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 June 8, 2016, June
14, 2016, June 28, 2016,
July 12, 2016, and July 15,
2016, meetings. (Action
Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

Attached are the minutes from the June 8, 2016, June 14, 2016, June 28, 2016, and
July 15, 2016, meetings  for the City Council to receive and file.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

June 8, 2016, minutes 7/18/2016 Executive Summary June_8__2016__budget.docx

June 14, 2016, minutes 7/18/2016 Executive Summary June_14__2016.docx

June 28, 2016, minutes 7/27/2016 Executive Summary cc-min_06_28_2016.pdf

July 12, 2016, minutes 8/2/2016 Executive Summary cc-min_07_12_2016.pdf

July 15, 2016, minutes 7/27/2016 Executive Summary cc-min_07_15_2016.pdf
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MINUTES 

GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 

Special Meeting 

Wednesday, June 8, 2016 

Community Meeting Center 

11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, CA  92840 
 

CONVENE CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
 

At 6:33 p.m., Mayor Nguyen convened the meeting. 

 
ROLL CALL PRESENT: (4) Mayor Nguyen, Council Members Beard, 

Jones, Phan 
 

 ABSENT: (1) Council Member Bui absent at Roll Call, but 

joined the meeting at 6:37 p.m. 
 

Study Session  
 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS   

Speakers: Damian Garcia-Monroy; Josh McIntosh 
 
FISCAL YEAR 2016-17 BUDGET PRESENTATION  (F: 34.1) 

 
RECESS 

At 7:45 p.m., Mayor Nguyen recessed the meeting. 

 
RECONVENE 

At 7:54 p.m., Mayor Nguyen reconvened the meeting with all Council Members 

present. 
 
FISCAL YEAR 2016-17 BUDGET PRESENTATION (CONTINUED  (F: 34.1) 

The City Council directed staff to add three additional Police Officers to the budget.  
The budget will be brought to the City Council for consideration at its Tuesday, June 
28, 2016, meeting. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

At 10:05 p.m., Mayor Nguyen adjourned the meeting. 

 
 

Kathleen Bailor, CMC 
City Clerk 
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MINUTES 
 

GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 
 

Regular Meeting 
 

Tuesday, June 14, 2016 
 

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

 
CONVENE MEETING 

 
At 6:40 p.m., Mayor Nguyen convened the meeting. 
 

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 
 
COMMUNITY SPOTLIGHT:  RECOGNITION OF LARRY GRAY AND STEPHANIE 
ESTRADA, AS THE 2016 SENIOR VOLUNTEER MAN AND WOMAN OF THE YEAR   
(F: 52.3) 
 
PRESENTATION REGARDING THE CITY’S 60TH ANNIVERSARY CELEBRATION   
(F: 52.3) 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS   
 
Speakers: Maureen Blackmun, Clay Bock, Gloria Bram, Nicholas Dibs, Janine 

Grabow, Jerry Grabow, Judge Jim Gray (Retired), Douglas Hughes, 
Brian Lau, Randall Longwith, Jim McNear, Hilda Mendez, Charles 
Mitchell, Deloise Moore, Justin Phan, John Wildsmith, Don Zweifel 

 
In response to public comments, Mayor Nguyen announced that the Medical 
Marijuana Task Force would be visiting local legal dispensaries, and that there would 
be an upcoming Study Session on taxing and regulating medical marijuana 
dispensaries. 
Mayor Nguyen commended Brian Lau on his proposal to provide recycling bins 
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throughout the city, and the information he provided will be given to the Public 
Works Director for further review. 
 
RECESS 
 
At 8:15 p.m., Mayor Nguyen recessed the meeting. 
 
RECONVENE 
 
At 8:25 p.m., Mayor Nguyen reconvened the meeting with all Council Members 
present. 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS CONTINUED   
 
RECESS 
 
At 8:27 p.m., Mayor Nguyen recessed the meeting. 
 
RECONVENE 
 
At 8:29 p.m., Mayor Nguyen reconvened the meeting with all Council Members 
present. 
 
ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE APPLICATION FOR GRANT 
FUNDING FROM THE 2016 BICYCLE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT (BCIP) PROGRAM 
(F: 57.11) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
Resolution No. 9366-16 entitled 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, be adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
ADOPTION OF RESOLUTIONS FOR THE NOVEMBER 8, 2016, GENERAL MUNICIPAL 
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ELECTION  (F: 58.2) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
Resolution No. 9367-16 entitled 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, be adopted; 
 
Resolution No. 9368-16 entitled 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, be adopted; and 
 
Resolution No. 9369-16 entitled 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, be adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
ACCEPTANCE OF COMPLETION FOR PROJECT NO. 7246-HARBOR BOULEVARD 
IMPROVEMENTS FROM GARDEN GROVE BOULEVARD TO CHAPMAN AVENUE, 
PHASES IIA AND IIB  (F: 96.proj.7246) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
Project No. 7246 – Harbor Boulevard Improvements from Garden Grove Boulevard 
to Chapman Avenue, Phases IIA, and IIB, be accepted as complete;  
 
Authorize the City Manager to execute the Notice of Completion of Public 
Improvement and Work; and 
 
Authorize the Finance Director 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 

ACCEPTANCE OF COMPLETION FOR PROJECT NO. 7651 - GARDEN GROVE 

Page 154 of 355 



 
 
 -4- 06/14/16 

COMMUNITY MEETING CENTER REMODEL  (F: 55-Interlog Construction) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
Project No. 7651 - Garden Grove Community Meeting Center Remodel be accepted 
as complete; 
 
Authorize the City Manager to execute the Notice of Completion; and 
 
Authorize the Finance Director to release the retention payment. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
ACCEPTANCE OF COMPLETION FOR PROJECT NO. S-1157 REPLACEMENT OF 103 
WATER GATE VALVES  (F: 55-West Coast Backhoe Services, Inc.) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
Project No. S-1157 - Replacement of 103 Water Gate Valves be accepted as 
complete; 
 
Authorize the City Manager to execute the Notice of Completion; and 
 
Authorize the Finance Director 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 

 
APPROVAL OF AN AGREEMENT WITH CALIFORNIA FORENSIC PHLEBOTOMY, INC., 
FOR BLOOD SAMPLE COLLECTION SERVICES   
(F: 55-California Forensic Phlebotomy, Inc.) 
 
Council Member Phan requested this item be considered separately from the 
Consent Calendar. 
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AUTHORIZE THE ISSUANCE OF A PURCHASE ORDER TO DEERE AND COMPANY FOR 
ONE (1) NEW FLAIL MOWER  (F: 60.4) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
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. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
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  (F: 112.proj.7359) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
All bids received for subject project on May 5, 2016 be rejected; and 
 
The City Clerk be authorized to re-advertise Project No. 7359 – West Haven 
Reservoir Rehabilitation when funding is available. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN THE CITY AND THE ORANGE COUNTY EMPLOYEE'S ASSOCIATION, 
GARDEN GROVE EMPLOYEE'S LEAGUE  (F: 78.9A) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
Resolution No. 9370-16 entitled 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, be adopted; and  
 
Staff be authorized to implement the provisions of the attached resolution 
amending the League Memorandum of Understanding. 
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The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
ADOPTION OF THE RESOLUTION AMENDING THE MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE CITY AND THE ORANGE COUNTY EMPLOYEE'S 
ASSOCIATION, GARDEN GROVE CHAPTER  (F: 78.13C) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
Resolution No. 9371-16 entitled 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, be adopted; and  
 
Staff be authorized to implement the provisions of the attached resolution 
amending the Association Memorandum of Understanding. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
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  (F: 23.18C)(XR: 96.proj.7258) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
The Fiscal Year 2016-17 Measure M2 Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program be 
approved; 
 
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, be approved; and 
 
Certify compliance with Orange County Transportation Authority’s Maintenance of 
Effort requirements. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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MINUTES  (F: Vault) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
The minutes from the April 26, 2016, and May 10, 2016, meetings be received and 
filed. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
WARRANTS  (F: 60.5) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
Regular Warrants 605544 through 605734, 605735 through 606370, and 606371 
through 606721; Wire W1577 through W1580, and W1581 through W1590; and 
Direct Deposits W605734 through W606370; 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 179738 through 179794, and 179795 through 179848; Direct 
Deposits D294106 through D294783, and D294224 through D295476; and Wires 
W2238 through W2241, and W2242 through W2245; 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. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
APPROVAL OF AN AGREEMENT WITH CALIFORNIA FORENSIC PHLEBOTOMY, INC., FOR 
BLOOD SAMPLE COLLECTION SERVICES  (F: 55-California Forensic Phlebotomy, Inc.) 
 
Council Member Phan stated that although he works with California Forensic 
Phlebotomy, Inc., during the course of his position as Deputy District Attorney, he 
does not have a financial interest in the company; and therefore, does not have a 
conflict of interest in voting on this matter. 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
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 be approved; and 
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That the City Manager be authorized to execute the agreement and extension 
agreements on behalf of the City, and make minor modifications as appropriate 
thereto. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
PUBLIC HEARING - 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  (F: 69.1)(F: 69.2) 
 
Following staff’s presentation, Mayor Nguyen declared the Public Hearing for Garden 
Grove Street Lighting District No. 99-1, City of Garden Grove Street Lighting 
District, and Garden Grove Park Maintenance District open and asked if anyone 
wished to address the City Council on the matter. 
 
Speakers: None 
 
There being no response from the audience, the Public Hearing was declared 
closed. 
 
The City Clerk announced that no protests were received; therefore, there is not a 
majority protest for any of the three Districts. 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 9372-16 entitled 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, be adopted; 
 
Resolution No. 9373-16 entitled 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 Fiscal Year 
2016-17, be adopted; and 
 
Resolution No. 9374-16 entitled 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, 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 

 
PUBLIC HEARING - ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION FOR THE ANNUAL LEVY OF 
FISCAL YEAR 2016-17 ASSESSMENT OF  MAIN STREET ASSESSMENT DISTRICT 
NO. 1  (F: 31.4) 
 
Following staff’s presentation, Mayor Nguyen declared the Public Hearing open and 
asked if anyone wished to address the City Council on the matter. 
 
Speakers: None. 
 
There being no response from the audience, the Public Hearing was declared 
closed. 
 
The City Clerk announced that no protests were received; therefore, there is not a 
majority protest. 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 9375-16 – A Resolution making determinations and confirming the 
diagram and assessments in the matter of Main Street Assessment District No. 1, 
be adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
PUBLIC HEARING - CONSIDERATION OF THE 2015 URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT 
PLAN  (F: 112.10) 
 
Following staff’s presentation, Mayor Nguyen declared the Public Hearing open and 
asked if anyone wished to address the City Council on the matter. 
 
Speakers: None. 
 
There being no response from the audience, the Public Hearing was declared 
closed. 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 9376-16 – A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Garden 
Grove superseding Resolution Nos. 9046-11, 8681-05, 8857-08 and adopting the 
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2015 Urban Water Management Plan pursuant to California Water Code Sections 
10608 to 10657, be adopted; and 
 
Staff be directed to submit the Plan to the California Department of Water 
Resources. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
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   
(F: 96.proj.7277)(F: 96.proj.7228) 
 
Following staff’s presentation and City Council discussion, it was moved by Council 
Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Beard that: 
 
A contract be awarded 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;  
 
The City Manager be authorized to execute the agreement, and make minor 
modifications as appropriate thereto, on behalf of the City;  
 
The Finance Director be authorized 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. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
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  (F: 32.1) 
 
Following staff’s presentation, it was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by 
Council Member Beard that: 
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Resolution No. 9377-16 entitled 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 for June 28, 2016, and giving notice 
thereof, be adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
APPROVAL OF ASSIGNMENT OF GROVE DISTRICT RESORT HOTEL DEVELOPMENT 
AGREEMENT (SITE C) FROM LAND & DESIGN, INC., TO INVESTEL GARDEN 
RESORTS, LLC  (F: 55-SCG America aka Investel Garden Resorts, LLC) 
(XR: A-55.368) (XR: A-116.15) 
 
Speakers:  Winfred Zhang, Shanghai Construction Group America; Matt Reid, Land 
& Design, Inc. 
 
Following staff’s presentation and City Council discussion, it was moved by Council 
Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
The assignment of the Grove District Resort Hotel Development agreement from 
Land & Design, Inc. to Investel Garden Resorts, LLC, pursuant to the Assignment 
and Assumption agreement be approved; 
 
The City Manager be authorized to execute the Consent of City to Assignment on 
the City’s behalf; and 
 
The City Manager be authorized to amend the Grove District Resort Hotel 
Development Agreement on behalf of the City as specified in the Letter Agreement. 
 
After additional discussion, Council Member Bui moved a substitute motion to 
continue this matter to the June 28, 2016, City Council meeting.  Mayor Nguyen 
seconded the motion. 
 
After further discussion, the substitute motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Nguyen, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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MATTERS FROM THE MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS, AND CITY MANAGER 
 
At Council Member Phan’s request, it was moved by Council Member Phan, 
seconded by Council Member Jones that:  
 
An action item be placed on the next City Council agenda considering a small 
vehicle stipend be provided to Council Members starting in the 2017-18 Fiscal Year. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
At Council Member Phan’s request, it was moved by Council Member Phan, 
seconded by Council Member Beard that:  
 
An action item be placed on the next City Council agenda considering appointing 
Acting City Attorney Omar Sandoval to City Attorney. 
 
The motion carried by a 4-1 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (4) Beard, Bui, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (1) Nguyen 

 
Council Member Bui requested that the format of City Council minutes be placed on 
an upcoming City Council meeting agenda for discussion. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
At 10:04 p.m., Mayor Nguyen adjourned the meeting in honor of those killed and 
hurt, during the tragic shooting in Orlando, Florida.  The next 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, California. 
 
 
 
Kathleen Bailor, CMC 
City Clerk 
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MINUTES 
 

GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 
 

Regular Meeting 
 

Tuesday, June 28, 2016 
 

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

 
Council Member Bui attended the meeting remotely via Skype from Waikiki Beach 

Marriott, 2552 Kalakaua Avenue, Honolulu, Hawaii, 96815 
 
CONVENE REGULAR MEETING 

 
At 6:30 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 the Strawberry Festival Association for 
organizing the 2016 Garden Grove Strawberry Festival.  (F: 52.3) 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS   
 
Speakers: Dorit Harrell, John Holm, Charles Mitchell, Clay Bock, Winston 

Covington, Josh McIntosh, Maureen Blackmun, Demian Garcia-Monroy 
 
RECESS 
 
At 7:15 p.m., Mayor Nguyen recessed the meeting. 
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RECONVENE 
 
At 7:45 p.m., Mayor Nguyen reconvened the meeting with all Council Members 
present. 
 
ALLOCATE FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 SUPPLEMENTAL LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 
ACCOUNT (SLESA) FUNDS  (F: 82.5) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
Acceptance of FY 2015-16 Supplemental Law Enforcement Service Account (SLESA) 
funds, in the amount of $273,189, be approved; and 
 
Allocation of these funds to the Police Department for front-line law enforcement 
services be authorized. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
RESOLUTION ADDING NEW CLASSIFICATIONS AND SALARY RANGES FOR ANIMAL 
CONTROL OFFICER, SENIOR ANIMAL CONTROL OFFICER, AND SENIOR REAL 
PROPERTY AGENT  (F: 78.1) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 

Resolution No. 9378-16 entitled A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Garden 
Grove creating the classification of Animal Control Officer at Range E153, Senior 
Animal Control Officer at Range E163, and Senior Real Property Agent at Range 
M173, be adopted; and 

The Salary Schedule be approved effective July 1, 2016. 

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

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

 
JOINT ITEM WITH THE HOUSING AUTHORITY:  APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS FOR THE 
GARDEN GROVE HOUSING AUTHORITY ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES  (F: H-34.1) 
 
City Council Action 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
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Appropriation of $20,065,038 in Fund/Package 510/2535 for Fiscal Year 2015-2016, 
to cover allocable Garden Grove Housing Authority administrative costs, be 
approved. 

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

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

 
Housing Authority Action 
 
It was moved by Commissioner Beard, seconded by Commissioner Jones that: 

Appropriation of $20,065,038 in Fund/Package 510/2535 for Fiscal Year 2015-2016, 
to cover allocable Garden Grove Housing Authority administrative costs, be 
approved. 

The motion carried by a 7-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

Noes: (0) None 
 
PROJECT NO. 7394 - REHABILITATION OF WEST GARDEN GROVE WELL AND 
BOOSTER PUMPING FACILITY AS COMPLETE  (F: 112.11.proj.7394) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 

Project No. 7394 – Rehabilitation of West Garden Grove Well and Booster Pumping 
Facility 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 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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PURCHASE ORDERS TO GLOBAL COLLISION CENTER, BIG RON'S AUTO BODY AND 
PAINT, AND CALIBER COLLISION FOR THE PURCHASE OF AUTO BODY PARTS AND 
LABOR FOR CITY VEHICLES  (F: 60.4) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 

The Finance Director be authorized to issue three (3) purchase orders for auto body 
parts and labor in a fixed amount collectively not to exceed $150,000 per year, for 
five (5) years, to be divided amongst Global Collision Center, Big Ron’s Auto Body 
and Paint, and Caliber Collision, with the renewal to be reviewed annually by the City 
Manager. 

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

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

 
PURCHASE ORDER TO NATIONAL AUTO FLEET GROUP FOR THE PURCHASE OF TWO 
(2) ANIMAL CARE SERVICES TRUCKS  (F: 60.4) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 

The Finance Director be authorized to issue a purchase order in the amount of 
$154,442.38 to National Auto Fleet Group for the purchase of two (2) new Animal 
Care Service Trucks. 

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

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

 
CONTRACTS FOR ON-CALL PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYING SERVICES TO: 1) 
BRUCE HALL LAND SURVEYOR, INC.; AND 2) PENCO ENGINEERING, INC. 
(F: 55-Bruce Hall Land Surveyor, Inc.)(F: 55-Penco Engineering, Inc.) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 

Contracts for on-call land surveying services be awarded to: 1) Bruce Hall Land 
Surveyor, Inc., and 2) Penco Engineering, Inc.; and  

The City Manager be authorized to execute the three year contracts in the amount of 
$200,000 per contract, on behalf of 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 

 
AMENDMENT TO THE AGREEMENT AMONG THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE, THE 
KOREAN AMERICAN SENIOR ASSOCIATION, AND ORANGE COUNTY 
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY FOR THE SENIOR MOBILITY PROGRAM 
(F: 55-Orange County Transportation Authority-Korean American Senior 
Association) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 

Amendment No. 2 to Cooperative Agreement No. C-1-2491 among the Orange 
County Transportation Authority, the City of Garden Grove, and the Korean American 
Senior Association of Orange County naming the City as the fiscal receiving agent for 
the Association’s Senior Mobility Program be approved; and 

The Mayor be authorized to execute the Amendment to the Agreement on behalf of 
the City. 

