
ADJOURNED REGULAR CHICO CITY COUNCIL MEETING — August 21, 2010

Chico Municipal Center, Council Chambers, 421 Main Street

1.1. JOINT CITY COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING  - 8:30 a.m.

1.2. Call to Order - 8:30 a.m. in the Council Chamber, 421 Main Street

1.3. Flag Salute

1.4. Roll Call 

1.5. Proclamation — Proclaiming September 19, 2010 as “Responsible Dog Ownership Day”

2. REGULAR AGENDA

2.1. CHICO 2030 GENERAL PLAN UPDATE – ELEMENT AND PUBLIC FACILITIES ASSESSMENT

REVIEW

At this meeting the City Council and Planning Commission will review and discuss the Parks, Public

Facilities and Services Element of the draft 2030 General Plan and the draft Public Facilities

Assessment (PFA).  The PFA describes and assesses the feasibility of financing capital facilities

needed to support build-out of the General Plan Land Use Diagram.  Staff will provide an overview of

key topics and summarize public feedback received on the Parks, Public Facilities and Services

Element and the draft PFA.  Members of the community will have an opportunity to provide input, and

the Council and Commission will provide direction on suggested modifications or additions.  Council

direction and public input at this stage will help refine and improve the General Plan as it moves toward

final adoption in 2011.  (Report - Brendan Vieg, Principal Planner)

Recommendation – The Interim Planning Services Director recommends that the City Council and

Planning Commission accept staff’s report and discuss and provide direction to the project team

regarding the Parks, Public Facilities and Services Element and the draft Public Facilities Assessment.

3. BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR

Members of the public may address the Council at this time on any matter not already listed on the

agenda, with comments being limited to three minutes.  The Council cannot take any action at this

meeting on requests made under this section of the agenda.

4. ADJOURNMENT

Adjourn to September 7, 2010 at 6:00 p.m., in Conference Room 2 if a closed session is scheduled,

followed by a regular meeting in the Council Chamber at 6:30 p.m. 
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TO: City Council and Planning Commission

FROM: Mark Wolfe, Interim Planning Director (879-6802)
Brendan Vieg, Principal Planner (879-6806)
Meredith Williams, Associate Planner (879-6813)

RE: CHICO 2030 GENERAL PLAN UPDATE: DRAFT GENERAL PLAN ELEMENT
REVIEW (PARKS, PUBLIC FACILITIES, AND SERVICES ELEMENT) AND DRAFT
PUBLIC FACILITIES ASSESSMENT

REPORT IN BRIEF

The August 21st meeting is the fifth in a series of six special joint Council/Commission meetings that
will take place through the summer and into the fall. During these meetings, the individual elements
of the General Plan will be presented, the community will have an opportunity to provide input, and
the Council and Commission will provide direction. Clear policy direction from Council and
Commission is critical to refining and improving the Plan as it moves toward final adoption in 2011.
This report summarizes key element issues and public feedback on the Parks, Public Facilities, and
Services Element of the draft 2030 General Plan and the draft Public Facilities Assessment.

Recom mendation:

The Interim Planning Services Director recommends that the City Council and Planning Commission
accept staff's report and provide direction to the project team on the Parks, Public Facilities, and
Services Element of the draft 2030 General Plan and the draft Public Facilities Assessment.

FISCAL IMPACT

The City's General Plan consultant budget of $1,543,838 is being paid according to the terms of the
Professional Services Agreement. To date, the consultant has been paid $1,405,861. Staff is
reviewing invoices as they are received to ensure that all required tasks will be completed within the
remaining budget of $137,977.

BACKGROUND

The project team has previously presented an overview of each element in the draft Plan. This
report summarizes public feedback and highlights areas where the project team is seeking specific
Council/Commission direction.