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

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

 
AMENDMENT TO THE AGREEMENT WITH THE ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION 
AUTHORITY FOR GRANT FUNDING FOR THE SENIOR MOBILITY PROGRAM 
(F: 55-Orange County Transportation Authority-Senior Mobility Program) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 

Amendment No. 1 to Cooperative Agreement No. C-1-2472 with the Orange County 
Transportation Authority for funding of the City's Senior Mobility Program at the H. 
Louis Lake Senior Center for an additional five years, be approved; and 

The Mayor be authorized to execute the Amendment on behalf of the City. 

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

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2 TO THE AGREEMENT WITH CABCO YELLOW, INC., FOR THE 
SENIOR MOBILITY PROGRAM  (F: 55-Cabco Yellow, Inc.) 

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

Amendment No. 2 to the Agreement with Cabco Yellow, Inc., for transportation 
services  for the City’s Senior Mobility Program at the H. Louis Lake Senior Center, in 
the amount not to exceed $204,225, for Fiscal Year 2016-2017 be approved; and 

The City Manager be authorized to execute Amendment No. 2 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, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 

 
MINUTES  (F: Vault) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
The minutes from the May 24, 2016, meeting be received and filed. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
WARRANTS  (F: 60.5) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
Regular Warrants 606722 through 607150; and Wires W1591 through W1593; be 
approved as presented in the warrant register submitted, and have audited for 
accuracy and funds are available for payment thereof by the Finance Director.  
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

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

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

 
PUBLIC HEARING – BUDGET RESOLUTIONS AND PROGRAMS FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2016-17  (F: 34.1) 
 
Following staff’s presentation, Mayor Nguyen declared the Public Hearing open and 
asked if anyone wished to address the City Council on the matter. 
 
Speakers:  None.   
 
There being no response from the audience, the Public Hearing was declared 
closed. 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 9379-16 entitled A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Garden Grove adopting basic services, cable services, grant services, water 
services, capital improvements, special assessments relating to street lighting, Main 
Street and the Parking District, Tourism Improvement District, and Park 
Maintenance District Budgets for Fiscal Year 2016-17, be adopted; 
 
Resolution No. 9380-16 entitled A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Garden Grove adopting an appropriations limit for Fiscal Year 2016-17 
implementing Article XIII B of the State Constitution pursuant to Section 7900 et. 
seq. of the Government Code, be adopted; 
 
Resolution No. 9381-16 entitled A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Garden Grove appropriating fund balances as of June 30, 2016, to reserves for 
future year reappropriation, be adopted; 
 
Resolution No. 9382-16 entitled A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Garden Grove reappropriating certain Fiscal Year 2015-16 Project Balances and 
Encumbrances for the Fiscal Year 2016-17, be adopted; 
 
Resolution No. 9383-16 entitled A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Garden Grove adopting an annual budget for the Garden Grove Housing Authority 
for Fiscal Year 2016-17, be adopted; 

The Water Supply Program Budget for Fiscal Year 2016-17, be approved; and 

The Overnight Conference and Training List for Fiscal Year 2016-17, be approved. 
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The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
PUBLIC HEARING - RESOLUTION CONFIRMING THE GARDEN GROVE TOURISM 
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT ADVISORY BOARD REPORT AND LEVYING AN 
ASSESSMENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016-17  (F: 32.1) 
 
Following staff’s presentation, Mayor Nguyen declared the Public Hearing open and 
asked if anyone wished to address the City Council on the matter. 
 
Speakers:  None.   
 
There being no response from the audience, the Public Hearing was declared 
closed. 
 
The Deputy City Clerk announced that there were no protests received. 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Resolution No. 9384-16 entitled A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Garden Grove confirming the Garden Grove Tourism Improvement District Advisory 
Board Report, and levying the assessment for the Garden Grove Tourism 
Improvement District for Fiscal Year 2016-17, be adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
PUBLIC HEARING - DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT NO. DA-002-2016 WITH TONY LAM 
AND JENNIE DO FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A FOUR-STORY, 10-UNIT, MIXED-
USE, WORK-LIVE DEVELOPMENT AT 10641 AND 10661 GARDEN GROVE 
BOULEVARD AND 10662 PEARL STREET  (F: 106.DA-002-2016) 
 
(As approved earlier in the meeting, it was moved by Council Member Phan, 
seconded by Council Member Jones, and approved by a 5-0 vote, that full reading 
of ordinances listed be waived.) 

 
Following staff’s presentation, Mayor Nguyen declared the Public Hearing open and 
asked if anyone wished to address the City Council on the matter. 
 
Speakers:  None. 
 
There being no response from the audience, the Public Hearing was declared 
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closed. 
 
It was moved by Council Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Ordinance No. 2867 entitled: 
 
An Ordinance of the City Council of The City of Garden Grove adopting a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring Program; and Adopting Development 
Agreement No. DA-002-2016 between Tony Lam and Jennie Do (Developers), and the 
City of Garden Grove, after being introduced for first reading, be passed to second 
reading; and 

The City Manager be authorized to execute the Development Agreement, and make 
minor modifications as appropriate thereto, on behalf of the City.  

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

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

 
ASSIGNMENT OF GROVE DISTRICT RESORT HOTEL DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
(SITE C) FROM LAND & DESIGN, INC. TO INVESTEL GARDEN RESORTS, LLC. 
(CONTINUED FROM THE JUNE 14, 2016, MEETING)  (F: 55-SCG America aka Investel 
Garden Resorts, LLC)(F: A-55.368)(XR: A-116.15) 
 
Following staff’s presentation, and City Council discussion, Mayor Nguyen noted that 
Patricia Dossey and Dat Truong provided speaker cards requesting to speak on this 
item, and asked each to come forward to speak.   
 
Following comments made by Patricia Dossey and Dat Truong, each of whom 
expressed support for the project, and with no further comments from the public, it 
was moved by Council Member Bui, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 

The assignment of the Grove District Resort Hotel Development Agreement from Land 
& Design, Inc., to Investel Garden Resorts, LLC, pursuant to the Assignment and 
Assumption Agreement be approved;  

The City Manager be authorized to execute the Consent of City to Assignment on the 
City’s behalf; and 

The City Manager be authorized to amend the GDRHD Agreement on behalf of the 
City as specified in the Letter Agreement.  
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The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

APPROVAL OF AN AGREEMENT WITH WEST COAST ARBORISTS, INC., RFP NO. 
S-1188, FOR TREE MAINTENANCE SERVICES  (F: 55-West Coast Arborists, Inc.) 

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

A contract be awarded to West Coast Arborists, Inc., in the firm, fixed price amount 
of $290,000 per year with an option to extend one year at a time, not to exceed the 
amount of $1,450,000 over a five-year period; and 

The City Manager be authorized to execute the agreement on behalf of the City and 
make minor modifications as appropriate thereto. 

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

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

 
CONTRACT TO PENCO ENGINEERING, INC., FOR ON-CALL ENGINEERING AND STAFF 
SERVICES  (F: 55-Penco Engineering, Inc.) 
 
Following staff’s presentation, and City Council discussion, it was moved by Council 
Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 

A three year contract for on-call professional engineering and engineering staff 
services be awarded to Penco Engineering Inc., in the amount of $500,000; and 

The City Manager be authorized to execute the professional service agreement on 
behalf of the City. 

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

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

 
JOINT ACTION WITH THE SANITARY DISTRICT:  CONTRACT TO MAMCO, INC. FOR 
CITY PROJECT NO. 7405, AND SANITARY DISTRICT PROJECT NOS. 7834 AND 7837-
EAST GARDEN GROVE STORM DRAIN AND SEWER IMPROVEMENTS 
(F: 92.proj.7405)(F: 92.proj.7834) (F: 92.proj.7837) 

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

A contract be awarded to Mamco, Inc., for City Project No. 7405 that includes 
Sanitary District Project Nos. 7834 and 7837 -  East Garden Grove Storm Drain 
Improvements Project for a total amount of $1,876,543.21; and 

The City Manager be authorized to execute the agreement, and make minor 
modifications as appropriate thereto, on behalf of the City. 

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

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

Sanitary District Action: 

Following staff’s presentation and Sanitary District Board discussion, it was moved 
by Member Beard, seconded by Member Nguyen that: 

A Contract be awarded to Mamco, Inc., for Sanitary District Project Nos. 7834 and 
7837 that includes City Project No. 7405 -  East Garden Grove  Sewer Improvements 
Project for a total amount of $1,876,543.21; and 

The General Manager be authorized to execute the agreement, and make minor 
modifications as appropriate thereto, on behalf of the District. 

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

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

 
ORDINANCE FOR THE PARAMEDIC TAX OVERRIDE RATE FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016-17  
(F: 60.11) 
 
(As approved earlier in the meeting, it was moved by Council Member Phan, 
seconded by Council Member Jones, and approved by a 5-0 vote, that full reading 
of ordinances listed be waived.) 

 
Following staff’s presentation, and City Council discussion, it was moved by Council 
Member Jones, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
Ordinance No. 2868 entitled:   
 
An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Garden Grove establishing the 
amount of money for Paramedic Services that must be raised by an Ad Valorem Tax 
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Override and the setting of the tax rate of said Override, after being introduced for 
first reading, be passed to second reading. 

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

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

 
RESOLUTION APPOINTING OMAR SANDOVAL AS CITY ATTORNEY  (F: 44.1) 
 
Council Member Phan stated that he requested that this item be brought forward and 
indicated that he thought that having a Request for Proposal for legal counsel in order 
to make sure that the City is getting the best legal services as possible is a good 
idea; however, he expressed confidence in Mr. Sandoval’s qualifications.   
 
Mayor Nguyen agreed that Mr. Sandoval is very well qualified; however, he noted 
that he is reluctant to support the appointment and would like to conduct a Request 
for Proposal to explore other legal firms.  
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Beard that: 
 
Resolution No. 9385-16 entitled a Resolution of the City Council of the City of Garden 
Grove appointing a City Attorney, be adopted. 

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

Ayes: (4) Beard, Bui, Jones, Phan 
Noes: (1) Nguyen 

 
RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A VEHICLE STIPEND FOR MEMBERS OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL  (F: 53.1)(XR: 127.3) 
 
Council Member Phan stated that he requested this item be brought forward as the 
Council Member positions have not had a stipend increase in decades and, that with 
the amount of time spent on City business, it is fair to compensate Council members 
by providing a vehicle stipend of $200.00 per month that would help to offset the 
expense of using a personal vehicle.  He further noted that the stipend would be 
effective July 2017.  Council Member Beard stated that he does not feel comfortable 
and would not support a request for the stipend. 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
Resolution No. 9386-16 entitled A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Garden 
Grove establishing a vehicle stipend for members of the City Council, be adopted. 
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The motion carried by a 3-2 vote as follows: 

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

 
MATTERS FROM THE MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS, AND CITY MANAGER 
 
Mayor Nguyen noted that there was consensus that the City Council meeting on July 
26, 2016, would be cancelled; and after discussion, received consensus from the City 
Council to also cancel the meeting scheduled August 23, 2016.  He asked about the 
need to continue the Medical Marijuana task force if there was a vote to submit a 
ballot measure for taxing Medical Marijuana dispensaries.  He asked for a discussion 
item to be placed on the next City Council agenda.  He questioned the deadline for 
submitting a ballot measure. (F: 115.A-143-08) 
 
City Attorney Sandoval stated that the last day to call for a ballot measure is August 
12, 2016. 
 
Council Member Beard stated that he would support ending the Medical Marijuana 
task force. 
 
It was moved by Mayor Nguyen, seconded by Council Member Beard that: 
 
A discussion item to end the Medical Marijuana Task Force created by the City Council 
for the purpose of holding neighborhood meetings and having public input, and for a 
ballot measure to tax Medical Marijuana dispensaries be placed on the July 12, 2016, 
City Council agenda, be approved. 

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

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

 
Council Member Beard noted that he will be absent from the City Council meeting 
scheduled August 9, 2016.  He wished everyone a happy and safe July 4th holiday 
and reminded everyone that the City is monitoring illegal fireworks. 
 
Council Member Bui thanked the Information Technology staff for Skype remote 
access so that he could attend tonight’s City Council meeting.  He wished everyone 
a happy July 4th. 
 
Council Member Phan noted that he will be unable to attend the City Council 
meetings scheduled August 9th and 23rd due to his military reserve duties.  He 
wished everyone a happy and safe 4th of July. 
 
Council Member Jones wished everyone a happy July 4th holiday. 
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City Manager Stiles noted that there will be two fire arson investigators on duty for 
the July 4th holiday, and that the parks will be watered.  He thanked Anand Rao and 
Rod Victoria for facilitating Council Member’s Bui remote access in order to attend 
the City Council meeting; and he commended the Community Services staff on the 
City’s 60th anniversary events.  He commented that he is happy to have his first 
budget as a City Manager with Garden Grove adopted. 
 
Mayor Nguyen expressed hope for a happy 4th of July holiday and asked about the 
status on the David Barlag audit. 
 
City Manager Stiles noted that the consultant contracted for the audit has had some 
delay, and that the work should be completed before the end of July. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
At 10:37 p.m., Mayor Nguyen adjourned the meeting in memory of Cynthia Lee 
Butterfield.  The next City Council Meeting will be held on Tuesday, July 12, 2016, at 
5:30 p.m. at the Community Meeting Center, 11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, 
California. 
 
 
 
Teresa Pomeroy, CMC 
Deputy City Clerk 
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MINUTES 
 

GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 
 

Regular Meeting 
 

Tuesday, July 12, 2016 
 

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

 
CONVENE THE MEETING 
 
At 5:38 p.m., Mayor Nguyen convened the meeting in the Council Chamber. 
 
ROLL CALL PRESENT: (4) Mayor Nguyen, Council Members Beard, Bui, 

Phan 
 

 ABSENT: (1) Council Member Jones absent at Roll Call, 
but joined the meeting at 5:40 p.m. 

 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FOR CLOSED SESSION 
 
Speakers: None 
 
CONVENE CLOSED SESSION 
 
At 5:39 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)(2) 
Significant Exposure to litigation:  Two potential cases related to the claim 
filed 2/22/16 by Luis Gutierrez/LGP Equipment Rental 
 
RECESS CLOSED SESSION 
 
At 5:55 p.m., Mayor Nguyen recessed the Closed Session. 
 
CONVENE REGULAR MEETING 

 
At 6:30 p.m., Mayor Nguyen convened the meeting in the Council chamber in 
conjunction with the Housing Authority. 

Page 178 of 355 



 
 
 -2- 7/12/16 

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 Beard, 

Beckles, Bui, Jones, O’Connor, Phan 
 

 ABSENT: (0) None 
 
INVOCATION 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
CLOSED SESSION REPORT 
 
City Attorney Sandoval reported that there was no reportable action. 
 
PRESENTATION OF AN AWARD BY THE MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT OF ORANGE 
COUNTY DIRECTOR LARRY DICK RECOGNIZING THE CITY'S STATE MANDATED 
CONSERVATION EFFORTS  (F: 52.3)(XR: 112.5) 
 
JOINT ITEM WITH THE HOUSING AUTHORITY - APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO 
THE SUBRECIPIENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE AND THE 
GARDEN GROVE HOUSING AUTHORITY FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF A TENANT 
BASED RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM  (F: H-55.1) 
 
City Council Action 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
The Amendment to the Subrecipient Agreement between the City and Authority for 
the administration of a Tenant Based Rental Assistance Program be approved; and 
 
The City Manager be authorized to execute the Amendment and any pertinent 
documents to effectuate the Amendment, and to make minor modifications as 
appropriate. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

Ayes: (5) Beard, Bui, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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Housing Authority Action 
 
It was moved by Commissioner Phan, seconded by Commissioner Jones that: 
 
The Amendment to the Subrecipient Agreement between the City and Authority for 
the administration of a Tenant Based Rental Assistance Program be approved; and 
 
The Director be authorized to execute the Amendment and any pertinent 
documents to effectuate the Amendment, and to make minor modifications as 
appropriate. 
 
The motion carried by a 7-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

Noes: (0) None 
 
RECESS 
 
At 6:36 p.m., Mayor Nguyen recessed the meeting. 
 
RECONVENE 
 
At 6:39 p.m., Mayor Nguyen reconvened the meeting with all Council Members 
present. 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS   
 
Speakers: Matt Bell, Maureen Blackmun, Clay Bock, Stefan Borst-Censullo, Bo Bui, 

Long Hoang, Christopher Kim, Verla Lambert, Randall Longwith, Josh 
McIntosh, Pepe Mendiola, Dina Nguyen, Justin Phan, Justin Shively, 
Steele Smith, Mark Wagner, M.D., Bob Walker  

 
JOINT ITEM WITH THE HOUSING AUTHORITY - APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO 
THE SUBRECIPIENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE AND THE 
GARDEN GROVE HOUSING AUTHORITY FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF A TENANT 
BASED RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM  (F: H-55.1) 
 
This matter was considered earlier in the meeting. 
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PROCLAMATION FOR THE DEDICATION OF THE PAT HALBERSTADT FAMILY CAMPUS  
(F: 83.1) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
The Proclamation recognizing the dedication of the Pat Halberstadt Family Campus, 
and commending Pat Halberstadt on her retirement, be approved. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
AUTHORIZE THE ISSUANCE OF A PURCHASE ORDER TO FAIRVIEW FORD FOR ONE 
(1) SIX-WHEEL DUMP TRUCK  (F: 60.4) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
The Finance Director be authorized to issue a purchase order, in the amount of 
$59,946.18, to Fairview Ford for the purchase of one (1) six-wheel dump truck. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
APPROVAL OF AN AGREEMENT WITH THE ROMAN CATHOLIC DIOCESE OF ORANGE 
FOR A 5K EVENT SCHEDULED FOR SEPTEMBER 18, 2016   
(F: 55-Roman Catholic Diocese of Orange) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
The Agreement with the Roman Catholic Diocese of Orange to conduct a 5K event 
on Sunday, September 18, 2016, be approved; and 
 
The City Manager be authorized to sign 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, Jones, Nguyen, Phan 
Noes: (0) None 
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AWARD OF CONTRACT TO TITAN CONSOLIDATED INDUSTRIES, INC., FOR 
DEMOLITION AT 12511, 12531, 12551, 12571 TWINTREE LANE, 12222, 12252, 
12262, 12272, 12292, AND 12302 HARBOR BOULEVARD, GARDEN GROVE 
(F: 55-Titan Consolidated Industries, Inc.) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
A contract be awarded to Titan Consolidated Industries, Inc., in the amount of 
$135,000, for demolition of structures at 12511 Twintree Lane, 12531 Twintree 
Lane, 12551 Twintree Lane, 12571 Twintree Lane, 12222 Harbor Boulevard, 12252 
Harbor Boulevard, 12262 Harbor Boulevard, 12272 Harbor Boulevard, 12292 
Harbor Boulevard and 12302 Harbor Boulevard, Garden Grove; and 
 
The City Manager be authorized to execute the contract on behalf of the City and 
make minor modifications if appropriate to do so. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
WARRANTS  (F: 60.5) 
 
It was moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
Regular Warrants 607151 through 607324, and 607325 through 607952; Wire 
W1594 through W605977; and Direct Deposits W607324 through W607952; 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 179849 through 179927; Direct Deposits D294968 through 
D296179; and Wires W2246 through W2249; 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. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

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

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

 
LETTER OF RESIGNATION FROM TANYA TRA, MAIN STREET COMMISSIONER   
(F: 122.6A) 
 
It was moved by Mayor Nguyen, seconded by Council Member Jones that: 
 
Commissioner Tanya Tra’s resignation letter be accepted. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 
 

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

 
SECOND READING AND ADOPTION, BY TITLE ONLY, OF ORDINANCE NO. 2867 
REGARDING DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT NO. DA-002-2016  (F: 106.DA-002-2016) 
 
(As approved earlier in the meeting:  It was moved by Council Member Phan, 

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

Following the reading of the title of Ordinance No. 2867 into the record, it was 
moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
 
Ordinance No. 2867 entitled an Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Garden 
Grove adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring 
Program; and adopting Development Agreement No. DA-002-2016 between Tony 
Lam and Jennie Do (Developers), and the City of Garden Grove, be adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 

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

 
SECOND READING AND ADOPTION, BY TITLE ONLY, OF ORDINANCE NO. 2868 
REGARDING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE PARAMEDIC TAX OVERRIDE  (F: 60.11) 
 
(As approved earlier in the meeting:  It was moved by Council Member Phan, 
seconded by Council Member Jones and carried by a 5-0 vote that full reading of 
ordinances listed be waived.) 

 
Following the reading of the title of Ordinance No. 2868 into the record, it was 
moved by Council Member Phan, seconded by Council Member Bui that: 
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Ordinance No. 2868 entitled an Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Garden 
Grove establishing the amount of money for Paramedic Services that must be 
raised by an Ad Valorem Tax Override and the setting of the tax rate for said 
Override, be adopted. 
 
The motion carried by a 5-0 vote as follows: 

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

 
RECESS 
 
At 7:47 p.m., Mayor Nguyen recessed the meeting. 
 
RECONVENE 
 
At 7:54 p.m., Mayor Nguyen reconvened the meeting with all Council Members 
present. 
 
DISCUSS AND CONSIDER A TAX MEASURE FOR MEDICAL MARIJUANA AND 
TERMINATION OF THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA REGULATION TASK FORCE   
(F: 115.A-143-08) 
 
Mayor Nguyen expressed his appreciation to the members of the audience expressing 
their opinion on medical marijuana dispensaries in Garden Grove.  He stated that his 
concern is public safety.  Placing a tax question on the November Ballot to allow 
taxing of medical marijuana is the City’s opportunity to hear from all its residents.  
To not take this opportunity would be a bad idea.  Without a vote of the people, the 
City cannot tax medical marijuana.  He continued that there is still much to learn 
about this matter, and the Medical Marijuana Regulation Task Force should stay 
intact.   
 
Council Member Beard commented that the citizens have been allowed to state their 
opinion at the Task Force and City Council meetings; the medical marijuana industry 
has also been able to express its opinion as well.  Before making any decisions about 
a tax measure, he suggested waiting to make any decisions until after the November 
2016 ballot measure regarding recreational use of marijuana has been decided by 
the voters. Waiting allows the opportunity to learn from other Cities who have already 
approved medical marijuana dispensaries in their city.  Residents are not supportive 
of allowing dispensaries within our city.  The negatives outweigh the positives.  He 
thanked Council Member Bui and Mayor Nguyen for their work on the Task Force and 
indicated that he thinks their work is complete. 
 
Council Member Phan stated that he knows the answer from the voters regarding 
taxing medical marijuana – the answer would be “yes.”  The question to ask the 
voters should be “do we want to lift the ban.”  Must weigh the crime and violence 
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reportedly happening at dispensaries against public safety.  He cannot support 
placing a tax measure on the ballot to tax something illegal before the decision to lift 
the ban is made.  The city should turn its attention to ban dispensaries within the city 
with full force. With neighboring cities offering medical cannibas, our residents have 
access to what they need. 
 
It was moved by Council Member Beard, seconded by Council Member Phan that: 
 
The Medical Marijuana Task Force be discontinued. 
 
A substitute motion was moved by Mayor Nguyen, seconded by Council Member Bui 
that: 
 
The Medical Marijuana Task Force continue its work; and 
 
A tax measure to tax Medical Marijuana be placed on the November 2016 ballot. 
 
The substitute motion failed by a 2-3 vote as follows: 

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

 
The first motion to discontinue the Medical Marijuana Task Force carried by a 3-2 
vote as follows: 
 

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

 
MATTERS FROM THE MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS, AND CITY MANAGER 
 
City Manager Stiles announced that the July 26, 2016, City Council meeting is being 
cancelled. 
 
Council Member Jones praised the Garden Grove Police Department for sending 
Officers to Dallas, Texas, to attend one of the funerals showing support after the 
tragic incident. 
 
Council Member Beard announced that he will not be able to attend the August 9, 
2016, City Council meeting. 
 
Council Member Phan announced that he will be on military leave for the month of 
August, and can be available to attend the August 9, 2016, meeting via Skype. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
At 8:25 p.m., Mayor Nguyen adjourned the meeting in honor of John Jenkins, retired 
City employee.  The next City Council Meeting will be held on Tuesday, August 9, 
2016, at 5:30 p.m. at the Community Meeting Center, 11300 Stanford Avenue, 
Garden Grove, California. 
 
 
 
Kathleen Bailor, CMC 
City Clerk 

Page 186 of 355 



 

 
 

 -1- 7/15/16 

MINUTES 
 

GARDEN GROVE CITY COUNCIL 
 

Special Meeting 
 

Friday, July 15, 2016 

 
Community Meeting Center 

11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, California 92840 
 

CONVENE CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

 
At 7:36 a.m., Mayor Nguyen convened the meeting in the Council Chamber. 

 
ROLL CALL PRESENT: (3) Mayor Nguyen, Council Members Bui, Phan 

 

 ABSENT: (2) Mayor Pro Tem Jones 
Council Member Beard  absent at Roll Call, 

but joined the meeting at 7:44 a.m. 
 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Speakers: Barbara Dale, Vincent Trong Nguyen, Stan Wirth 

 
URGENCY ORDINANCE NO. 2869 IMPOSING A MORATORIUM ON THE APPROVAL OF 

MORTUARIES AND CREMATORIUMS (F: 35.3)(XR: 91.2) 
 
After the reading of the Ordinance Title and City Council discussion, it was moved 

by Council Member Bui, seconded by Council Member Beard that: 
 

Ordinance No. 2869 entitled An Urgency Interim Ordinance of the City Council of 
the City of Garden Grove imposing a moratorium on the approval of mortuaries and 
crematoriums pursuant to California Government Code Section 65858, be adopted, 

read by title only and waive further reading. 
 

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

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

Noes: (0) None 
Absent: (1) Jones 
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ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 7:52 a.m., Mayor Nguyen adjourned the meeting. 

 
 
Teresa Pomeroy, CMC 

Deputy 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: 8/9/2016

Attached are the City Council warrants for approval.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Warrants 8/3/2016 Backup Material CC_Warrants_8-9-16.pdf
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Agenda Item - 5.a.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Lisa Kim

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

Subject: Extension of Urgency
Ordinance No. 2869
imposing a moratorium on
the approval of mortuaries
and crematoriums pursuant
to Government Code Section
65858. (Action Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

For the City Council to adopt an urgency interim ordinance extending Urgency
Ordinance No. 2869 imposing a moratorium on the approval of permits or land use
entitlements for mortuaries and crematoriums.

BACKGROUND

On July 15, 2016, the City Council passed and adopted Urgency Ordinance No. 2869
imposing a moratorium on the approval of permits or land use entitlements for
mortuaries and crematoriums. The principal purpose of Urgency Ordinance No. 2869
is to prohibit any new such uses pending a full and complete zoning study leading to
appropriate zoning regulations applicable to these uses.
 
Urgency Ordinance No. 2869 is valid for 45 days, but can be extended for an
additional 10 months and 15 days or 22 months and 15 days.  Staff is recommending
that Urgency Ordinance No. 2869 be extended for the first statutory period of
10 months and 15 days. It is anticipated that permanent zoning regulations will be
processed through the Planning Commission and presented to the City Council prior
to the expiration of the 10 month 15 day extension of the moratorium imposed by
Urgency Ordinance No. 2869.

DISCUSSION

During the initial 45-day period, Planning Department staff commenced studying and
developing the regulations that would best protect the health, safety, and welfare
concerns identified in the Legislative Intent and Findings of Section 1 of Urgency
Ordinance No. 2869.
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Government Code section 65858 requires that a public hearing be held as a part of
the extension process.  The adoption of this urgency ordinance extending the
moratorium imposed by Urgency Ordinance No. 2869 requires 4 affirmative votes of
the City Council.
 
Notice of the public hearing was provided by the City Clerk's Office pursuant to
Government Code section 65858.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is minimal impact to the General Fund for the costs of notification for this
action.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Adopt Urgency Ordinance No. 2870 entitled AN URGENCY INTERIM ORDINANCE
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE APPROVING A 10
MONTH AND 15 DAY EXTENSION OF URGENCY ORDINANCE NO. 2869 IMPOSING
A MORATORIUM ON THE APPROVAL OF MORTUARIES AND CREMATORIUMS
PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 65858.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Urgency Ordinance
No. 2870

7/25/2016 Ordinance 2870.docx

Urgency Ordinance
No. 2869

7/20/2016 Ordinance 2869_Urgency_Ordinance_Moratorium_Mortuaries.pdf
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URGENCY ORDINANCE NO. 2870 
 

AN URGENCY INTERIM ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GARDEN GROVE AUTHORIZING A 10 MONTH AND 15 DAY EXTENSION OF 

URGENCY ORDINANCE NO. 2869 IMPOSING A MORATORIUM ON THE APPROVAL 
OF MORTUARIES AND CREMATORIUMS PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT 

CODE SECTION 65858 

 
 THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE DOES ORDAIN AS 

FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1. Legislative Intent and Findings.   

 
 A. On July 15, 2016, pursuant to Government Code Section 65858, the 

City Council of the City of Garden Grove passed and adopted Urgency Ordinance 
No. 2869, which is an urgency interim ordinance imposing a moratorium on the 
approval of mortuaries and crematoriums pending completion of a study and 

adoption of regulations to address negative impacts that may be created with their 
development and operation. 

 
 B. Until new regulations are in place, the development of new mortuaries 

and crematoriums continue to pose a current and immediate threat to the public 
health, peace, safety and general welfare for the reasons stated in Section 1 of 
Urgency Ordinance No. 2869. 

 
 C. The City has commenced a zoning study to determine the appropriate 

zoning, development standards, other proper regulations applicable to mortuaries 
and crematoriums to protect the public health, safety, and welfare of the 
community.  

 
 D. City staff require additional time in which to thoroughly review and 

evaluate the issues giving rise to Urgency Ordinance No. 2869, and to finalize the 
necessary zoning study and process a Zoning Code amendment. 
 

 E. The City has noticed and conducted a Public Hearing to consider the 
adoption of this ordinance as provided by law.  

 
 F. The City Council has reviewed, considered, and approved the evidence 
and findings in the accompanying staff report of the adverse impacts caused by 

mortuaries and crematoriums upon the city. 
 

Section 2. Extension of Moratorium for 10 months and 15 days. 
 
 Pursuant to Government Code Section 65858(a), Urgency Ordinance No. 

2869 is hereby extended for an additional 10 months and 15 days beyond the 
original 45 days authorized on July 15, 2016, until July 14, 2017. 

 
Section 3. Effective Date.  This interim ordinance shall become effective 
immediately upon its adoption. 
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Section 4. Urgency. This interim ordinance is necessary for the immediate 

protection of the public health, welfare, and general safety for the reasons 
identified in Section 1 hereof and Section 1 of Urgency Ordinance No. 2869. 

 
Section 5.  Severability.  If any section, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, 
phrase, or portion of this ordinance is, for any reason, held to be invalid or 

unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such 
decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance.  

The City Council hereby declares that it would have adopted this ordinance and 
each section, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion thereof, 
irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, subdivisions, 

sentences, clauses, phrases, or portions thereof be declared invalid or 
unconstitutional. 

 
PASSED and ADOPTED this 9th day of August, 2016. 
 

 
       

Page 307 of 355 



URGENCY ORDINANCE NO. 2869 
 

AN URGENCY INTERIM ORDINANCE OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE IMPOSING A 

MORATORIUM ON THE APPROVAL OF MORTUARIES AND 
CREMATORIUMS PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA 

GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 65858. 

 
 THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE DOES ORDAIN AS 

FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1. Legislative Intent and Findings.   

 
 A. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65858, the City Council 

finds and determines that a current and immediate threat to the public health, peace, 
safety and general welfare exists which necessitates the immediate enactment of this 
Ordinance for the immediate preservation of the public health, peace, safety and 

general welfare based upon the facts set forth in this Ordinance and the facts 
presented to the City Council.  The approval of mortuaries and crematoriums would 

result in a threat to the public health, safety, and general welfare of the City’s 
residents absent specific development standards and review processes applicable to 

such uses to prevent and/or mitigate negative impacts that may be created with their 
development. 
 

 B. The City is primarily a residential community that is substantially built-
out, with different zoning districts adjacent to residential neighborhoods, schools, and 

parks.  Mortuaries and crematoriums are currently permitted in various zoning 
districts within and adjacent to residential neighborhoods and other sensitive uses 
without standards or the need for discretionary review, which because of the nature 

of mortuaries and crematoriums can expose residential neighborhoods and other 
sensitive uses to negative impacts that include fear, concerns about long-term 

physical and mental health effects, interference with use and enjoyment of residential 
properties, and property devaluation arising from the negative public perception 
pertaining to living in proximity to mortuaries and/or crematoriums.  The City intends 

to process a Zoning Code amendment to address these negative impacts and 
establish reasonable standards and review processes applicable to mortuaries and 

crematoriums. 
 
Section 2. Moratorium on the Approval of Mortuaries and Crematoriums. 

 
 A. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65858, no person, firm, 

corporation, or other entity shall develop, establish or construct and no subdivision, 
use permit, variance, building permit or any other applicable land use entitlement or 
construction permit shall issue for a mortuary and/or crematorium effective upon the 

passage of this ordinance. 
 

 B. The moratorium imposed herein shall not apply to a mortuary and/or 
crematorium for which an application has been accepted and deemed complete by 
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the City as of the passage of this Ordinance.  However, the exception set forth herein 
shall not provide an amnesty for the use of property, buildings, or other facilities that 

have not otherwise complied with current zoning or building requirements or that 
would otherwise constitute illegal uses of property.  For example, the exception does 

not apply to development, construction, or buildings that were constructed or 
modified to become mortuaries and/or crematoriums without the required building, 
electrical, mechanical, and plumbing or other applicable permits or land use 

entitlements. 
 

Section 3. Effective Date.  This interim ordinance shall become effective 
immediately upon its adoption, and shall remain in force and effect for forty-five (45) 
days unless extended for an additional period of time pursuant to Government Code 

Section 65858. 
 

Section 4. Urgency. This interim ordinance is necessary for the immediate 
protection of the public health, welfare, and general safety for the reasons identified 
in Section 1 hereof. 

 
Section 5.  Severability.  If any section, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, 

phrase, or portion of this Ordinance is, for any reason, held to be invalid or 
unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision 

shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.  The City 
Council hereby declares that it would have adopted this ordinance and each section, 
subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion thereof, irrespective of 

the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, subdivisions, sentences, clauses, 
phrases, or portions thereof be declared invalid or unconstitutional. 

 
PASSED and ADOPTED this 15th day of July, 2016. 
 
 

ATTEST: /s/ BAO NGUYEN  
 MAYOR  
 

 

/s/ TERESA POMEROY, CMC  

DEPUTY CITY CLERK 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

COUNTY OF ORANGE )  SS: 

CITY OF GARDEN GROVE ) 

 
 
 I, TERESA POMEROY, Deputy City Clerk of the City of Garden Grove, do hereby 

certify that the foregoing Ordinance was passed by the City Council of the City of 
Garden Grove, by a vote of four-fifths (4/5ths) of the members thereof, at a special 

meeting held on the 15th day of July, 2016, by the following vote: 
 

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: (4) BEARD, BUI, PHAN, NGUYEN 
NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: (0)  NONE 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: (1) JONES 

       
 

 
/s/ TERESA POMEROY, CMC          

 DEPUTY CITY CLERK 
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Agenda Item - 5.b.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

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

Dept.: Public Works Dept.: Public Works 

Subject: Approval of the 2016
Drinking Water Public Health
Goal Report. (Action Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

For the City Council to hold a Public Hearing to receive comments on and approve the
City’s 2016 Drinking Water Public Health Goal Report.

BACKGROUND

In 1974, Congress passed the Safe Drinking Water Act to ensure that municipalities
provide safe, clean drinking water.  The act sets the mandatory and enforceable
levels of constituents in water known as Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs).  The
range and value of these constituents must be communicated to customers annually
in our Water Quality Report. Staff prepared this report and it has been available on
the City’s website as of July 1, 2016, as required by California Department of Public
Health (CDPH). 
 
Additionally, California’s Health and Safety Code Section 116470(b) requires a
separate report be generated detailing any contaminants that exceed the Public
Health Goal levels (PHG) set by the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA), referred to as the Public Health Goal Report.  If there are no
exceedances of the PHGs, no report is required.  Also, any PHG Report is not required
to be sent to residents, however, it must be made available upon request.

DISCUSSION

The City of Garden Grove’s water supply continues to be in full compliance with all
enforceable standards required by state and federal regulatory agencies.
 
PHGs established by the OEHHA and Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs)
established by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), are
based solely on public health risk considerations being set at levels where the health
risks are very low, or zero.  The determinations of health risks at these low levels are
frequently theoretical. The apparent purpose of the PHG Report is to give water
system customers access to information on levels of contaminants, even below the

Page 311 of 355 



enforceable mandatory MCLs.  PHGs and MCLGs are not enforceable.
 