PARKS, PUBLIC FACILITIES, AND SERVICES ELEMENT

The Parks, Public Facilities and Services Element (PPFS) is intended to address the community's
needs and interests for its parks of all sizes as well as its public facilities and services, such as
infrastructure, schools, sewer and wastewater systems, and community services.

Notes on the PPFS Element from the May 26th GPAC meeting are provided in Attachment A at
stamped page number 8. Comment letters from the public regarding the Element are provided in
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Attachment B at stamped page number 12. More substantive additions or modifications that the
project team plans to include in the final draft of the General Plan are listed in Attachment C at
stamped page number 19. Please review the attachments, and raise any item you would like to
discuss at the meeting. Below are Element topics the project team would like to highlight and request
direction from Council and Commission.

City of Chico/CARD Relationship

The City and the Chico Area Recreation and Park District (CARD) have a new relationship with
realigned roles and responsibilities that streamline the provision of parks and recreational services
to the City and surrounding community. While CARD's service area extends well beyond the
boundaries of the City, the majority of CARD's service area population is located in the City.
Through the new arrangement, the City will retain ownership and maintenance responsibility for
Bidwell Park, the Park Plaza, Children's Park, creekside greenways and City-owned preserves, while
CARD will assume ownership and operation of the various other developed parks and recreation
systems in the City.

In 2008, following a comprehensive planning process involving a Technical Advisory Committee (that
included staff from the City, CUSD, Butte College, and CSU Chico) and a Citizen's Advisory
Committee (that included community residents and elected officials from the City Council and County
Board of Supervisors), CARD adopted a new Park and Recreation Master Plan (Master Plan). The
Master Plan addresses deficiencies in the current parks and recreation facility resources, evaluates
the park system that serves the City and the surrounding urban area, and provides target standards
and general design criteria for neighborhood and community parks.

The draft 2030 General Plan directs the City to use the CARD Master Plan standards for
neighborhood and community parks because CARD is taking responsibility for maintaining and
developing these facilities. CARD's Master Plan standards for neighborhood and community parks
call for a greater park acreage to resident ratio than the City's 1994 General Plan standards for these
park types. Further, the draft General Plan identifies standards for creekside greenways and for
Bidwell Park, which are consistent with the 1994 General Plan standards. The following is a
summary of the park classification types and target standards as outlined in the CARD Master Plan
and the draft 2030 General Plan:

• Community Parks - larger multipurpose parks that serve the entire community, typically with
dedicated sports complexes. The goal is 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents (CARD Master Plan). The
1994 General Plan standard is 1.6 acres per 1,000 residents.

Neighborhood Parks - serve residents in neighborhoods within 0.5 miles surrounding the park,
typically 5-10 acres, but may also be accommodated in smaller mini-parks of 1-2 acres. The goal
is 1.5 acres per 1,000 residents (CARD Master Plan). The 1994 General Plan standard is 0.9
acres per 1,000 residents.

Park Facilities - CARD has also developed target standards for recreational amenities and
facilities, including swimming pools, community centers, gymnasiums, tennis courts, etc., which
are found in the CARD Master Plan.

Bidwell Park - the goal is 29.5 acres per 1,000 residents (consistent with the 1994 General Plan).

Creekside Greenways and Open Space - the goal is 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents (consistent
with the 1994 General Plan).
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Achieving the park acreage and facility goals in the CARD Master Plan and the 2030 General Plan
will require creativity and opportunism. The draft General Plan's policy framework commits the City
to work on multiple fronts in partnership with CARD to provide high quality parks and recreation
facilities and services for the community. Actions in the draft PPFS Element direct the City to:

• Adopt new park development fees in support of the CARD Master Plan. City Council adoption of
park fees will be initiated by CARD and is a separate action from the General Plan adoption.

Engage CARD staff as part of early project review for Special Planning Areas and larger
subdivision proposals in order to integrate parks into projects when they are being planned. The
Doe Mill/Honey Run SPA is an example of a unique opportunity to significantly increase
neighborhood, community, and regional park acreage in support of CARD's Master Plan goals.

• Work with CUSD, CSU Chico, Butte College, and CARD to coordinate the joint use of school
facilities for community parks and recreation. Existing school sites, including playgrounds, fields,
and gym facilities, provide an opportunity for joint use that can go a long way towards improving
recreational facilities in areas of the community that are already built out.

• Pursue local, state, federal, and other funds for the development ofparks and recreation facilities.
Clearly a mix offunding sources will be necessary to achieve the community's recreational facility
goals, and Chico is well positioned to pursue grant opportunities.

Steve Visconti, CARD's General Manager, will be available at the Saturday meeting to answer
questions.

Water Reuse Systems

During the June 22nd joint meeting review of the Sustainability Element, questions were raised
regarding opportunities to conserve water through reuse. There are many strategies for water reuse,
and the two that have been considered in the draft General Plan for Chico are 1) systems to reuse
treated wastewater and 2) on-site grey water systems for irrigation. California state law allows grey
water (from sinks, showers, and washing machines) to be used only for sub-surface irrigation (e.g.,
drip system) of non-edible vegetation, and allows treated water from the City's wastewater facility
to be used only for irrigation of non-edible vegetation in areas with restricted access, such as freeway
landscaping, cemeteries, and wholesale nurseries. Limited opportunities for water reuse may exist
in Chico, and the draft General Plan calls for its further study and support.

The draft PPFS Element includes two actions related to water reuse. First, Action PPFS-5.3.1
directs the City to explore the feasibility of using treated wastewater to provide irrigation to
landscaped areas and other suitable locations to reduce the demand for groundwater use. Secondly,
Action PPFS-5.3.2 encourages new development to install water conserving irrigation systems such
as grey water systems. The Open Space Element also contains Action OS-3.3.4 which calls for
determining the feasibility costs and benefits of reusing the City's treated wastewater for irrigation.
During the upcoming Nexus Study and Development Impact Fee Update, the City can explore the
possibility of offering reduced sewer fees for customers who use grey water systems.

Com post Services

During the General Plan Update outreach, the project team repeatedly heard public interest in a
curbside food waste collection service. The City issues waste hauling permits to two companies,
Recology and Waste Management, who currently provide collection services for household waste,
recycling, and yard waste. The primary reason that a food waste collection service is not offered
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now, is that there are no food waste compost or recycling facilities in the local area. Several
organizations including Butte County and the two waste hauling companies in Chico are, however,
exploring options to offer this service in Chico by accommodating food wastes at the Neal Road
Landfill, at a new local compost facility, or by alternative methods, such as anaerobic digestion.

The draft General Plan supports increased opportunities for recycling, but it does not explicitly
mention food waste. To clearly support food waste composting, the project team will modify Action
PPFS-8.14, as stated in Attachment C, to specifically state that the City will work toward
accommodating the disposal of food wastes in safe and convenient locations.

PUBLIC FACILITIES ASSESSMENT (PFA)

Note: A copy of the draft Public Facilities Assessment (PFA) was provided to Council/Commission
under separate cover on July 30th

• Please review the PFA and bring it to the meeting.

Overview and Purpose

The PFA evaluates the feasibility of the draft General Plan from a municipal facilities perspective.
It projects future demand for parks, streets, sewer and drainage infrastructure, and other physical
improvements needed to support build-out of the Plan's Land Use Diagram. It then estimates the
costs of these facilities and identifies potential funding sources. The basic question addressed by
the PFA is whether or not it is reasonable to expect that funding for these various improvements will
be available as growth occurs. The answer it provides is "yes".

This "due diligence" exercise is an important part of the overall General Plan update process. Had,
for example, the assessment concluded that costs associated with expanding community facilities
would significantly exceed revenue from potential funding sources, the need for equally significant
adjustments in the General Plan might be indicated. As no such disparity has been identified, it can
be responsibly concluded that the General Plan is on the right track.