Additionally, agencies that operate water systems are required to report any
exceeded PHGs or MCLGs to their governing bodies and to hold a public hearing to
accept and respond to public comment related to any exceedances.  The Public
Health Goal Report is only required if a PHG was exceeded on a three (3) year
reporting cycle.
 
For the 2016 Public Health Goal Report, seven (7) contaminants: arsenic, uranium,
gross alpha, gross beta, total coliform bacteria, hexavalent chromium, and
perchlorate, are required to be reported to governing bodies and consumers because
they exceed the PHGs, although none of the samples exceeded any enforceable
regulatory levels.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no financial impact to the city. The City of Garden Grove meets or exceeds
all enforceable standards required by state and federal regulatory agencies.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Conduct a Public hearing; and
  

Approve the Public Health Goal Report as submitted.
 
 
By:    Cel Pasillas, Interim Water Services Manager

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Public Health Goal
Report 2016
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2016 Public Health Goal Report 
 

City of Garden Grove 
 
 

1.0  Introduction 
 
Under the Calderon-Sher Safe Drinking Water Act of 1996 public water systems in 
California serving greater than 10,000 service connections must prepare a report 
containing information on 1) detection of any contaminant in drinking water at a level 
exceeding a Public Health Goal (PHG), 2) estimate of costs to remove detected 
contaminants to below the PHG using Best Available Technology (BAT), and 3) health 
risks for each contaminant exceeding a PHG.  This report must be made available to the 
public every three years.  The initial PHG Report was due on July 1, 1998, and 
subsequent reports are due every three years thereafter.  
  
The 2016 PHG Report has been prepared to address the requirements set forth in Section 
116470 of the California Health and Safety Code.  It is based on water quality analyses 
during calendar years 2013, 2014, and 2015 or, if certain analyses were not performed 
during those years, the most recent data available.  The 2016 PHG Report has been 
designed to be as informative as possible, without unnecessary duplication of information 
contained in the Consumer Confidence Report, which was mailed to customers by July 
1st of each year. 
 
There are no regulations explaining requirements for the preparation of PHG reports.  A 
workgroup of the Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) Water Quality 
Committee has prepared suggested guidelines for water utilities to use in preparing PHG 
reports.  The ACWA guidelines were used in the preparation of this 2016 PHG Report.  
These guidelines include tables of cost estimates for BAT.  The State of California (State) 
provides ACWA with numerical health risks and category of health risk information for 
contaminants with PHGs.  This health risk information is appended to the ACWA 
guidelines. 
 
2.0  California Drinking Water Regulatory Process 
 
California Health and Safety Code Section 116365 requires the State to develop a PHG 
for every contaminant with a primary drinking water standard or for any contaminant the 
State is proposing to regulate with a primary drinking water standard.  A PHG is the level 
of a contaminant in drinking water that poses no significant health risk if consumed for a 
lifetime.  The process of establishing a PHG is a risk assessment based strictly on human 
health considerations.  PHGs are recommended targets and are not required to be met 
by any public water system. 
 
The State office designated to develop PHGs is the California Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). The PHG is then 
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forwarded to the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water (DDW) 
for use in revising or developing a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) in drinking water.  
The MCL is the highest level of a contaminant that is allowed in drinking water.  State 
MCLs cannot be less stringent than federal MCLs and must be as close as is technically 
and economically feasible to the PHGs.  DDW is required to take treatment technologies 
and cost of compliance into account when setting an MCL.  Each MCL is reviewed at 
least once every five years. 
 
Total chromium and two radiological contaminants (gross alpha particle and gross beta 
particle) have MCLs but do not yet have designated PHGs.  For these contaminants, the 
Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG), the federal U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) equivalent of PHGs, is used in the PHG Report. 
 
3.0  Identification of Contaminants 
 
Section 116470(b)(1) of the Health and Safety Code requires public water systems 
serving more than 10,000 service connections to identify each contaminant detected in 
drinking water that exceeded the applicable PHG.  Section 116470(f) requires the MCLG 
to be used for comparison if there is no applicable PHG. 
 
The City of Garden Grove (City) water system has approximately 33,072 service 
connections.  The following constituents were detected at one or more locations within 
the drinking water system at levels that exceeded the applicable PHGs or MCLGs: 
 

 Arsenic – naturally-occurring in local groundwater and in surface water purchased 
from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWDSC) 

 Coliform Bacteria, Total – naturally-occurring in the environment but can also be 
an indicator of the presence of other pathogenic organisms originating from 
sewage, livestock or other wildlife.  

 Chromium, Hexavalent – naturally-occurring in local groundwater; industrial 
contamination in groundwater 

 Perchlorate – industrial contamination in groundwater 
 Gross alpha particle activity (gross alpha) – naturally-occurring in local 

groundwater and surface water purchased from MWDSC 
 Gross beta particle activity (gross beta) – naturally-occurring in surface water 

purchased from MWDSC 
 Uranium – naturally-occurring in local groundwater and in surface water 

purchased from MWDSC. 
 
The accompanying table shows the applicable PHG or MCLG and MCL for each 
contaminant identified above.  The table includes the maximum, minimum, and average 
concentrations of each contaminant in drinking water supplied by the City in calendar 
years 2013 through 2015.     
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4.0  Numerical Public Health Risks  
 
Section 116470(b)(2) of the Health and Safety Code requires disclosure of the numerical 
public health risk, determined by OEHHA, associated with the MCLs, Action Levels, 
PHGs and MCLGs.  Available numerical health risks developed by OEHHA for the 
contaminants identified above are shown on the accompany table.  Only numerical risks 
associated with cancer-causing chemicals have been quantified by OEHHA.  Cancer risk 
is stated in terms of “excess” cancer cases per million population. 
 
Arsenic – OEHHA has determined that the theoretical health risk associated with the 
PHG is 1 excess case of cancer in a million people and the risk associated with the MCL 
is 2.5 excess cases of cancer in 1,000 people exposed over a 70-year lifetime. 
 
Chromium, Hexavalent – OEHHA has determined that the theoretical health risk 
associated with the PHG is 1 excess case of cancer in a million people and the risk 
associated with the MCL is 5 excess cases of cancer in 10,000 people exposed over a 
70-year lifetime. 
 
Coliform Bacteria, Total – USEPA has determined that the health risk associated with 
the MCLG is 0. 
 
Gross Alpha – USEPA has determined that the theoretical health risk associated with 
the MCLG is 0 and the risk associated with the MCL is 1 excess case of cancer in 1,000 
people over a lifetime exposure. 
 
Gross Beta – USEPA has determined that the health risk associated with the MCLG is 0 
and the risk associated with the MCL is 2 excess cases of cancer in 1,000 people over a 
lifetime exposure. 
 
Perchlorate – OEHHA has not established a numerical health risk for perchlorate 
because PHGs for non-carcinogenic chemicals in drinking water are set at a 
concentration at which no known or anticipated adverse health risks will occur, with an 
adequate margin of safety. 
 
Uranium – OEHHA has determined that the theoretical health risk associated with the 
PHG is 1 excess case of cancer in a million people and the risk associated with the MCL 
is 5 excess cases of cancer in 100,000 people exposed over a 70-year lifetime.  
 
5.0  Identification of Risk Categories 
 
Section 116470(b)(3) of the Health and Safety Code requires identification of the category 
of risk to public health associated with exposure to the contaminant in drinking water, 
including a brief, plainly worded description of those terms. The risk categories and 
definitions for the contaminants identified above are shown on the accompanying table. 
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6.0  Description of Best Available Technology 
 
Section 116470(b)(4) of the Health and Safety Code requires a description of the BAT, if 
any is available on a commercial basis, to remove or reduce the concentrations of the 
contaminants identified above.  The BATs are shown on the accompanying table. 
 
7.0  Costs of Using Best Available Technologies and Intended Actions 
 
Section 116470(b)(5) of the Health and Safety Code requires an estimate of the 
aggregate cost and cost per customer of utilizing the BATs identified to reduce the 
concentration of a contaminant to a level at or below the PHG or MCLG.  In addition, 
Section 116470(b)(6) requires a brief description of any actions the water purveyor 
intends to take to reduce the concentration of the contaminant and the basis for that 
decision.  
 
Arsenic – The BATs for removal of arsenic in water for large water systems are: activated 
alumina, coagulation/filtration, electrodialysis, ion exchange, lime softening, 
oxidation/filtration, and reverse osmosis.  Arsenic was detected above the PHG in the 
local groundwater (three wells) and in surface water supplied by MWDSC.  The City is in 
compliance with the MCL for arsenic.  The estimated cost to reduce arsenic levels in local 
groundwater and in MWDSC surface water to below the PHG of 0.004 microgram per liter 
(µg/l) using ion exchange was calculated.  Because the DDW detection limit for purposes 
of reporting (DLR) for arsenic is 2 µg/l, treating arsenic to below the PHG level means 
treating arsenic to below the DLR of 2 µg/l.  There are numerous factors that may 
influence the actual cost of reducing arsenic levels to the PHG.  Achieving the water 
quality goal for arsenic could be approximately $5,330,000 per year, or $161 per service 
connection per year.   
 
Chromium, Hexavalent – The BATs for removal of hexavalent chromium in water are: 
reduction to chromium III (trivalent chromium) prior to coagulation/filtration, ion exchange, 
and reverse osmosis.  Hexavalent chromium was detected above the PHG in the local 
groundwater (10 wells).  The City is in compliance with the MCL for hexavalent chromium.  
The estimated cost to reduce hexavalent chromium levels in local groundwater to below 
the PHG of 0.02 µg/l using ion exchange was calculated.  Because the DLR for 
hexavalent chromium is 1 µg/l, treating hexavalent chromium to below the PHG level 
means treating hexavalent chromium to below the DLR of 1 µg/l.  There are numerous 
factors that may influence the actual cost of reducing hexavalent chromium levels to the 
PHG.  Achieving the water quality goal for hexavalent chromium could range from 
$8,100,000 to $33,900,000 per year, or between $245 and $1,030 per service connection 
per year.   
 
Coliform Bacteria, Total – The BAT for removal of coliform bacteria in drinking water 
has been determined by USEPA to be disinfection.  The City already disinfects all water 
served to the public.  Chlorine or chloramines is used to disinfect the water because it is 
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an effective disinfectant and residual concentrations can be maintained to guard against 
biological contamination in the water distribution system. 
 
Coliform bacteria are indicator organisms that are ubiquitous in nature.  They are a useful 
tool because of the ease in monitoring and analysis.  The City collects weekly samples 
for total coliforms at various locations in the distribution system.  If coliform bacteria are 
detected in the drinking water sample, it indicates a potential problem that needs to be 
investigated and followed up with additional sampling.  It is not unusual for a system to 
have an occasional positive sample.  Although USEPA set the MCLG for total coliforms 
at 0 percent positive, there is no commercially available technology that will guarantee 0 
percent positive every single month; therefore, the cost of achieving the PHG cannot be 
estimated. 
 
The City will continue several programs that are in place to prevent contamination of the 
water supply with microorganisms.  These include: 
 

 Disinfection using chlorine or chloramines and maintenance of a chlorine residual 
at every point in the distribution system 

 Monitoring throughout the distribution system to verify the absence of total 
coliforms and the presence of a protective chlorine residual 

 Flushing program in which water pipelines known to have little use are flushed to 
remove stagnant water and bring in fresh water with residual disinfectant 

 Cross-connection control program that prevents the accidental entry of non-
disinfected water into the drinking water system. 

 
Gross Alpha, Gross Beta, and Uranium – The only BAT for the removal of gross alpha 
in water for large water systems is reverse osmosis, which can also remove gross beta, 
and uranium, if detected.  Gross alpha was detected above the MCLG in the local 
groundwater (all 13 wells) and surface water supplied by MWDSC.  Gross beta was 
detected above the MCLG in the surface water supplied by MWDSC.  Uranium was 
detected above the PHG in the local groundwater (all 13 wells) and in the surface water 
supplied by MWDSC.  The cost of providing treatment using reverse osmosis to reduce 
gross alpha levels in local groundwater and in MWDSC surface water to the MCLG of 0 
picoCurie per liter (pCi/l) (and consequently gross beta in MWDSC surface water below 
the MCLG; and uranium in local groundwater and in MWDSC surface water below the 
PHG) was calculated.  Because the DLR for gross alpha is 3 pCi/l, treating gross alpha 
to 0 pCi/l means treating it to below the DLR of 3 pCi/l.  Achieving the water quality goal 
for gross alpha could range from $6,260,000 to $53,400,000 per year, or between $189 
and $1,610 per service connection per year.   
 
Perchlorate – The BATs for removal of perchlorate in water are: ion exchange and 
biological fluidized bed reactor.  Perchlorate was detected above the PHG in the local 
groundwater (one well).  The City is in compliance with the MCL for perchlorate.  The 
estimated cost to reduce perchlorate levels in local groundwater to below the PHG of 1 
µg/l using ion exchange was calculated.  Because the DLR for perchlorate is 4 µg/l, 
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treating perchlorate to below the PHG level means treating perchlorate to below the DLR 
of 4 µg/l.  There are numerous factors that may influence the actual cost of reducing 
perchlorate levels to the PHG.  Achieving the water quality goal for perchlorate could 
range from $184,000 to $398,000 per year, or between $5.58 and $12 per service 
connection per year.   
 
All Contaminants – In addition, a cost estimate to treat all water produced or purchased 
by the City using ion exchange and reverse osmosis to remove all the contaminants 
detected above the PHGs or MCLGs was calculated.  All the contaminants listed in the 
attached table may be removed to non-detectable levels by ion exchange and reverse 
osmosis, except total coliform bacteria.  As shown on the attached table, achieving the 
water quality goals for all contaminants, except total coliform bacteria, using ion exchange 
and reverse osmosis could range from $6,440,000 to $53,800,000 per year, or between 
$195 and $1,620 per service connection per year.   
 
For additional information, please contact Mr. Cel Pasillas at (714) 741-5276, or 
write to the City of Garden Grove, 11222 Acacia Parkway, P.O. Box 3070, Garden 
Grove, California 92842. 
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UNITS PHG CATEGORY CANCER RISK CANCER BEST AGGREGATE COST PER
PARAMETER OF OR MCL DLR OF AT PHG RISK AVAILABLE COST HOUSEHOLD

MEASUREMENT  (MCLG)* VALUE RANGE VALUE RANGE RISK OR MCLG AT MCL TECHNOLOGIES PER YEAR PER YEAR

MICROBIOLOGICAL

Total Coliform Bacteria (a) % samples positive (0) 5 NA 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA D (b) (b)

INORGANIC CHEMICALS

Arsenic  μg/l 0.004 10 2 <2 ND - 3.9 <2 ND - 2.3 C 1 x 10-6 2.5 x 10-3 AA,C/F,E,IE,LS,O/F,RO $5,330,000 (c) $161 (c)

Chromium, Hexavalent μg/l 0.02 10 1 1.3 ND - 2.2 ND ND C 1 x 10-6 5 x 10-4 R-C/F, IE, RO $8,100,000 - $33,900,000 (d) $245 - $1,030 (d)

Perchlorate μg/l 1 6 4 <4 ND - 4.8 ND ND E NA NA IE, BF $184,000 - $398,000 (e) $5.58 - $12 (e)

RADIOLOGICAL

Gross Alpha Particle Activity pCi/l (0) 15 3 <3 ND - 5.8 <3 ND - 4 C 0 1 x 10-3 RO $6,260,000 - $53,400,000 (f) $189 - $1,610 (f)

Gross Beta Particle Activity pCi/l (0) 50 4 NR NR <4 ND - 6 C 0 2 x 10-3 IE, RO -- --

Uranium pCi/l 0.43 20 1 6.5 2.9 - 15 2.7 2 - 3 C 1 x 10-6 5 x 10-5 IE, C/F, LS, RO -- --

ALL CONTAMINANTS -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- IE and RO $6,440,000 - $53,800,000 (g) $195 - $1,620 (g)

* MCLGs are shown in parentheses.  MCLGs are provided only when no applicable PHG exists.

RISK CATEGORIES TREATMENT/CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES
C (Carcinogen) = A substance that is capable of producing cancer. AA = Activated Aluminum
E (Endocrine Toxicity; Developmental Toxicity) = Affects tyroid; causes neurodevelopmental deficits BF = Biological Fluidized Bed Reactor

C/F = Coagulation/Filtration
D = Disinfection

NOTES E = Electrodialysis
PHG = Public Health Goal IE =  Ion Exchange
MCL =  Maximum Contaminant Level LS =  Lime Softening
MCLG = Maximum Contaminant Level Goal O/F = Oxidation/Filtration
NA =  Not Appplicable or Available R-C/F = Requires Reduction to Chromium III (Trivalent Chromium) Prior to C/F
ND = Not Detected RO = Reverse Osmosis
NR = Not Required
ug/l = micrograms per liter or parts per billion
pCi/l = picoCuries per liter
DLR = Detection Limit for Purposes of Reporting
< = Value is less than the DLR

(a) The table shows highest monthly percentage of positive samples as the detected value.  Samples were collected in the distribution system.
(b) Cost could not be estimated
(c) Estimated cost to remove arsenic using IE.
(d) Estimated cost to remove hexavalent chromium using IE.
(e) Estimated cost to remove perchlorate using IE.
(f) Estimated cost to remove gross alpha particle activity using RO, which also removes gross beta particle activity and uranium.
(g) Assuming treating the entire production by IE and RO, which can remove all contaminants listed in the above table to below the detectable levels, except for total coliform, which can be detected anywhere in the distribution system.

2016 PUBLIC HEALTH GOAL REPORT
CITY OF GARDEN GROVE

CONCENTRATION
GROUNDWATER SURFACE WATER

J:\2470\2470-002 Garden Grove 2016 PHG\Garden Grove_phgtable_2016.xlsx
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This report contains important information
about your drinking water. Translate it,

or speak with someone who understands it.

Arabic                                            Chinese                                                Japanese

Korean                                           Spanish                                                Vietnamese

Este informe contiene informa -
ción muy importante sobre su
agua potable. Tradúzcalo ó
hable con alguien que lo
entienda bien.

Questions about your water?
Contact us for answers.

For information about this report, or your water
quality in general, please contact Cel Pasillas or
Cody Nicolae at (714) 741-5395. 

Public City Council meetings are held on the second
and fourth Tuesdays of each month at 6:45 p.m. in the
Council Chambers at the Community Meeting Center,
11300 Stanford Avenue, Garden Grove, California. You
may also contact our City Clerk’s Office, Garden Grove
City Hall, 11222 Acacia Park way, Garden Grove, CA
92840 or call (714) 741-5040 for informa tion about
Garden Grove City Council meetings. Please feel free
to participate in these meetings.

For more information about the health effects of
the listed contami nants in the following tables, call the
USEPA hotline at (800) 426-4791.

Since 1990, California public water utilities have been

providing an annual Water Quality Report to their customers.

This year’s report covers calendar year 2015 drinking water

quality testing and reporting.

The City of Garden Grove Water Service Division (City)

vigilantly safe guards its water supply and, as in years past,

the water delivered to your home meets the quality

standards required by federal and state regulatory

agencies. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

(USEPA) and the State Water Resources Control Board,

Division of Drinking Water (DDW) are the agencies

responsible for establishing and enforcing drinking water

quality standards. 

In some cases, the City goes

beyond what is required by testing for

unregulated chemicals that may have

known health risks but do not have

drinking water standards. For

example, the Orange County Water

District (OCWD), which manages the

groundwater basin, and the

Metropolitan Water District of

Southern California (MWDSC), which supplies imported

treated surface water to the City test for unregulated

chemicals in our water supply. Unregulated chemical

monitoring helps USEPA and DDW determine where

certain chemicals occur and whether new standards need

to be established for those chemicals to protect public

health.

Through drinking water quality testing programs carried

out by OCWD for groundwater, MWDSC for treated

surface water and the City for the water distribution

system, your drinking water is constantly monitored from

source to tap for regulated and unregulated constituents.

The State allows us to monitor

for some contaminants less than

once per year because the

concentra tions of these

contaminants do not change

frequently.

Some of our data, though

representative, are more than one

year old.
�

Your 2016 Water Quality Report
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be the result of oil and gas production or
mining activities.
• Pesticides and herbicides, which may
come from a variety of sources such as
agriculture, urban stormwater runoff and
residential uses.

• Organic chemical contaminants, including
synthetic and volatile organic chemicals,
which are by-products of industrial
processes and petroleum production, and
can also come from gasoline stations,
urban stormwater runoff, agricultural
application and septic systems.

In order to ensure that tap water is safe to
drink, USEPA and the DDW prescribe
regulations that limit the amount of certain

contami nants in water provided by public water systems. DDW
regula tions also estab lish limits for contaminants in bottled water
that must provide the same protection for public health. Drinking
water, including bottled water, may reason ably be expected to
contain at least small amounts of some contami  nants. The
presence of contaminants does not necessarily indicate that water
poses a health risk.

More information about contaminants and potential health
effects can be obtained by calling the USEPA’s Safe Drinking Water
Hotline at (800) 426-4791.

Drinking Water Fluoridation
Fluoride has been added to

U.S. drinking water supplies
since 1945. Of the 50 largest
cities in the U.S., 43 fluoridate
their drinking water.

In December 2007, MWDSC
joined a majority of the nation’s public water suppliers in adding
fluoride to drinking water in order to prevent tooth decay. In line
with recommen dations from the DDW, as well as the U.S. Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention, MWDSC adjusted the natural
fluoride level in imported treated water from the Colorado River and
State Project water to the optimal range for dental health of 0.6 to
1.2 parts per million. Our local water is not supplemented with
fluoride. Fluoride levels in drinking water are limited under California
state regulations at a maximum dosage of 2 parts per million. 

Sources of Supply
Your drinking water is a blend of mostly

groundwater from 13 wells in the Orange
County groundwater basin and also surface
water imported by MWDSC. MWDSC’s
imported water sources are a blend of
State Water project water from northern
California and water from the Colorado
River Aqueduct. Your ground water comes
from a natural under ground reservoir
managed by the Orange County Water
District (OCWD) that stretches from the
Prado Dam and fans across the north -
western portion of Orange County,
excluding the communities of Brea and
La Habra, and stretching as far south as the
El Toro ‘Y.’

Last year, as in years past, your tap water met all USEPA and
State drinking water health standards. The City vigilantly safe -
guards its water supplies and once again we are proud to report
that our system has never violated a maximum contami nant level
or any other water quality standard. This brochure is a snapshot of
last year’s water quality. Included are details about where your
water comes from, what it contains, and how it compares to
Federal and State standards.

Basic Information
About Drinking Water Contaminants

The sources of drinking water (both tap water and bottled
water) include rivers, lakes, streams, ponds, reservoirs, springs and
wells. As water travels over the surface of land or through the
layers of the ground it dissolves naturally occurring minerals and,
in some cases, radioactive material, and can pick up substances
resulting from the presence of animal and human activity. 

Contaminants that may be present in source water include:
• Microbial contaminants, such as viruses and bacteria, which
may come from sewage treatment plants, septic systems,
agricultural live stock operations and wildlife.

• Inorganic contaminants, such as salts and metals, which can be
natur ally occurring or result from urban stormwater runoff,
industrial or domestic wastewater discharges, oil and gas
production, mining and farming.

• Radioactive contaminants, which can be naturally occurring or

Gene Camp Pumping Station:
At the headwaters of the
Colorado River Aqueduct

Edmonston Pumping Plant:
Water from the State Water Project

is lifted over the Tehachapi Mountains

~ 3 ~

The Quality of Your Water is Our Primary Concern
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Information the EPA Would Like You to Know
About Lead in Tap Water

If present, elevated levels of lead can cause serious health
problems, especially for pregnant women and young children.

Lead in drinking water is primarily from
materials and compo nents associated
with service lines and home plumbing.
The City is respon sible for providing high
quality drinking water, but cannot control
the variety of materials used in plumbing
components. When your water has been
sitting for several hours, you can
minimize the potential for lead exposure
by flushing your tap for 30 seconds to 2
minutes before using water for drinking

or cooking. If you are concerned about lead in your water, you may
wish to have your water tested. Information on lead in drink ing
water, testing methods, and steps you can take to minimize
exposure is available from the Safe Drinking Water Hotline,
(800) 426-4791, or at: www.epa.gov/safewater/lead.

Immuno-Compromised People
Some people may be more vulnerable to contami nants in drinking

water than the general population. Immuno-compromised people,
such as those with cancer who are undergoing chemo therapy,
persons who have had organ trans plants, people with HIV/AIDS or
other immune system disorders, some elderly persons and infants
can be particularly at risk from infections. These people should
seek advice about drinking water from their health care providers.

Nitrate Advisory
At times, nitrate in your tap water may have exceeded one-half

the MCL, but it was never greater than the MCL of 10 milligrams
per liter (mg/L). Nitrate in your drinking
water in 2015 ranged from 0.483 mg/L
to 6.35 mg/L. The following advisory is
issued because in 2015 we recorded
nitrate measure ments in the drinking
water supply which exceeded one-half
the nitrate MCL.

Nitrate in drinking water at levels
above 10 mg/L is a health risk for infants
of less than six months of age. Such
nitrate levels in drinking water can

interfere with the capacity of the infant’s blood to carry oxygen,
resulting in a serious illness; symptoms include shortness of
breath and blueness of the skin. Nitrate levels above 10 mg/L may

also affect the ability of the blood to carry oxygen in other
individuals, such as pregnant women and those with certain
specific enzyme deficiencies. If you are caring for an infant, or you
are pregnant, you should ask advice from your health care
provider.

Cryptosporidium
Cryptosporidium is a microscopic organism that, when ingested,

can cause diarrhea, fever and other gastro intestinal symptoms.
The organism comes from animal and/or human wastes and may
be in surface water. MWDSC tested its source water and treated
surface water for Cryptosporidium in 2015, but did not detect it.
If it ever is detected, Cryptosporidium is elimi nated by an effective
treatment combination includ ing sedimen ta tion, filtration and
disinfection.

The USEPA and the federal Centers for Disease Control guide lines
on appropriate means to lessen the risk of infection by Cryptosporidium
and other microbial contaminants are available from USEPA’s Safe
Drinking Water Hotline at (800) 426-4791 between 10 a.m. and
4 p.m. Eastern Time (7 a.m. to 1 p.m. in California).

For Your Information. . .
Disinfection: Water provided by the City contains chlorine used
for disinfection and chloramines used by MWDSC, also for
disinfection purposes. Customers on kidney dialysis should consult
their physicians.

Fish or Amphibians: If you
have fish or amphibians, make
sure to remove any chlora -
mines and chlorine before
changing or adding water to
the tanks. Remember, allowing
drinking water to stand will not
remove chloramines. Consult
your local aquarium store for products that will remove the
disinfectants.

Hot Water Heaters: Many odor complaints may be traced to the
home’s hot water heater. Remember to follow manu facturer’s
instructions and flush hot water heaters regularly. This will flush
out any sediments that may have accumulated, provide good
water turnover to maximize water quality, and help keep your unit
in good working order.

Point of Use or Home Water Filtration Units: Be vigilant in
changing or cleaning any filters or media on your home units.
Always follow the manu facturers instructions. Remember, the
water is only as clean as the filter allows. Improperly maintained
filters can deliver very poor quality water.

~ 4 ~
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Chart Legend
What are Water Quality Standards?
Drinking water standards established by USEPA and DDW
set limits for substances that may affect consumer health
or aesthetic qualities of drinking water. The charts in this
report show the following types of water quality
standards:
• Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL): The highest
level of a contaminant that is allowed in drinking water.
Primary MCLs are set as close to the PHGs (or MCLGs)
as is economically and technologically feasible.

• Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level (MRDL): The
highest level of a disinfectant allowed in drinking water.
There is convincing evidence that addition of a
disinfectant is necessary for control of microbial
contaminants.

• Secondary MCLs are set to protect the odor, taste, and
appearance of drinking water. 

• Primary Drinking Water Standard:MCLs for conta mi -
nants that affect health along with their monitoring and
reporting requirements and water treatment
requirements. 

• Regulatory Action Level (AL): The concen tra tion of a
contaminant, which, if exceeded, triggers treatment or
other requirements that a water system must follow.

How are Contaminants Measured?
Water is sampled and tested throughout the year.
Contaminants are measured in:
• parts per million (ppm) or milligrams per liter (mg/L)
• parts per billion (ppb) or micrograms per liter (µg/L)
• parts per trillion (ppt) or nanograms per liter (ng/L)

What is a Water Quality Goal?
In addition to mandatory water quality standards, USEPA
and DDW have set voluntary water quality goals for some

con tami nants. Water quality goals are often set at such low
levels that they are not achievable in practice and are not
directly measur able. Nevertheless, these goals provide useful
guide posts and direction for water management practices. The
chart in this report includes three types of water quality goals:

• Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG): The level of a
contaminant in drinking water below which there is no
known or expected risk to health. MCLGs are set by USEPA.

• Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level Goal (MRDLG): The
level of a drinking water disinfectant below which there is no
known or expected risk to health. MRDLGs do not reflect the
benefits of the use of disinfectants to control microbial
contaminants.

• Public Health Goal (PHG): The level of a con tami nant in
drinking water below which there is no known or expected
risk to health. PHGs are set by the California Environmental
Protection Agency.

2015 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Treated Surface Water

                                                                                                PHG, or             Average           Range of                  MCL                Typical Source
Chemical                                                     MCL                   (MCLG)             Amount          Detections            Violation?           of Chemical

Radiologicals – Tested in 2014

Alpha Radiation (pCi/L)                                              15                             (0)                          ND                      ND – 4                          No                    Erosion of Natural Deposits
Beta Radiation (pCi/L)                                                50                             (0)                           5                         4 – 6                            No                    Decay of Man-made or Natural Deposits
Uranium (pCi/L)                                                          20                            0.43                          3                         2 – 3                            No                    Erosion of Natural Deposits

Inorganic Chemicals – Tested in 2015

Aluminum (ppm)                                                         1                              0.6                       0.155               0.073 – 0.24                      No                    Treatment Process Residue, Natural Deposits
Arsenic (ppb)                                                             10                           0.004                       2.3                         2.3                             No                    Production Wastes, Natural Deposits
Barium (ppm)                                                              1                               2                         0.125                     0.125                           No                    Refinery Discharge, Erosion of Natural Deposits
Fluoride (ppm) treatment-related Control Range 0.6 – 1.2 ppm                      0.8                      0.6 – 1                          No                    Water Additive for Dental Health
                                                  Optimal Level 0.7 ppm

Secondary Standards* – Tested in 2015

Aluminum (ppb)                                                       200*                          600                        155                    73 – 240                         No                    Treatment Process Residue, Natural Deposits
Chloride (ppm)                                                         500*                           n/a                         100                    98 – 101                         No                    Runoff or Leaching from Natural Deposits
Color (color units)                                                     15*                            n/a                           1                            1                               No                    Naturally-occurring Organic Materials
Odor (threshold odor number)                                    3*                             n/a                           2                            2                               No                    Naturally-occurring Organic Materials
Specific Conductance (µmho/cm)                             1,600*                         n/a                       1,040                     1,040                           No                    Substances that Form Ions in Water
Sulfate (ppm)                                                           500*                           n/a                         257                   253 – 261                        No                    Runoff or Leaching from Natural Deposits
Total Dissolved Solids (ppm)                                    1,000*                         n/a                         663                   660 – 665                        No                    Runoff or Leaching from Natural Deposits

Unregulated Chemicals – Tested in 2013, 2014, and 2015

Alkalinity, total as CaCO3 (ppm)                         Not Regulated                    n/a                         126                   120 – 131                       n/a                    Runoff or Leaching from Natural Deposits
Boron (ppm)                                                           NL = 1                         n/a                        0.12                       0.12                            n/a                    Runoff or Leaching from Natural Deposits
Calcium (ppm)                                                   Not Regulated                    n/a                          78                      76 – 80                         n/a                    Runoff or Leaching from Natural Deposits
Chlorate (ppb)                                                      NL = 800                       n/a                          53                      38 – 68                         n/a                    Byproduct of Drinking Water Chlorination;
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        Industrial Processes
Chromium, Hexavalent (ppb)**                                  10                            0.02                       0.07                  0.03 – 0.12                      n/a                    Erosion of Natural Deposits; Industrial Discharge
Chromium, Total (ppb)***                                          50                           (100)                       <0.2                   ND – 0.5                         n/a                    Erosion of Natural Deposits; Industrial Discharge
Hardness, total as CaCO3 (ppm)                         Not Regulated                    n/a                         303                   300 – 306                       n/a                    Runoff or Leaching from Natural Deposits
Hardness, total (grains/gallon)                           Not Regulated                    n/a                          18                          18                              n/a                    Runoff or Leaching from Natural Deposits
Magnesium (ppm)                                             Not Regulated                    n/a                          27                      26 – 27                         n/a                    Runoff or Leaching from Natural Deposits
Molybdenum, Total (ppb)                                   Not Regulated                    n/a                         4.8                     4.5 – 5.3                        n/a                    Erosion of Natural Deposits
pH (pH units)                                                     Not Regulated                    n/a                         8.1                         8.1                             n/a                    Hydrogen Ion Concentration
Potassium (ppm)                                               Not Regulated                    n/a                         4.9                      4.8 – 5                          n/a                    Runoff or Leaching from Natural Deposits
Sodium (ppm)                                                   Not Regulated                    n/a                         101                    98 – 104                        n/a                    Runoff or Leaching from Natural Deposits
Strontium, Total (ppb)                                        Not Regulated                    n/a                         940                 850 – 1,100                      n/a                    Erosion of Natural Deposits
Total Organic Carbon (ppm)                                        TT                             n/a                         2.6                     2.3 – 2.7                        n/a                    Various Natural and Man-made Sources
Vanadium, Total (ppb)                                            NL = 50                        n/a                         2.8                      2.3 – 3                          n/a                    Erosion of Natural Deposits; Industrial Discharge
ppb = parts-per-billion; ppm = parts-per-million; pCi/L = picoCuries per liter; µmho/cm = micromhos per centimeter; ND = not detected;
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level; (MCLG) = federal MCL Goal; PHG = California Public Health Goal; 
NL = Notification Level; n/a = not applicable; TT = treatment technique    *Chemical is regulated by a secondary standard.
**Hexavalent chromium is regulated with an MCL of 10 ppb but was not detected, based on the detection limit for purposes of reporting of 1 ppb.
Hexavalent chromium was included as part of the unregulated constituents requiring monitoring.

***Total chromium is regulated with an MCL of 50 ppb but was not detected, based on the detection limit for purposes of reporting of 10 ppb.
Total chromium was included as part of the unregulated constituents requiring monitoring. 

Turbidity – combined filter effluent                       Treatment                       Turbidity                              TT                            Typical Source
Metropolitan Water District Diemer Filtration Plant                    Technique                   Measurements                   Violation?                      of Chemical

1) Highest single turbidity measurement                                      0.3 NTU                                    0.04                                         No                                 Soil Runoff
2) Percentage of samples less than 0.3 NTU                                   95%                                     100%                                        No                                 Soil Runoff
Turbidity is a measure of the cloudiness of the water, an indication of particulate matter, some of which might include harmful microorganisms.    NTU = nephelometric turbidity units
Low turbidity in Metropolitan’s treated water is a good indicator of effective filtration. Filtration is called a ”treatment technique” (TT).
A treatment technique is a required process intended to reduce the level of chemicals in drinking water that are difficult and sometimes impossible to measure directly.
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Your water meter is usually located between the
side walk and curb under a cement cover. Remove the
cover by insert ing a screwdriver in the hole in the lid
and then care fully lift the cover. The meter reads
straight across, like the odometer on your car. Read
only the white numbers (0895).

If you are trying to determine if you have a leak,
turn off all the water in your home, both indoor and
out door faucets, and then check the red or black
triangular dial for any move ment of the low-flow
indicator. If there is movement, that indicates a leak
between the meter and your plumbing system.

� Low-Flow Indicator — The low flow indicator will spin if
any water is flowing through the meter.

� Sweep Hand — Each full revolution of the sweep hand
indicates that one cubic foot of water (7.48 gallons) has
passed through the meter. The markings at the outer
edge of the dial indicate tenths and hundredths of one
cubic foot.

� Meter Register— The meter register is a lot like the odometer
on your car. The numbers keep a running total of all the water that
has passed through the meter. The register shown here indicates that
89,505 cubic feet of water has passed through this meter.