It is important to note that the PFA is not a 20-year Capital Improvement Plan and does not commit
the City to any certain course of action with regard to future City projects or particular funding
mechanisms. The list of facilities will change over time, and the range of funding alternatives will
evolve as the General Plan is implemented. The PFA is an informational document and does not
require adoption or any specific endorsement by the Council.

The $850,000,000 in public facilities described in the PFA are to be funded using a combination of
methods. The primary sources of funding are likely to include: 1) subdivision exactions and
dedications, 2) development impact fees, 3) debt financing, and 4) General Fund, Redevelopment
Funds, grants and other local sources.

Identifying specific sources for specific projects is neither possible nor reasonable as a part of this
effort. The way in which facilities are funded will ultimately be determined by a number of factors.
Such factors will include final design/cost, availability of funds from the various sources, City priorities,
and patterns of development. An example of the dynam ic nature of projects is the Manzanita Avenue
Corridor improvement project.

As first envisioned in the 1994 General Plan, the Bruce Avenue/Manzanita Avenue Corridor between
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Highway 32 and Wildwood Park was to be a typical four-lane arterial street, and no specific funding
sources were identified. Now completed, the Corridor is a mix of both four and two-lane sections, with
various types of bike lanes and intersection designs. Funding for the project came from a variety of
sources including development impact fees, gas taxes, and redevelopment funds.

The PFA will provide background information for the upcoming Nexus Study Update, which will serve
as a basis for adoption of updated impact fees, a major source of funding for capital facilities. The
PFA will also aid in development of future 5-year Capital Improvement Plans because it is expected
that many of the projects identified in the PFA will eventually be incorporated into a CIP.

FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS (FIA)

Overview and Purpose

Like the Public Facilities Assessment, the Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) evaluates the feasibility of the
draft General Plan from a municipal cost standpoint as indicated by General Fund conditions. The
FIA estimates revenue from new development which will contribute to the General Fund, the projected
demand on General Fund dollars related to this development, and reaches a conclusion as to whether
or not, at full build-out, the net result is negative or positive.

As indicated in the analysis, it is projected that the incremental revenue due to new development will
result in a net positive of roughly $3.2 million to the General Fund with a full build-out condition.

This estimate results from projected annual revenue of $27.7 million, and annual expenses of $24.5
million associated with new development. Because rates and patterns of growth will vary over the
next 20 to 30 years (the presumed build-out period under the General Plan), there will likely be years
when, in raw terms, a negative impact to the General Fund occurs. For this same reason, any
analysis other than this static "point in time" approach taken would be highly speculative.

While a projected positive balance is preferable to a projected negative condition, the important point
is that projected revenue and expenses are generally in balance with one another. As with the PFA,
if this analysis had indicated a serious imbalance, a reconsideration of the draft General Plan's
assumptions would be in order. Given the results of this effort, however, it can be reasonably
concluded that the growth under the General Plan will be sustainable from a fiscal standpoint.

Approaches to Analysis: Two Schools of Thought

There are generally two accepted methods of performing a fiscal impact analysis for a land use plan.
One approach, known as the "supply" method, generally assumes that sales taxes are generated by
activities associated with commercial land uses. With this approach, a comparison of demand for
services by land use types will indicate a net positive from commercial development and a net
negative in residential areas.

The other approach, known as the "demand" method, generally presumes that it is the residents of
a community that actually generate taxes. A comparison of demand for services by land use under
this model will usually indicate that residential uses produce a net positive, while commercial areas
produce a negative. While this may seem counterintuitive, it is widely recognized as an acceptable
approach to fiscal impact analysis in a programmatic planning context.
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THAT THE CITY INTENDS TO CONSERVE BIDWELL PARK (and other lands) IN PERPETUITY.