How to Read Your Residential Water Meter
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2015 City of Garden Grove Groundwater Quality

                                                                                PHG          Average         Range of               MCL                Most Recent        Typical Source 
Chemical                                          MCL            (MCLG)        Amount        Detections         Violation?         Sampling Date      of Contaminant

Radiologicals

Gross Alpha (pCi/L)                                       15                     (0)                   1.26                ND – 5.77                    No                            2014                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Uranium (pCi/L)                                            20                    0.43                 5.04               2.86 – 7.13                   No                            2014                 Erosion of Natural Deposits

Inorganic Chemicals

Aluminum (ppm)                                            1                      0.6                 <0.05             ND – 0.0519                  No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Arsenic (ppb)                                                10                   0.004                  <2                   ND – 3.2                     No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Barium (ppm)                                                1                       2                    <0.1               ND – 0.138                   No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Fluoride (ppm)                                               2                       1                    0.45                0.38 – 0.5                    No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Chromium, Hexavalent (ppb)                         10                    0.02                  1.2                  ND – 2.1                     No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits; Industrial Discharge
Nitrate (ppm as N)                                        10                     10                   3.57              0.483 – 6.35                  No                            2015                 Fertilizers, Septic Tanks
Nitrate+Nitrite (ppm as N)                            10                     10                   3.57              0.483 – 6.35                  No                            2015                 Fertilizers, Septic Tanks

Secondary Standards*

Aluminum (ppb)                                          200*                  600                  <50                 ND – 51.9                    No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Chloride (ppm)                                           500*                   n/a                  74.6                27.6 – 117                    No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Color (color units)                                        15*                    n/a                  0.05                   ND – 3                       No                            2015                 Naturally-occurring organic materials
Iron (ppb)                                                   300*                   n/a                  <100                ND – 116                     No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Manganese (ppb)                                         50*                    n/a                   <20                  ND – 23                      No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Specific Conductance (µmho/cm)               1,600*                 n/a                   834               518 – 1,120                   No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Sulfate (ppm)                                              500*                   n/a                   122                57.6 – 164                    No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Total Dissolved Solids (ppm)                      1,000*                 n/a                   534                 328 – 758                    No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Turbidity (NTU)                                             5*                     n/a                  0.11                 ND – 0.6                     No                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits

Unregulated Constituents

1,1-Dichloroethane (ppb)**                           5                       3                   <0.03               ND – 0.04                    n/a                            2013                 Industrial Waste Discharge
1,4-Dioxane (ppb)                                     NL = 1                  n/a                  0.54                ND – 1.33                    n/a                            2013                 Industrial Waste Discharge
Alkalinity, total (ppm as CaCO3)           Not Regulated            n/a                   191                 172 – 222                    n/a                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Boron (ppm)                                              NL = 1                  n/a                  <0.1                ND – 0.26                    n/a                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Calcium (ppm)                                     Not Regulated            n/a                   100                62.5 – 120                    n/a                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Chlorate (ppb)                                         NL = 800                n/a                    86                   28 – 190                     n/a                            2013                 Byproduct of Drinking Water Chlorination; 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     Industrial Processes
Chlorodifluoromethane (ppb)               Not Regulated            n/a                 <0.08               ND – 0.38                    n/a                            2013                 Industrial Waste Discharge
Chromium, Hexavalent (ppb)***                   10                    0.02                 1.43               0.62 – 2.16                   No                            2013                 Erosion of Natural Deposits;
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        Industrial Discharge
Chromium, Total (ppb)****                          50                   (100)                  1.3                  0.4 – 1.8                     n/a                            2013                 Erosion of Natural Deposits;
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        Industrial Discharge
Hardness, total (grains/gal)                   Not Regulated            n/a                    19                    12 – 23                      n/a                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Hardness, total (ppm as CaCO3)           Not Regulated            n/a                   324                 203 – 399                    n/a                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Magnesium (ppm)                                Not Regulated            n/a                    18                 11.3 – 23.8                   n/a                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Molybdenum, Total (ppb)                     Not Regulated            n/a                   4.3                  3.2 – 5.6                     n/a                            2013                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Perfluoro octane sulfonic acid (ppb)      Not Regulated            n/a                 <0.04               ND – 0.05                    n/a                            2013                 Industrial Waste Discharge
pH (pH units)                                       Not Regulated            n/a                   7.9                    7.6 – 8                       n/a                            2015                 Acidity, hydrogen ions
Potassium (ppm)                                  Not Regulated            n/a                   3.7                  2.7 – 5.1                     n/a                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Sodium (ppm)                                      Not Regulated            n/a                  51.2               33.7 – 85.3                   n/a                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Strontium, Total (ppb)                          Not Regulated            n/a                   760                 460 – 880                    n/a                            2013                 Erosion of Natural Deposits
Vanadium, Total (ppb)                               NL = 50                 n/a                   2.5                  ND – 4.6                     n/a                            2015                 Erosion of Natural Deposits;
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        Industrial Discharge

ppb = parts-per-billion; ppm = parts-per-million; pCi/L = picoCuries per liter; NTU = nephelometric turbidity units; ND = not detected; n/a = not applicable;
< = average is less than the detection limit for reporting purposes; MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level; (MCLG) = federal MCL Goal; PHG = California Public Health Goal
µmho/cm = micromho per centimeter     *Contaminant is regulated by a secondary standard to maintain aesthetic qualities (taste, odor, color).
**1,1-Dichloroethane is regulated with an MCL of 5 ppb but was not detected, based on the detection limit for purposes of reporting of 0.5 ppb.
1,1-Dichloroethane was included as part of the unregulated constituents requiring monitoring.

***Hexavalent chromium was included as part of the unregulated constituents requiring monitoring. 
****Total chromium is regulated with an MCL of 50 ppb but was not detected, based on the detection limit for purposes of reporting of 10 ppb.

Total chromium was included as part of the unregulated constituents requiring monitoring. 
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Source Water Assessments
Imported (MWDSC) Water Assessment
Every five years, MWDSC is required by DDW to examine possible sources of drinking water contamination in its

State Water Project and Colorado River source waters.
In 2012, MWDSC submitted to DDW its updated Water shed Sanitary Surveys for the Colo rado

River and State Water Project, which include suggestions for how to better protect these source
waters. Both source waters are exposed to stormwater runoff, recreational activities, wastewater
discharges, wildlife, fires, and other watershed-related factors that could affect water quality.
Water from the Colorado River is consider   ed to be most vulnerable to contamination from

recreation, urban/storm water runoff, increasing urbanization in the watershed, and wastewater.
Water supplies from Northern California’s State Water Project are most vulnerable to contamination
from urban/storm water runoff, wildlife, agri culture, recreation, and wastewater.
USEPA also requires MWDSC to complete one Source Water Assessment (SWA) that utilizes information

collected in the water shed sanitary surveys. MWDSC completed its SWA in December 2002. The SWA is used to
evalu ate the vulnerability of water sources to con tami nation and helps deter mine whether more protective
measures are needed.
A copy of the most recent summary of either Watershed Sanitary Survey or the SWA can be obtained by calling

MWDSC at (800) CALL-MWD (225-5693).

Groundwater Assessment
An assessment of the drinking water sources for the City was completed in December 2002.

The ground water sources are considered most vulnerable to the following activities associated with
contami nants detected in the water supply: known contaminant plumes, historic agricultural
activities and application of fertilizers, and parks. The groundwater sources are considered most
vulnerable to the following activities not associ ated with detected contaminants: confirmed leaking
under ground storage tanks, dry cleaners, gas stations, and photo processing/printing.

A copy of the complete assessment is available at State Water Resources Control Board, Division of
Drinking Water, 605 W. Santa Ana Boulevard, Building 28, Room 325, Santa Ana, California 92701. You may request
a summary of the assessment by contacting the City at (714) 741-5395.
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2015 City of Garden Grove Distribution System Water Quality

Disinfection                                          MCL                           Average                    Range of                           MCL                     Typical Source 
Byproducts                                  (MRDL/MRDLG)                 Amount                   Detections                     Violation?                 of Contaminant

Total Trihalomethanes (ppb)                               80                                       20                                ND – 39                                    No                           Byproducts of Chlorine Disinfection
Haloacetic Acids (ppb)                                         60                                       8.2                                ND – 16                                    No                           Byproducts of Chlorine Disinfection
Chlorine Residual (ppm)                                   (4 / 4)                                   0.98                             0.21 – 2.6                                  No                           Disinfectant Added for Treatment

Aesthetic Quality

Turbidity (NTU)                                                   5*                                      0.09                             ND – 0.32                                  No                           Erosion of Natural Deposits

Eight locations in the distribution system are tested quarterly for total trihalomethanes and haloacetic acids; thirty-three locations are tested each month for color, odor and turbidity.
Color and odor were not detected in 2015.   MRDL = Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level; MRDLG = Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level Goal
*Contaminant is regulated by a secondary standard to maintain aesthetic qualities (taste, odor, color).

Lead and Copper Action Levels at Residential Taps

                                Action Level            Health           90th Percentile            Sites Exceeding AL /                    AL                       Typical Source 
                                       (AL)                    Goal                    Value                      Number of Sites                 Violation?                of Contaminant

Lead (ppb)                             15                           0.2                          ND<5                                      0 / 50                                      No                           Corrosion of Household Plumbing
Copper (ppm)                        1.3                           0.3                           0.26                                       0 / 50                                      No                           Corrosion of Household Plumbing

Every three years, 50 residences are tested for lead and copper at-the-tap. The most recent set of samples was collected in 2013.
Lead was detected above the reporting level in one sample, but did not exceed the lead Action Level.
Copper was detected above the reporting level in 42 samples, but none of the samples exceeded the copper Action Level.
A regulatory Action Level is the concentration of a contaminant which, if exceeded, triggers treatment or other requirements that a water system must follow.

Unregulated Constituents Requiring Monitoring in the Distribution System

                                                          Notification                                                                 Average                          Range of                               Most Recent
Constituent                                          Level                                   PHG                             Amount                         Detections                           Sampling Date

Chlorate (ppb)                                                    800                                            n/a                                         100                                     52 – 140                                             2013
Chromium, Hexavalent (ppb)                          MCL = 10                                      0.02                                        1.3                                     0.15 – 1.5                                            2013
Chromium, Total (ppb)**                               MCL = 50                                MCLG = 100                                   1                                       ND – 1.3                                             2013
Molybdenum, Total (ppb)                                     n/a                                            n/a                                         4.5                                      3.2 – 5.8                                             2013
Strontium, Total (ppb)                                          n/a                                            n/a                                         710                                    460 – 870                                            2013
Vanadium, Total (ppb)                                          50                                             n/a                                           3                                       1.9 – 3.6                                             2013

**Total chromium is regulated with an MCL of 50 ppb but was not detected, based on the detection limit for purposes of reporting of 10 ppb.
Total chromium was included as part of the unregulated constituents requiring monitoring.

Want Additional Information?
There’s a wealth of information on the internet

about Drinking Water Quality and water issues in
general, especially the drought and conservation.
Some good sites — both local and national — to

begin your own research are:

City of Garden Grove
Water Services Division:

www.ci.garden-grove.ca.us/pw/water

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency:
www.epa.gov/safewater

State Water Resources Control Board,
Division of Drinking Water:

www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/
drinkingwater/publicwatersystems.shtml

Metropolitan Water District of So. California:
www.mwdh2o.com

Municipal Water District of Orange County:
www.mwdoc.com

Drought and Water Conservation Tips:
www.BeWaterWise.com
www.SaveOurWater.com

Rebate Information, Water Saving Resources:
www.OCWaterSmart.com
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Conservation Tips for Inside Your Home . . .

Showers & Baths: 8%

Clothes Washers: 9%
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Leaks: 7%

Faucets: 6%

 How Residential Water is Used in Orange County
Outdoor watering of lawns and gardens makes up approxi mately 60% of
home water use. By cutting your outdoor watering by 1 or 2 days a week, you
can dramatically reduce your overall water use. 

   

  

 

 

Landscaping: 58%

 

 

Landscaping: 58%

Data is representative of average consumption;
your water usage may vary.
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Winter storms this year boosted California’s largest reservoirs to their historically average levels, but

other key reservoirs remain critically low as our historic drought keeps its grip on the state. One

average season does not overcome the effects of four dry years, and rain and snowfall were well

below average in Southern California. Conserving water in our homes and businesses remains

vitally important. There are many areas within our homes where we can save water, particularly

outdoors, where our gardens and lawns receive almost 60% of all the water we use.

To learn more about the drought, or to find useful tips for how to conserve water, visit:

www.BeWaterWise.com or www.SaveOurWater.com or

To learn about programs and devices that can help save water, along with information

on rebates for these water saving resources, visit: www.OCWaterSmart.com

bewaterwise.com®

DROUGHT METER

Squeeze
EveryDrop

. . . and for Outside Your Home
Check your sprinkler system frequently

and correct for overspray and broken sprinkler heads
Saves 12-15 gallons each time you water

Choose drip irrigation for your trees and shrubs
Saves up to 15 gallons each time you water

Use a broom instead of a hose
It takes very little time to sweep
and the water savings add up

Water plants in the early morning
Reduces evaporation and ensures deeper watering

Plant drought-resistant trees and plants
Saves about 30-60 gallons per 1,000 sq. ft.

each time you water

Use organic mulch around trees and plants to reduce
evaporation, improve the soil & prevent weeds 

Saves about 20-30 gallons per 1,000 sq. ft.
each time you water

Additional water saving steps and devices are also available,
and some are eligible for substantial rebates. You should consider
a cover for your swimming pool or hot tub to reduce evaporation.
Also, water your garden deeply to promote healthier, stronger
plants. Regular pruning will help your plants use water more

efficiently. You won’t need to water as often, either.

For complete rebate information for these water saving
resources, visit: www.ocwatersmart.com.

Install aerators on the kitchen faucet
Reduces flow to less than 1 gallon per minute

Soak pots and pans instead of letting water run
while you scrub them clean

Saves water and makes the job easier

Collect water used to wash fruits and vegetables
Use it to water your houseplants

Cook food in as little water as possible
Saves water and helps retain food nutrients

Keep a pitcher of drinking water in the refrigerator
Saves gallons of water and it’s always cold

Wash only full loads of laundry and dishes
Saves up to 50 gallons per week

Plug the sink instead of running water to rinse your razor
Saves up to 300 gallons a month

We All Need to Be Water Wise All Year Long
One Average Rainy Season Does Not Overcome the Effects of Four Dry Years
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Agenda Item - 6.a.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Kathy Bailor

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: City Clerk 

Subject: Appointment of Artin Baron
to the Parks, Recreation, and
Arts Commission.  (Action
Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

Attached is Artin Baron's Commission application for the Parks, Recreation, and Arts
Commission.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Resume 7/27/2016 Backup Material Artin_Baron.pdf
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Agenda Item - 7.a.

City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiles From: Kimberly Huy

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Community Services 

Subject: Award of contract to Astra
Builders, Inc. for the Garden
Grove Community Meeting
Center Council Chamber
Renovation, City Project No.
7664. (Cost: $417,500)
(Action Item) 

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

To request that the City Council award a contract to Astra Builders, Inc. for the
renovation of the Garden Grove Community Meeting Center (CMC) Council Chamber.

BACKGROUND

On October 13, 2015, the City Council approved the request to proceed with Phase
Two of the CMC remodel that encompassed the Council Chamber. As part of the
renovations, the final ADA upgrades would bring the CMC into ADA compliance that
included the addition of a ramp at the dais, leveling staff seating, removing twelve
(12) seats from the audience seating and lowering the podium. Additional upgrades
included audio/visual upgrades, replacing floor finishes, replacing window coverings
with mesh shades, additional acoustical panels, painting, patching and repair. 

DISCUSSION

On June 29, 2016, the City issued an Invitation for Bids for the renovation of the
CMC Council Chamber. Four (4) bids were received and opened on July 29, 2016.
Staff has reviewed the bid documents submitted by the lowest bidder, Astra Builders,
Inc., with a total base bid of $417,500.00, and found the bid to be responsive.
 
Licenses and references for Astra Builders, Inc. have been reviewed and verified by
staff, and other documentation is in order. This improvement is included in the
Community Services Capital Improvement Budget and is funded through the Park In
Lieu Fee Fund and General Fund. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT
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There is a total of $475,000 budgeted for this project, $400,000 from the Park Fee
Fund and $75,000 from the General Fund. There are sufficient funds budgeted for
this project to cover the construction cost total of $417,500.00. 

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Award the contract for the renovation of the Garden Grove Community Meeting
Center Council Chamber to Astra Builders, Inc., in an amount not to exceed
$417,500.00; and 
Authorize the City Manager to sign the Contract on behalf of the City, including
making minor modifications as appropriate and necessary. 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Agreement 7/29/2016 Backup Material Agreement_for_Council_Renovation_-
_8-9-16.pdf
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C O N S T R U C T I O N    A G R E E M E N T 

ASTRA BUILDERS, INC. 
 

 THIS AGREEMENT is made this  day of   , 2016 by the CITY OF 
GARDEN GROVE, a municipal corporation, ("CITY"), and ASTRA BUILDERS, INC. hereinafter 
referred to as ("CONTRACTOR"). 

RECITALS: 

The following recitals are a substantive part of this Agreement: 

1. This Agreement is entered into pursuant to Garden Grove City Council Authorization 
dated     . 

2. CITY desires to utilize the services of CONTRACTOR to furnish material, equipment, 
and labor for the GARDEN GROVE COMMUNITY MEETING CENTER - COUNCIL 
CHAMBER RENOVATION, CITY PROJECT NO. 7664  

3. CONTRACTOR is qualified by virtue of experience, training, education, and expertise 
to accomplish services. 

AGREEMENT 

THE PARTIES MUTUALLY AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 
 

5.1 General Conditions.  CONTRACTOR certifies and agrees that all the terms, 
conditions and obligations of the Contract Documents as hereinafter defined, the 
location of the job site, and the conditions under which the work is to be 
performed have been thoroughly reviewed, and enters into this Contract based 
upon CONTRACTOR'S investigation of all such matters and is in no way relying 
upon any opinions or representations of CITY.  It is agreed that this Contract 
represents the entire agreement.  It is further agreed that the Contract 
Documents including the Notice Inviting Bids, Special Instructions to Bidders, if 
any, Plans, Specifications, and CONTRACTOR's Proposal, are incorporated in this 
Contract by reference, with the same force and effect as if the same were set 
forth at length herein, and that CONTRACTOR and its subcontractors, if any, will 
be and are bound by any and all of said Contract Documents insofar as they relate 
in any part or in any way, directly or indirectly, to the work covered by this 
Contract. 

 
"Project" as used herein defines the entire scope of the work covered by all the 
Contract Documents.  Anything mentioned in the Specifications and not indicated 
in the Plans, or indicated in the Plans and not mentioned in the Specifications, 
shall be of like effect as if indicated and mentioned in both.  In case of discrepancy 
in the Plans or Specifications, the matter shall be immediately submitted to CITY’S 
Engineer, without whose decision CONTRACTOR shall not adjust said discrepancy 
save only at CONTRACTOR'S own risk and expense.  The decision of the Engineer 
shall be final. 
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5.2 Materials and Labor.  CONTRACTOR shall furnish, under the conditions 
expressed in the Plans and Specifications, at CONTRACTOR'S own expense, all 
labor and materials necessary, except such as are mentioned in the Specifications 
to be furnished by the CITY, to construct and complete the project, in good 
workmanlike and substantial order.  If CONTRACTOR fails to pay for labor or 
materials when due, CITY may settle such claims by making demand upon the 
surety to this Agreement.  In the event of the failure or refusal of the surety to 
satisfy said claims, CITY may settle them directly and deduct the amount of 
payments from the Contract price and any amounts due to CONTRACTOR.  In the 
event CITY receives a stop notice from any laborer or material supplier alleging 
non-payment by CONTRACTOR, CITY shall be entitled to deduct all of its costs 
and expenses incurred relating thereto, including but not limited to administrative 
and legal fees. 

5.3 Project.  The PROJECT is described as: GARDEN GROVE COMMUNITY MEETING 
CENTER - COUNCIL CHAMBER RENOVATION, CITY PROJECT NO. 7664. 

5.4 Plans and Specifications. The work to be done is shown in a set of detailed 
Plans and Specifications entitled:  GARDEN GROVE COMMUNITY MEETING 

CENTER - COUNCIL CHAMBER RENOVATION CITY PROJECT NO. 7664.  Said Plans 

and Specifications and any revision, amendments or addenda thereto are 
attached hereto and incorporated herein as part of this Contract and referred to 
by reference.  The work to be done must also be in accordance with the General 
Provisions, Standard Specifications and Standard Plans of the CITY, which are 
also incorporated herein and referred to by, reference. 

5.5 Time of Commencement and Completion.  CONTRACTOR shall have ten (10) 
working days from the award of the Contract to execute the Contract and 
supply the CITY with all the documents and information required by the 
Instructions to Bidders and the other Contract Documents, including but not 
limited to, the necessary bonds and insurance certificates and endorsements.  
Once the CITY receives the executed contract and all of the other properly drafted 
and executed documents and information, it may issue a Notice to Proceed to the 
CONTRACTOR.  If CONTRACTOR refuses or fails to provide the required 
documents and information within the ten (10) city working days, the CITY may 
then rescind the award of the Contract and then award the Contract to the next 
lowest responsive and responsible bidder. 

The Contract time shall commence on the fifteenth (15th) calendar day 
following the Notice to Proceed issued by the City and the CONTRACTOR 
agrees to submit shop drawings within fourteen (14) calendar days. The 
working day clock for both projects starts on the same day, fifteen calendar days 
after the Notice to Proceed is issued. The CONTRACTOR shall diligently prosecute 
the work on Garden Grove Community Meeting CENTER - COUNCIL Chamber 
Renovation within sixty (60) working days to completion as required per the 
plans and specifications excluding delays caused or authorized by the CITY as set 
forth in Sections 5.7, 5.8 and 5.9 hereof.  

5.6 Time is of the Essence.  Time is of the essence of this Contract.   
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Contractor shall have fourteen (14) calendar days from the award of the 
Contract to execute the Contract and supply CITY with all of the documents and 
information required by the Instruction to Bidders and the other Contract 
Documents, including but not limited to, the necessary bonds and insurance 
certificates and endorsements. Once the CITY receives the executed Contract and 
all of the other properly drafted and executed documents and information, it may 
issue a Notice to Proceed to the CONTRACTOR. If CONTRACTOR refuses or fails 
to execute the Contract or refuses or fails to provide the required documents and 
information within the fourteen (14) calendar days, the CITY may then rescind 
the award of the Contract and then award the Contract to the next lowest 
responsible and responsive bidder.  

As required by the Contract Documents, CONTRACTOR shall prepare and obtain 
approval of all shop drawings, details and samples, and do all other things 
necessary and incidental to the prosecution of CONTRACTOR'S work in 
conformance with an approved construction progress schedule.   CONTRACTOR 
shall coordinate the work covered by this Contract with that of all other 
CONTRACTORs, subcontractors and of the CITY, in a manner that will facilitate 
the efficient completion of the entire work in accordance with Section 5.5 herein. 
CITY shall have complete control of the premises on which the work is to be 
performed and shall have the right to decide the time or order in which the various 
portions of the work shall be installed or the priority of the work of other 
subcontractors, and, in general, all matters representing the timely and orderly 
conduct of the work of CONTRACTOR on the premises. 

 
5.7 Excusable Delays.  CONTRACTOR shall be excused for any delay in the 

prosecution or completion of the Project caused by acts of God; inclement 
weather; damages caused by fire or other casualty for which CONTRACTOR is not 
responsible; any act of negligence or default of CITY; failure of CITY to make 
timely payments to CONTRACTOR; late delivery of materials required by this 
CONTRACT to be furnished by CITY; combined action of the workers in no way 
caused by or resulting from default or collusion on the part of CONTRACTOR; a 
lockout by CITY; or any other delays unforeseen by CONTRACTOR and beyond 
CONTRACTOR'S reasonable control. 

 
CITY shall extend the time fixed in Section 5.5 herein for completion of the Project 
by the number of days CONTRACTOR has thus been delayed, provided that 
CONTRACTOR presents a written request to CITY for such time extension within 
fifteen (15) days of the commencement of such delay and CITY finds that the 
delay is justified.  CITY'S decision will be conclusive on the parties to this Contract.  
Failure to file such request within the time allowed shall be deemed a waiver of 
the claim by CONTRACTOR. 

 
No claims by CONTRACTOR for additional compensation or damages for delays 
will be allowed unless CONTRACTOR satisfies CITY that such delays were 
unavoidable and not the result of any action or inaction of CONTRACTOR and that 
CONTRACTOR took all available measures to mitigate such damages.  Extensions 
of time and extra compensation as a result of incurring undisclosed utilities would 
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be determined in accordance with SPECIAL PROVISIONS and Section 3-3 of the 
Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction 2006 Edition (GREEN 
BOOK).  The CITY’S decision will be conclusive on all parties to this Contract. 

 
5.8 Extra Work.  The Contract price includes compensation for all work performed 

by CONTRACTOR, unless CONTRACTOR obtains a written change order signed by 
a designated representative of CITY specifying the exact nature of the extra work 
and the amount of extra compensation to be paid all as more particularly set forth 
in Section 5.9 hereof. 

 
CITY shall extend the time fixed in Section 5.5 for completion of the Project by 
the number of days reasonably required for CONTRACTOR to perform the extra 
work, as determined by CITY’S Engineer.  The decision of the Engineer shall be 
final. 
 

5.9 Changes in Project. 
 

5.9.1 CITY may at any time, without notice to any surety, by written order 
designated or indicated to be a change order, make any change in the 
work within the general scope of the Contract, including but not limited 
to changes: 

a. In the Specifications (including drawings and designs); 

b. In the time, method or manner of performance of the work; 

c. In the CITY -furnished facilities, equipment, materials, services or 
site; or 

d. Directing acceleration in the performance of the work. 

If CONTRACTOR believes that the written order issued as part of this 
Section 5.9.1 has caused an increase in costs or time, the CONTRACTOR 
shall submit a written request for equitable adjustment to the CITY that 
includes a detailed cost breakdown and time impact analysis in sufficient 
detail to allow the CITY to analyze the request.  Said notice shall be 
submitted via certified mail within twenty (20) days of the 
CONTRACTOR’S receipt of the written order.  CONTRACTOR’S failure to 
submit the written request for equitable adjustment within the required 
twenty (20) days shall constitute a waiver of any potential change order 
or claim for said alleged change.  The CITY shall review CONTRACTOR’S 
request and shall provide a written response within thirty (30) days of 
receipt of the request either approving or denying the request. 

 
5.9.2 A change may also be any other conflict, difficulty or issue which the 

CONTRACTOR believes caused any change to the CONTRACTOR’S costs 
or project schedule, provided CONTRACTOR gives the CITY written notice 
and a request for equitable adjustment that includes a detailed cost 
breakdown and time impact analysis in sufficient detail to allow the CITY 
to analyze the request. The notice shall also state the date the 
CONTRACTOR became aware of the issue, circumstances and source of 
the issue and that CONTRACTOR regards the issue as a change order.  
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Said written notice shall be delivered to the CITY via certified mail within 
twenty (20) days of CONTRACTOR’S first notice of the issue.  
CONTRACTOR’S failure to submit the notice, which includes the written 
request for equitable adjustment within the required twenty (20) days 
shall constitute a waiver of ant potential change order or claim for said 
alleged change. The CITY shall review CONTRACTOR’S request and shall 
provide a written response within thirty (30) days of receipt of the 
request either approving or denying the request. 

5.9.3  Except as provided in this Section 5.9, no order, statement or conduct 
of the CITY or its representatives shall be treated as a change under this 
Section 5.9 or entitle CONTRACTOR to an equitable adjustment.   

5.9.4 Except for claims based on defective specifications, no claim for any 
change under paragraph 5.9.1 or 5.9.2 above shall be allowed for any 
work performed more than 20 days before the CONTRACTOR gives 
written notice as required in paragraphs 5.9.1 and 5.9.2.  In the case of 
defective specifications for which the CITY is responsible, the equitable 
adjustment shall include any increased direct cost CONTRACTOR 
reasonably incurred in attempting to comply with those defective 
specifications. 

5.9.5 If CONTRACTOR intends to assert a claim for an equitable adjustment 
under this Section 5.9, it must, within thirty (30) days after receipt of a 
denial of a request for equitable adjustment under paragraphs 5.9.1 and 
5.9.2, submit a written statement to the CITY setting forth the general 
nature and monetary extent of such claim.  The CITY may extend the 
30-day period.  CONTRACTOR’S failure to submit the notice of a claim, 
within the required thirty (30) days shall constitute a waiver of the claim 
by the CONTRACTOR.   

5.9.6 No claim by CONTRACTOR for an equitable adjustment shall be allowed 
if made after final payment under this Agreement. 

 5.9.7 CONTRACTOR hereby agrees to make any and all changes, furnish the 
materials and perform the work that CITY may require without nullifying 
this Contract.  CONTRACTOR shall adhere strictly to the Plans and 
Specifications unless a change there from is authorized in writing by the 
CITY. Under no condition shall CONTRACTOR make any changes to the 
Project, either in additions or deductions, without the written order of the 
CITY and the CITY shall not pay for any extra charges made by 
CONTRACTOR that have not been agreed upon in advance in writing by 
the CITY.  CONTRACTOR shall submit immediately to the CITY written 
copies of its firm's cost or credit proposal for change in the work.  
Disputed work shall be performed as ordered in writing by the CITY and 
the proper cost or credit breakdowns therefore shall be submitted without 
delay by CONTRACTOR to CITY. 

5.10 Liquidated Damages for Delay.  The parties agree that if the total work called 
for under this Contract, in all parts and requirements, is not completed within the 
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time specified in Section 5.5 herein, plus the allowance made for delays or 
extensions authorized under Sections 5.7, 5.8 and 5.9 herein, the CITY will 
sustain damage which would be extremely difficult and impractical to ascertain.  
The parties therefore agree that CONTRACTOR will pay to CITY the sum of Eleven 
Hundred and Twenty-Five Dollars ($1,125.00) per day for each and every 
calendar day during which completion of Garden Grove Community Meeting 
Center - Council Chamber Renovation have not been completed within their sixty 
(60) working day period. CONTRACTOR agrees to pay such liquidated damages 
and further agrees that CITY may offset the amount of liquidated damages from 
any monies due or that may become due CONTRACTOR under the Contract. 

5.11 Contract Price and Method of Payment.  CITY agrees to pay and the 
CONTRACTOR agrees to accept as full consideration for the faithful performance 
of this Contract, subject to any subsequent additions or deductions as provided in 
approved change orders, the sum of Four Hundred and Seventeen Thousand 
Five Hundred Dollars and No Cents ($417,500.00) as itemized in the bid 
proposal. 

 
Progress payments shall be made to the CONTRACTOR on a monthly basis for 
each successive month as the work progresses.  The CONTRACTOR shall be paid 
such sum as will bring the total payments received since the commencement of 
the work up to ninety-five percent (95%) of the value of the work completed, less 
all previous payments, provided that the CONTRACTOR submits the request for 
payment prior to the end of the day required to meet the payment schedule.  The 
CITY will retain five percent (5%) of the amount of each such progress estimate 
and material cost until 30 days after the recordation of the Notice of Completion. 

 Payments shall be made on demands drawn in the manner required by law, 
accompanied by a certificate signed by the CITY’S Engineer, stating that the work 
for which payment is demanded has been performed in accordance with the terms 
of the Contract.  Partial payments of the Contract price shall not be considered as 
an acceptance of any part of the work. 

5.12 Substitution of Securities in Lieu of Retention of Funds.  Pursuant to 
California Public Works Contract Code § 22300, the CONTRACTOR will be entitled 
to post approved securities with the CITY or an approved financial institution in 
order to have the CITY release funds retained by the CITY to ensure performance 
of the Contract.  CONTRACTOR shall be required to execute an addendum to this 
Contract together with escrow instructions and any other documents in order to 
effect this substitution. 

5.13 Completion.  Within 10 days after the contract completion date of the Project, 
CONTRACTOR shall file with the CITY’S Engineer its affidavit stating that all 
workers and persons employed, all firms supplying materials, and all 
subcontractors upon the Project have been paid in full, and that there are no 
claims outstanding against the Project for either labor or material, except those 
certain items, if any, to be set forth in an affidavit covering disputed claims, or 
items in connection with Stop Notices which have been filed under the provisions 
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of the statutes of the State of California.  CITY may require affidavits or certificates 
of payment and/or releases from any subcontractor, laborer or material supplier. 

 
5.14 CONTRACTOR 's Employees Compensation 

5.14.1 General Prevailing Rate.  CITY has ascertained CONTRACTOR shall 
comply with all applicable requirements of Division 2, Part 7, Chapter 1 
of the California Labor Code and all applicable federal requirements 
respecting the payment of prevailing wages. If there is a difference 
between the minimum wage rates predetermined by the Secretary of 
Labor and the prevailing wage rates determined by the Director of the 
Department of Industrial Relations (DIR) for similar classifications of 
labor, the CONTRACTOR and its Subcontractors shall pay not less than 
the higher wage rate. The DIR will not accept lower State wage rates 
not specifically included in the Federal minimum wage determinations. 
This includes "helper" (or other classifications based on hours of 
experience) or any other classification not appearing in the Federal 
Wage determinations. Where Federal wage determinations do not 
contain the State wage rate determination otherwise available for use 
by the CONTRACTOR and Subcontractors, the CONTRACTOR and its 
Subcontractors shall pay not less than the Federal Minimum wage rate 
which most closely approximates the duties of the employees in 
question." 

5.14.2 Forfeiture for Violation.  CONTRACTOR shall, as a penalty to the CITY, 
forfeit one hundred dollars ($100.00) for each calendar day or portion 
thereof for each worker paid (either by the CONTRACTOR or any 
subcontractor under it) less than the prevailing rate of per diem wages 
as set by the Director of Industrial Relations, in accordance with Sections 
1770-1780 of the California Labor Code for the work provided for in this 
Contract, all in accordance with Section 1775 of the Labor Code of the 
State of California. 

5.14.3 Apprentices.  Section 1777.5, 1777.6 and 1777.7 of the Labor Code of 
the State of California, regarding the employment of apprentices is 
applicable to this Contract and the CONTRACTOR shall comply therewith; 
provided, however, that this requirement shall not apply if and/or to the 
extent that the Contract of the general CONTRACTOR, or the contracts of 
specialty contractors not bidding for work through a general or prime 
contractor[A1] involve less than thirty thousand dollars ($30,000.00). 

5.14.4 Workday.  In the performance of this Contract, not more than eight (8) 
hours shall constitute a day's work, and CONTRACTOR shall not require 
more than eight (8) hours of labor in a day from any person employed by 
him hereunder except as provided in paragraph (5.14.2) above.  
CONTRACTOR shall conform to Article 3, Chapter 1, Part 7 (Sections 1810 
et seq.) of the Labor Code of the State of California and shall forfeit to 
the CITY as a penalty, the sum of twenty-five Dollars ($25.00) for each 
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worker employed in the execution of this Contract by CONTRACTOR or 
any subcontractor for each calendar day during which any worker is 
required or permitted to labor more than eight (8) hours in any one 
calendar day and forty (40) hours in any one week in violation of said 
Article.  CONTRACTOR shall keep an accurate record showing the name 
and actual hours worked each calendar day and each calendar week by 
each worker employed by CONTRACTOR in connection with the Project. 

5.14.5 Record of Wages: Inspection.  CONTRACTOR agrees to maintain 
accurate payroll records showing the name, address, social security 
number, work classification, straight-time and overtime hours worked 
each day and week, and the actual per diem wages paid to each 
journeyman, apprentice, worker or other employee employed by it in 
connection with the Project and agrees to require that each of its 
subcontractors does the same.  The applicable CONTRACTOR or 
subcontractor or its agent having authority over such matters shall certify 
all payroll records as accurate.  CONTRACTOR further agrees that its 
payroll records and those of its subcontractors shall be available to the 
employee or employee's representative, the Division of Labor Standards 
Enforcement, and the Division of Apprenticeship Standards and shall 
comply with all of the provisions of Labor Code Section 1776, in general.  
CONTRACTOR shall comply with all of the provisions of Labor Code 
Section 1776, and shall submit payroll records to the Labor Commissioner 
pursuant to Labor Code section 1771.4(a)(3). The CONTRACTOR shall 
submit copies of certified payroll reports and cancelled checks for 
labors, every two weeks to the Engineer.   Certified payroll and cancelled 
checks submittals are due one month after start of construction and every 
two weeks thereafter.  If the certified payroll and cancelled checks are 
not submitted, the CONTRACTOR will be notified that compliance is 

required within five (5) working days or contract work must cease. The 
CITY will not be responsible for any delay or acceleration charges or any 
incurred costs or damages as a result of the work stoppage due to 

CONTRACTOR’s failure to comply.  Work shall be ceased in an orderly, 
safe fashion with all vehicle access restored.  Should this not occur, CITY 
will correct the deficiencies and deduct the cost from funds due to the 
CONTRACTOR.  In addition, no progress payment shall be made until the 
copies of certified payroll reports and cancelled checks are submitted. 

5.14.6 Contractor Registration. CONTRACTOR and its subcontractors must be 
registered with the California Department of Industrial Relations pursuant 
to Labor Code Section 1725.5. This Agreement shall not be effective until 
CONTRACTOR provides proof of registration to the CITY. 

5.14.7  Posting of Job Site Notices. CONTRACTOR shall comply with the job 
site notices posting requirements established by the Labor Commissioner 
pursuant to Title 8, California Code of Regulations Section 16461(e) or 
other regulation promulgated pursuant to Labor Code Section 1771.4(a) 
(2). 
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5.14.7 Notice of DIR Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement. Pursuant to 
Labor Code Section 1771.4, this Project is subject to compliance 
monitoring and enforcement by the California Department of Industrial 
Relations. 