Also, please be aware that while the 1990 Bidwell Park Master Management Plan upheld the Bidwell Deed as
the primary consideration for all decisions relating to Bidwell Park ("preserve the grand works of God....for all
time", etc.), the replacement plan (2007) dismisses the deed as no longer legally binding, and nowhere contains
the commitment to 'conserve in perpetuity'.

The current General Plan contains critical language addressing conservation in perpetuity, and it should not be
bereft of such sound, long term policy.

Staffmay claim that all the policy we need is contained within the 2007 Bidwell Park Plan. Having closely
followed that plan creation process, as a member of its citizen advisory committee, as a representative of a
stakeholder, and as a concerned citizen, over a six year period, I humbly disagree.

I may not be able to attend the August 21st meeting, as I will be working out of town the week prior, but please
feel free to contact me at my Chico home until August 15th, if you have any questions regarding these concerns.

Thank you for your service,
Randy Abbott
343-4093
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Brendan Vieg - Public Facilities Assessment

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
CC:

"Tom Lando" <tlando@landoandassociates.com>
"Brendan Vieg" <bvieg@ci.chico.ca.us>, "Mark Wolfe" <MWWolfe@ci.chico.ca.us>
08/11/201012:57 PM
Public Facilities Assessment
"Ken Grossman" <KEN@sierranevada.com>, "Ann Schwab"
<friendsofannschwab@yahoo.com>, "Scott Gruendl" <scott_gruendl@yahoo.com>, "Larry
Wahl" <Iarrywahl@sunset.net>, "Mary Flynn" <mflynn95926@sbcgloba1.net>, "Jim
Walker" <jimwalkerbppc@ao1.com>, "Tom Nickell" <tnickell@ci.chico.ca.us>,
<andytlaw@ao1.com>, "Debbie Presson" <dpresson@ci.chico.ca.us>, "David Burkland"
<dburklan@ci.chico.ca.us>, "John Rucker" <JRUCKER@ci.chico.ca.us>

Hi Brendan and Mark,

Thank you for taking the time to meet with me to review my questions regarding the public facilities assessment
and fiscal impact anaiysls. As discussed I do have a number of observations which I would hope you will pass on
to the City Council.

Fiscal Impact Anaiysis

I think the document as a whoie is very well done and want to thank all involved for the work. The conclusion
reached that the general plan build-out will produce a positive fiscal impact of $3.2 million per year,
supports the general plan efforts to date.

As I shared with you, I am not a fan of fiscal impact analysis because the conclusion is so dependent on the
assumptions. Since the conclusion is that the plan should be treated as a whole it makes arguments regarding
assignment of costs and revenues moot. Having said that if people start to pick at the specifics including revenue
and cost of specific uses, I would say that to assign all sales tax to commercial uses overstates the case, since it
is people who are the consumers. Further I could not find any reference to additional TOT generated by the
population increase. One more thought on the concept offiscal analysis, in reality the amount of money spent
matches revenues, so service levels change based upon the City's revenue stream. There are always more
desirable ways to expend funds than revenue allows such as increasing police, fire and road maintenance. Our
community has undergone very large population increases and our service levels have generally improved over
time.

I did notice that costs seem to have increased significantly for most services during the period used for the study
(FY 2005-06 though FY 2008-09). Whereas revenues, specifically sales tax, appear to be the current numbers
which reflect the severe recession the country has experienced. Thus, the numbers used for both revenues and
cost would seem to be worst case.

Pubiic Facilities Assessment

It is unclear to me precisely how this study is to be used but would like to again point out that SHR 99 at Garner
Lane is not spelied out as needing improvement and yet the plan shows a significant amount of land designated
for new commerciai and a range of other mixed uses. Previous studies seemed to have indicated that major
improvements may be needed at this intersection and while my client, Ken Grossman, is certainly willing
to pay his share of any future cost, this improvement will clearly benefit a much broader area and
therefore should have its costs distributed over a much wider area. The past practice has been to inciude
such projects in the development impact study and spread costs appropriately. While I recognize this is not the
nexus study, with no mention of the improvement I am very concerned about how this needed improvement wili
be treated in the future.

The Public Facilities Assessment appears to be a wish list in many areas and would seem to need substantial
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review by the City Council prior to moving into any public facility need study or nexus study. Specifically, both
neighborhood and community park standards seem to be dramatically overstated. CARD has increased the
standard without regard to the cost of capital or maintenance. Truly it is hard to imagine the need for 220 more
acres of community park. In addition, the report states that there is a surplus of greenway and Bidwell park land
currently, yet seems to still say new development must contribute at current rates.

Is there really a need for 3 recreation centers, 3 skateboard parks, 3 disc golf courses, 3 additional pools and 3
additional roller hockey rinks?

Finally without going into great detail (I'd certainly be happy to if interested), it seems that the square footages
shown for many of the future City facilities such as City Hall, Police and Fire are overstated. One huge challenge
facing the City Councii is to review fire station location and to potentially relocate some of the older stations to
increase the desired response time is met without having to add additional stations and firefighters at a very
significant cost.

Thank you again. The studies are quite well done and should help put the general plan efforts into perspective
including the fact that the plan produces a revenue positive environment.

Tom

Tom Lando Consulting
111 Mission Ranch Blvd
Suite 100
Chico, Ca 95926

tlando@landoandassociates.com
(530) 624 2939
Fax (530) 893 2113
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Karen Masterson - For the August 21st meeting: Parks and Aquifer

From:
Date:
Subject:

Randy Abbott <randyxabbott@gmail.com>
08/16120108:20 AM
For the August 21st meeting: Parks and Aquifer

Greetings to Couneilors and Commissioners

Some thoughts on the Draft Plan's 'Parks and Publie Services' seetion:

Policy PPFS - 5.1: (Aquifer Protection)

More than just tap water relies on a healthy aquifer. Surface water and the living organisms living in and
near the water are 'kept afloat' if you will, by a well charged aquifer. A depleted aquifer draws surface
water down to fill its empty voids, leaving surfaee water sources high and dry. As water tables below the
soil surface are similarly drawn down, tree roots may no longer access the water necessary to sustain the
tree, and local shallower wells may (and havel) run dry.
Not everyone in the region is on the centralized tap water system. Rural residents and Farmers rely on
ground wells, most of which are not tapped into the 300 plus feet to the Lower Tuscan Aquifer, but
penetrate to shallower aquifers.
Seeing as how protecting Ag lands, and the long term economy that they provide is one of the GP's best
and brightest points, it seems the Draft GP is missing a key action plan right where it needs it most.

The biggest threat to our surface and ground water, is not from a short term decade of drought, nor from
our current I - 2 % growth rate, both of which can be adjusted to, and planned for at a reasonable pace.
The biggest threat to our local water, and with it our Farming economy and our habitat supporting
surface water, is clearly the contractual export ofwater to other regions.

It is imperative that the City stand strong as an independent voice for its citizens and object to any Water
Exports that fail to prioritize local surface water and regional wells, either long or short term.

Policy PPFS - 5.1 needs an action statement to go with it, that ensures staff will object to permanent
export contracts in all Government proceedings that may result in water exports from the region, that
may result in damage to local habitats, well function, etc..

Chico's Parks, Greenways, Preserves, and Recreational Open Space:

Coexisting with Habitat, may be the biggest urban challenge facing an urban savvy leadership. For
instance, can you name the two North American accipiters ( hint:a type of raptor) found in Bidwell
Park? How about two rare plants?

Chico has a good amount of public open space that currently provides habitat for flora and fauna. This
open space also provides many types of recreational opportunities to urban environment beleaguered
residents of the City. Compared to other cities in the Great Central Valley, Chico is truly unique in this
respect.

I think it is very important that we recognize the difference between intensively developed parks, and
habitat conserving, open space parks, both of which provide their own type of recreation, and both of
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which are two critical halves of a whole Park System.