5.15 Surety Bonds.   CONTRACTOR shall, prior to entering into performance of this 
Agreement, furnish a performance bond, on the CITY's bond form in the amount 
of one hundred percent (100%) of the Contract price, to guarantee the faithful 
performance of the work, and a payment bond, on the CITY's form in the amount 
of one hundred percent (100%) of the Contract price, to guarantee payment of 
all claims for labor and materials furnished.  Bonds submitted on any form other 
than the CITY's form will be rejected.  The required bonds shall be from a surety 
licensed to do business in the State of California and with a current A.M. Best's 
rating of A-, VII.  This Contract shall not become effective until such bonds are 
supplied and approved by the CITY." 

 
5.16  Insurance. 

5.16.1 COMMENCEMENT OF WORK.  CONTRACTOR shall not commence work 
under this Agreement until all certificates and endorsements have been 
received and approved by the CITY.  All insurance required by this 
Agreement shall contain a statement of obligation on the part of the 
carrier to notify the city of any material change, cancellation, or 
termination at least thirty (30) days in advance.  A waiver of 
subrogation shall be provided by the insurer for each policy waiving 
subrogation against CITY, its officers, officials, employees, agents, and 
volunteers for this contract and all public agencies from whom permits 
will be obtained and their directors, officers, agents, and employees, as 
determined by the CITY, Claims made and modified occurrence 
policies shall not be accepted for any policy.  All Subcontractors shall 
be required to provide and maintain the same insurances as required of 
CONTRACTOR under this contract.  CONTRACTOR shall be required to 
collect and maintain all required insurances from all Subcontractors. 

5.16.2 CONTRACTOR is aware of the provisions of Section 3700 of the Labor 
Code, which    requires every employer to be insured against liability for 
Workers’ Compensation or undertake self-insurance in accordance with 
the provisions of that Code, and will comply with such provisions before 
commencing the performance of the work of this Contract. 

5.16.3  CONTRACTOR and all Subcontractors shall carry workers' compensation 
insurance for the protection of its employees during the progress of the 
work.  The insurer shall waive its rights of subrogation against the CITY, 
its officers, officials, employees, agents, and volunteers for this contract 
and all public agencies from whom permits will be obtained and their 
directors, officers, agents, and employees, as determined by the CITY, 
and shall issue a waiver of subrogation.  

5.16.4 Before CONTRACTOR performs any work at, or prepares or delivers 
materials to, the site of construction, CONTRACTOR shall furnish:  
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Additional Insured Endorsements, ongoing and products-completed 
operations, for the Commercial General Liability policy, including 
mobile equipment and not excluding XCU.  Endorsements shall 
designate CITY, its officers, officials, employees, agents, and volunteers 
for this contract and all public agencies from whom permits will be 
obtained and their directors, officers, agents, and employees, as 
determined by the CITY, as additional insureds for liability arising out of 
work or operations performed by or on behalf of the CONTRACTOR.  
CONTRACTOR shall provide to CITY proof of insurance and endorsement 
forms that conform to CITY’s requirements, as approved by the CITY.  
(Form CG 20 26 07 04 & Form CG 20 37 07 04 or equivalent) 
(Claims made and modified occurrence policies are not 
acceptable;  Insurance companies must be acceptable to CITY and 
have a minimum A.M. Best Guide rating of A-, class VII or better, as 
approved by CITY).  

 
An Additional Insured Endorsement for an Automobile Liability policy 
and shall designate CITY, its officers, officials, employees, agents, and 
volunteers for this contract and all public agencies from whom permits 
will be obtained and their directors, officers, agents, and employees, as 
determined by the CITY, as additional insureds for automobiles owned, 
leased, hired, or borrowed by the CONTRACTOR.  CONTRACTOR shall 
provide to CITY proof of insurance and endorsement forms that conform 
to CITY’s requirements, as approved by the CITY.  (Form CA 20 48 02 
99 or equivalent) (Claims made and modified occurrence policies 
are not acceptable;  Insurance companies must be acceptable to CITY 
and have a minimum A.M. Best Guide rating of A-, class VII or better, 
as approved by CITY). 

 
A Loss Payee Endorsement for the Course of Construction policy 
designating the City of Garden Grove as Loss Payee. (Claims made 
and modified occurrence policies are not acceptable;  Insurance 
companies must be acceptable to CITY and have a minimum A.M. Best 
Guide rating of A-, class VII or better, as approved by CITY). 

 
In the event any of CONTRACTOR’S underlying policies do not meet 
policy limits as required here in, CONTRACTOR shall provide the 
schedule of underlying polices for a follows form excess liability 
policy, state that the excess policy follows form on the insurance 
certificate, and an additional insured endorsement for the excess liability 
policy designating  CITY, its officers, officials, employees, agents, and 
volunteers for this contract and all public agencies from whom permits 
will be obtained and their directors, officers, agents, and employees, as 
determined by the CITY, as additional insureds. (Claims made and 
modified occurrence policies are not acceptable;  Insurance 
companies must be acceptable to CITY and have a minimum A.M. Best 
Guide rating of A-, class VII or better, as approved by CITY). 
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For any claims related to this Project, the CONTRACTOR’s insurance 
coverage shall be primary insurance as respects CITY, its officers, 
officials, employees, agents, and volunteers for this contract and all 
public agencies from whom permits will be obtained and their directors, 
officers, agents, and employees, as determined by the CITY.  Any 
insurance or self-insurance maintained by the CITY, its officers, officials, 
employees, agents, and volunteers for this contract and all public 
agencies from whom permits will be obtained and their directors, 
officers, agents, and employees, as determined by the CITY, shall be 
excess of the CONTRACTOR’s insurance and not contribute with it. 

5.16.5  Before CONTRACTOR performs any work at, or prepares or delivers 
materials to, the site of construction, CONTRACTOR shall furnish:  

  CONTRACTOR shall maintain all of the foregoing insurance coverage in 
force until the work under this Contract is fully completed.  The 
requirement for carrying the foregoing insurance shall not derogate from 
the provisions for indemnification of CITY by CONTRACTOR under Section 
5.17 of this Contract.  Notwithstanding nor diminishing the obligations of 
CONTRACTOR with respect to the foregoing, CONTRACTOR shall 
subscribe for and maintain in full force and effect during the life of this 
Contract, the following insurance in amounts not less than the amounts 
specified and issued by a company admitted and licensed in California 
and having a Best's Guide Rating of A-Class VII or better (claims made 
and modified occurrence policies are not acceptable): 
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Workers’ Compensation As required by the State of 
California. 

 

Employer’s Liability 

 

Not less than $1,000,000 per 

accident for bodily injury or disease. 

 

Commercial General Liability  

(including on-going operations, products 

- completed operations, and mobile 

equipment, and not excluding XCU) 

 

Not less than $5,000,000 per 

occurrence for bodily injury,  

personal injury and property 

damage. 

 

Automobile Liability, for all automobiles  

including non-owned and hired vehicles 

 

Not less than $2,000,000 combined 

single limit  for bodily injury and 

property damage. 

 

Course of Construction 

 

Completed value of the project with 

no coinsurance penalty provisions. 

 

Follows Form Excess Liability 

 

Required for any underlying policy  

that does not meet the underlying  

policy limits required herein.  

If contractor maintains higher insurance limits than the minimums shown 
above, CONTRACTOR shall provide coverage for the higher limits otherwise 
maintained by the CONTRACTOR.  

CITY or its representatives shall at all times have the right to inspect and receive 
a certified copy of all said policies of insurance, including certificates and 
endorsements at CONTRACTORS sole cost and expense.  CONTRACTOR shall pay 
the premiums on the insurance hereinabove required. 

5.17 Risk and Indemnification.  All work covered by this Contract done at the site 
of construction or in preparing or delivering materials to the site shall be at the 
risk of CONTRACTOR alone.  CONTRACTOR agrees to save, indemnify and keep 
the CITY, its Officers, Agents, Employees, Engineers, and Consultants for this 
Contract, and all public agencies from whom permits will be obtained and their 
directors, Officers, Agents and Employees harmless against any and all liability, 
claims, judgments, costs and demands, including demands arising from injuries 
or death of persons (CONTRACTOR'S employees included) and damage to 
property, arising directly or indirectly out of the obligations herein undertaken or 
out of the operations conducted by CONTRACTOR, save and except claims or 
litigation arising through the sole negligence or sole willful misconduct of CITY 
and will make good to reimburse CITY for any expenditures, including reasonable 
attorneys' fees CITY may incur by reason of such matters, and if requested by 
CITY, will defend any such suits at the sole cost and expense of CONTRACTOR. 
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5.18 Termination. 

5.18.1 This Contract may be terminated in whole or in part in writing by the CITY 
for its convenience, provided that the CONTRACTOR is given (1) not less 
than ten (10) calendar days written notice (delivered by certified mail, 
return receipt requested) of intent to terminate, and (2) an opportunity 
for consultation with the terminating party prior to termination. 

5.18.2 If termination for default or convenience is effected by the CITY, an 
equitable adjustment in the price provided for in this Contract shall be 
made, but (1) no amount shall be allowed for anticipated profit on 
unperformed services or other work, and (2) any payment due to the 
CONTRACTOR at the time of termination may be adjusted to cover any 
additional costs to the CITY because of the CONTRACTOR'S default.   

5.18.3 Upon receipt of a termination action under paragraph (5.18.1) or (5.18.2) 
above, the CONTRACTOR shall (1) promptly discontinue all affected work 
(unless the notice directs otherwise), and (2) deliver or otherwise make 
available to the CITY all data, drawings, specifications, reports, estimates, 
summaries and such other information and materials as may have been 
accumulated by the CONTRACTOR in performing this Contract whether 
completed or in process. 

5.18.4 Upon termination under paragraphs (5.18.1) and (5.18.2) above, the 
CITY may take over the work and may award another party an agreement 
to complete the work under this Contract. 

5.19 Warranty.  The CONTRACTOR agrees to perform all work under this Contract in 
accordance with the CITY’s designs, drawings and specifications. 

 The CONTRACTOR guarantees for a period of one (1) year from the date of the 
notice of completion of the work that the completed work is free from all defects 
due to faulty materials, equipment or workmanship and that he shall promptly 
make whatever adjustments or corrections which may be necessary to cure any 
defects, including repairs or any damage to other parts of the system resulting 
from such defects.  The CITY shall promptly give notice to the CONTRACTOR of 
observed defects.  In the event that the CONTRACTOR fails to make adjustments, 
repairs, corrections or other work made necessary by such defects, the CITY may 
do so and charge the CONTRACTOR the cost incurred.  The performance bond 
shall remain in full force and effect through the guarantee period. 

 The CONTRACTOR'S obligations under this clause are in addition to the 
CONTRACTOR'S other express or implied assurances of this Contract or state law 
and in no way diminish any other rights that the CITY may have against the 
CONTRACTOR for faulty materials, equipment or work. 

5.20 Attorneys' Fees.  If any action at law or in equity is necessary to enforce or 
interpret the terms of this Contract, each shall bear its own attorneys' fees, costs 
and necessary disbursements. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if any action is 
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brought against the CONTRACTOR or any subcontractor to enforce a Stop Notice 
or Notice to Withhold, which named the CITY as a party to said action, the CITY 
shall be entitled to reasonable attorneys' fees, costs and necessary disbursements 
arising out of the defense of such action by the CITY.  The CITY shall be entitled 
to deduct its costs for any Stop Notice filed, whether court action is involved or 
not. 

5.21 Notices.  Any notice required or permitted under this Contract may be given by 
ordinary mail at the address set forth below.  Any party whose address changes 
shall notify the other party in writing. 

TO CITY:   TO CONTRACTOR: 

City of Garden Grove.   Astra Builders, Inc. 
Public Works Department  1227 S. Dale Avenue 
Attention:  Navin B. Maru  Anaheim, CA 92804 
11222 Acacia Parkway  (714) 404-7057 
Garden Grove, CA  92842  (714) 952-2713 Fax 
(714) 741-5180  
(714) 741-5578 Fax 
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 IN WITNESS THEREOF, these parties have executed this Construction Agreement on the 
day and year shown below. 

 
Date:                                      "CITY" 
                     CITY OF GARDEN GROVE 
 
 

 
 
 

 By:  
   Scott C. Stiles 
                 City Manager 
ATTEST: 
 
 
  
City Clerk 
 
Date:  
                           "CONTRACTOR" 
 

 Astra Builders, 
Inc.   

 
 CONTRACTOR'S State License No.  809769 
 (Expiration Date:  March 31, 2018) 
 
 
   
 By: 
 
 Title:   
 
 Date:    
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Garden Grove City Attorney 

If CONTRACTOR is a corporation, a Corporate 
Resolution and/or Corporate Seal is required. 

 
Date___________________________ 
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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 maintaining the
Municipal Code requirements
for front yard landscaping
and paving. (Action Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

The purpose of this report is to provide follow up information to the City Council
regarding the Municipal Code requirements for front yard landscaping and paving,
and to recommend maintaining current Municipal Code requirements.  

BACKGROUND

At the April 26, 2016, City Council Meeting, staff provided information on the current
Municipal Code requirements for front yard landscaping and paving. The City Council
directed staff to suspend the enforcement of Garden Grove Municipal Code Section
9.08.040.050(J) which requires “All unpaved areas shall be planted with an effective
combination of trees, grass, berms, ground-cover, lawn, shrubbery and/or approved
dry decorative landscape material.”  City Council also directed staff to take other
action to amend or modify the minimum landscape percentage in the front yard area.

DISCUSSION

The City of Garden Grove is committed to the preservation and improvement of the
City’s residential neighborhoods. In an effort to maintain high quality neighborhoods
and maintain property values, the City Council has adopted a number of property
maintenance standards that have been codified in the Garden Grove Municipal Code.
 
In February 2014, in an effort to support water conservation and at the direction of
City Council, Code Enforcement Officers stopped issuing notices and citations for
browning lawns.  Since that time, there has been an increasing number of
homeowners who are replacing all or most of their required front yard landscaping
with crushed rock, cement pavers and/or concrete paving.  While crushed stone,
cement pavers and concrete are not, in and of themselves, a violation of the
Municipal Code, they are a violation if they are used to the exclusion of plant
material and cover more than 50% of the required front yard.
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Staff surveyed neighboring cities and desert cities to determine the minimum amount
of required front yard landscaping.  Here are the results:

City Minimum Required Front Yard
Landscaping

Anaheim 50% (75% of the required
landscaping must be live plants)

Westminster 15%
Santa Ana 50%
Stanton 40%
Cypress 50%
Fullerton 40%
Orange 40%

 
 
Several Municipal Codes address front yard landscaping requirements:
 

9.08.040.050(D)(1) requires “The maximum permitted percentage of hardscape
coverage in the front yard setback….shall be 50%...”

 
9.08.040.050(J) requires “All unpaved areas shall be planted with an effective
combination of trees, grass, berms, ground-cover, lawn, shrubbery and/or
approved dry decorative landscape material.”

 
9.08.030(G) requires “Landscaping in the required front yard shall cover no less
than 50% of that yard.” 

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no financial impact.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Staff maintain the current codes GGMC 9.08.040.050(D)(1) and GGMC
9.08.030(G) as these codes are consistent with neighboring cities; and

 
GGMC 9.08.040.050(J) be interpreted to allow trees, grass, berms, ground-
cover, lawn, shrubbery or dry decorative landscape material (such as crushed
stone or pavers) in the required front yard landscaping area and not require a
combination of any of those materials.

 
By:  Allison Mills, Manager, Neighborhood Improvement and Code Enforcement
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City of Garden Grove

INTER-DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

To: Scott C. Stiltes From: Kim Huy

Dept.: City Manager Dept.: Community Services 

Subject: Introduction and First
Reading of an Ordinance
amending Section 8.40.050
of the Municipal Code
relating to intoxicating
beverages within City
parks. (Action Item)

Date: 8/9/2016

OBJECTIVE

To present to the City Council for introduction and first reading of an Ordinance
amending the Municipal Code to prohibit intoxicating beverages within City parks
except with a permit from the City Manager or his/her designee subject to the
regulations of the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control.

BACKGROUND

Currently, there is an inconsistency within the Municipal Code pertaining to the sale
and consumption of intoxicating beverages within City parks.  Section 8.38.030 of
the Municipal Code prohibits intoxicating beverages within public places, including
parks, but provides that the prohibition does not apply in a park or other public place
for which a license has been issued by the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control
or for which permission has been granted by the City Manager or his or her designee
pursuant to Chapter 8.40.  Section 8.40.050 only contains an absolute prohibition
against any sale or consumption of any intoxicating beverage within a City park.

DISCUSSION

The attached ordinance would amend Section 8.40.050 of the Municipal Code to add
an exception to the prohibition against the sale and consumption of intoxicating
beverages within City parks where the City Manager of his/her designee has granted
a permit, subject to the regulations of the California Department of Alcoholic
Beverages Control. This revision to Section 8.40.050 will make it consistent with
Section 8.38.030.

FINANCIAL IMPACT
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None.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
 

Introduce and pass to second reading the ordinance entitled: 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE
AMENDING SECTION 8.40.050 OF THE GARDEN GROVE MUNICIPAL CODE
RELATING TO INTOXICATING BEVERAGES WITHIN CITY PARKS.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type File Name

Ordinance 7/27/2016 Ordinance Revising_Prohibition_Against_Intoxicating_Beverages_in_Parks_8-
9-16.pdf
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ORDINANCE NO.  
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE 
AMENDING SECTION 8.40.050 OF THE GARDEN GROVE MUNICIPAL CODE 

RELATING TO INTOXICATING BEVERAGES WITHIN CITY PARKS 

 

City Attorney Summary 
 

This Ordinance amends Section 8.40.050 of the Garden Grove Municipal 
Code to prohibit intoxicating beverages within City parks except with a 
permit from the City Manager or his/her designee subject to the regulations 

of the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control.   
 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE HEREBY ORDAINS AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 

SECTION 1: Section 8.40.050 of Chapter 8.40 of Title 8 of the Garden Grove 
Municipal Code is hereby amended as follows (additions shown in bold/italics):  

 
8.40.050 Intoxicating Beverages Prohibited 

 

It is hereby declared to be unlawful to sell, offer for sale, 
purchase, give away, transport, deliver, consume, or have in 

one’s possession any intoxicating beverage within a City park 
except where the City Manager or his/her designee has 
granted a permit therefor subject to the regulations of the 

California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control. 
 

SECTION 2:  If any section, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, 
word, or portion of this Ordinance is, for any reason, held to be invalid or 
unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision 

shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.  The City 
Council hereby declares that it would have adopted this Ordinance and each section, 

subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, word, or portion thereof, 
irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, subdivisions, 

sentences, clauses, phrases, words or portions thereof be declared invalid or 
unconstitutional.   
 

SECTION 3:  The Mayor shall sign and the City Clerk shall certify to the 
passage and adoption of this Ordinance and shall cause the same, or the summary 

thereof, to be published and posted pursuant to the provisions of law and this 
Ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after adoption. 
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