The need to recreate in many forms is not a need that can, or should be stifled, however, it can and
should be directed. We should embrace and plan our developed parks in earnest and equal
acknowledgment of the need to protect our open space habitats, and not beat around the bush. We need
clear strong, and binding language that identifies what we intend to protect/conserve, if we are to
seriously pursue the conservation of our natural heritage, for future generations to enjoy as we have.

I am pleased to see within the Draft various target areas slated for new urban Parks. The construction of
these parks may reduce the pressure to develop our open space habitats.

Let's be sure we are as clear about conservation as we have been in the past (Current GP), and reinstate
in the Draft, the Resource Conservation Area overlay as currently defined. Remember, the RCA policy
of the current GP is the last city policy document that states we intend to "Conserve (Bidwell Park lands
and others) in perpetuity".

Action PPFS-1.1.2 (Park Development Fees) and Action PPFS-1.1.4 (Park Maintenance Funding):
For all the Draft says about funding of new imagined future intensive city park facilities, there is no
mention of a funding mechanism for historic Bidwell Park. Bidwell Park is notoriously underfunded.
Perhaps if we seek and qualify for the Park's placement on the State or Federal register of Historic
Places, we could qualify for some of the grant monies set aside for such places. Or perhaps the City
could put 3 or 4 million bucks into a trust fund, similar to what other large singular open spaces utilize
as a funding source?
We justify many types of expenditures, why not the expense of maintaining the crown jewel?

CARD MAP: I found a couple of things odd about relying on the CARD Maps in the Draft. Lindo
Channel is not listed as Open Space, and Natural areas totals only 252.6 acres.
Perhaps this is just a case of a poor choice of words, but if the vast Majority of Bidwell Park is 'natural'
perhaps we should include it in the total? I question the CARD Map illustration of the One Mile
Recreation Area: All the way from Pine street to Hwy 99, really?

Action PPFS-1.1.9 includes only the Bidwell Park Master Management Plan (BPMMP) as a guidance
document for Bidwell Park related decisions. To this I must firmly object.
How would the Planning Commission or Council go about decision making? Wouldn't you also include
the Muni Code? (Section 12R includes several very specific regulations about the Park, the details of
which go well beyond the details available in the BPMMP), Would you also compare the General Plan
against a similarly 'site specific' Plan, if available?
And What about the Bidwell Deed, with all of its conditions? Shouldn't we be considering that, as least
where historically deeded lands that constitute the majority of the Park arc concerned?

FYI: The previous (1990) BPMMP stated that, "the terms of the Deed must be the primary consideration
in all decisions related to Bidwell Park", but the New BPMMP (2007/8) claims that the Deed is,''no
longer legally binding", and makes no other reference to including its significance in decision making.
( in my view, this is quite embarrassing for the Community.)

Action PPFS - ??? I would like to suggest, from a concern for optimal, scientifically based
stewardship of our park system's open spaces, that an additional action under PPFS be adopted that
binds decisions affecting Bidwell Park and other open space habitats, to be based in part, on a sound
scientific understanding of the ecosystem.

While the City has only recently hired a park manager with experience in the natural resources field,
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there is no guarantee that this individual will stick around for the next 20 years, or be replaced with an
equally qualified staff member. The City may need to utilize alternative sources for scientific advice
(CSUC, etc.), or God forbid, go without.

Action PPFS - 2.1.2 This reference to Creekside lighting should be more specific.
A multi use path traversing a greenway is a fine subject for 'lighting', however - I hope you'll agree ­
lighting of the creek habitat itself, except at intersections requiring brighter light, should be avoided.
In my opinion, the City's attempts at 'downward cast lighting' have not differed much from your average
street light. Current 'downward cast lighting' models such as at One Mile are intrusive, and aesthetically
a better fit for an urban mall parking lot, than a natural feature within the community that is also a
functioning piece of habitat.
Aesthetics and the human experience at night are also affected, giving the natural setting a prison like
feel, rather than a place to experience the natural diurnal and nocturnal cycles, say for instance while on
an 'owl prowl', or a stargazing stroll.
And lastly, the degree to which 'public safety' may be improved by this type of lighting, beyond
lessening the chance of tripping, is over rated. Over lighting of these often (relatively) remote areas can
provide a false sense of security to society's more vulnerable citizens. It doesn't much increase the
likelihood that an intervening witness to a crime will be critically present in the dark and wee hours of
the night.

Action PPFS - 2.1.4 The Protection and enhancement "In and along creeks", should read "In and
Adjacent to" creeks to capture the full habitat value ofthe Riparian zone. "Enhancement" should be
specified as u Native ecosystem compatible" enhancements, to avoid for instance, the placement of
invasive ornamental plants that in the short run may beautify, but in the long run injure the biodiversity.
Native Plants have generally the highest habitat value, retain the California character, and require less
supplemental watering.

Thank you for taking the time to consider these thoughts,

Randy Abbott

Chico, Ca 95928
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Chico 2030 General Plan
Edits to Draft Parks, Public Facilities and Services Element

The City has received comments on the draft 2030 General Plan. In response to those comments,
below is a list of edits to the Parks, Public Facilities and Services Element supported by the
project team for incorporation in the final draft 2030 General Plan. This list does not include
minor edits. The project team will request input and direction from decision-makers on several
additional comments received, as outlined in the staff report.

Parks, Public Facilities and Services Element

Additional Information or Clarification

I. Modify the table on page 9-15 needs to add a 4th column that states the number of parks
needed, as stated in the text below it on page 9-15.

New Goals, Policies and Actions

2. Add a new action (PPFS-5.1.3) to continue to monitor Butte County's groundwater modeling
efforts.

3. Remove Action PPFS-7.1.4. Closer examination of this action led the project team to
consider its inclusion unnecessary in the General Plan because there arc already several
successful performing arts centers in Chico, including CSU Chico's Laxson Auditorium, Bell
Memorial Union, and Harlen Adams Theater, CUSD's Center for the Arts, the Sierra Nevada
Big Room, and the E1 Rey and Senator Theaters.

4. Under Policy 8.1, add an action to, "Amend the sections of the Municipal Code pertaining to
solid waste and recycling to apply to commercial and industrial customers, as well as
residential."

Amendments to Draft Goals, Policies and Actions
5. Under Policy PPFS-2.1, mention crossing the creeks with bike/pedestrian paths in one of the

subordinate actions.

6. Action PPFS-3.1.1 - Add a fifth bullet point saying, "Promote walking, biking, riding transit,
or carpooling to schools."

7. Action PPFS-5.3.1- Change the subject ofthe Action to "Treated Water" instead of
"Recycled Water" for clarity, and mention that it would reduce the demand for
"groundwater."

8. Action PPFS - 5.3.2 - Add the phrase "water conserving irrigation systems such as grey
water systems" to broaden the options for water reuse and conservation systems.

9. Policy PPFS-5.4 --Add the City of Chico and CARD to the list oflarge water users.

IIPage
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Chico 2030 General Plan
Edits to Draft Parks, Public Facilities and Services Element
10. Modify Goal 7 and its supporting policies to include support for social and health services in

Chico as shown below,

• "Goal PPFS-7: Support arts, cultural, social service and health facilities and services
to enhance the local quality of life."

• Move the original language from Goal 7 about expanding the City's art and culture
reputation to Policy 7.1.

• Add a new Policy PPFS-7.2 stating, "Support efforts to improve and expand health
and social services for all segments of the community."

11. Action PPFS-8.lA - Revise to include a more comprehensive list of items for disposal and
recycling including, "hazardous waste, plastics, glass, metals, electronics, food and other
organic waste, construction waste, and other special wastes."
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