
CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR  
AGENCY TO THE SHASTA LAKE 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY MEETING 
 

AGENDA  
 

City Council Chambers 
4488 Red Bluff St 

Shasta Lake, CA  96019 
Tuesday, December 17,  2013 at 6:00 P.M. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    

 1.0  CITY COUNCIL MEETING REGULAR SESSION – CALL TO ORDER 6:00 PM  
  Call to order (please place cell phones and pagers on silent).  
  While it is not required, we request that members of the public fill out a speaker request form 

on the table at the back of the room and hand it to the City Clerk.   
 

  Statement for the record of Council members present.  
  Pledge of Allegiance & Invocation.  
    
 2.0 AWARDS AND RECOGNITIONS:   
     
   Presentation of Certificate of Appreciation to Central Valley Feed for their 

community support and hosting of the pet adoption event. 
 

     
 3.0 COMMUNICATIONS:  
    
  3.1 Presentations:  

     
  3.2 Public Comment Period:  
   This time is set aside for citizens to address the City Council on matters listed on the 

Consent Agenda as well as other items not included on the Regular Agenda.  If your 
comments concern an item noted on the regular agenda, please address the Council after 
that item is open for public comment; you will be given one three (3) minute opportunity to 
do so prior to Council taking action. Each speaker is allocated three (3) minutes to 
speak.  Speakers may not cede their time.  Comments should be limited to matters 
within the jurisdiction of the City.  While it is not required, persons wishing to address the 
Council should fill out a Speaker Request Form prior to the beginning of the meeting and 
submit it to the City Clerk.  Forms are available from the City Clerk, 1650 Stanton Drive, 
Shasta Lake, on the City’s website, or at the back of the meeting hall.  If you have 
documents to present to members of Council, please provide a minimum of seven copies.

 

     
  3.3 Commission/Committee Reports  

The Brown Act prohibits the Council from taking action on any item not placed on the Agenda in most cases.  
 The Brown Act requires any non-confidential documents or writings distributed to a 

majority of the City Council less than 72 hours before a regular meeting to be made available to members of  the public at the same time 
they are distributed.  

   
Should supplemental materials to be evaluated in the decision making process be made available to the members of the legislative body 

at the meeting, seven (7) copies must be provided to the City Clerk who will distribute them. 
 

Councilmembers are encouraged to contact the City Manager prior to the meeting with questions or concerns regarding any item on the 
Agenda so that their questions and concerns can be adequately addressed at the meeting.  

 
Agenda packets are available for public review at City Hall, 1650 Stanton Drive, Shasta Lake, CA during normal business hours of 7:00 

a.m. to 4:00 p.m. weekdays, excluding holidays. 
 

In Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please call (530) 275-
7407. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting is requested to enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility 

to this meeting (28 CFR 35.102-35.104 ADA Title II).       



 
     
 4.0 CONSENT AGENDA:  
    
  NOTICE: The items listed under the Consent Agenda are considered routine business and will 

be voted on together by one motion unless a Council Member requests a specific item to be 
removed and discussed separately. 

 

     

  4.1 Acceptance of the regular meeting minutes of December 3, 2013. Page 1 
     
  4.2 Resolution authorizing the County of Shasta to submit to the California 

Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery a beverage container 
recycling and litter reduction fund application for fiscal year 2013/2014 funding 
cycle. 

Page 4 

     
  4.4 Check Register Information Item  

11/21/2013 Wires 1576-1578 & Checks 50766-50837, $1,231,796.72 
11/29/2013 Payroll $115,737.88 
Total: $1,347,534.60 

Page 6 

    
 5.0 PUBLIC HEARINGS:   
     
  5.1 Public Hearing, discussion and possible action for the adoption of a Resolution 

approving the Renewable Energy Procurement Plan and Enforcement Plan in 
accordance with SBX1-2.   

Page 12 

     
  5.2 Electric Utility Director Staff Report - Purchase Power Arrangements for 2014. Page 27 
     
 6.0 REGULAR AGENDA:  
     
  6.1 Discussion and possible action on a Resolution approving an increase in the 

cleaning deposit for rental of the John Beaudet Community Center from $150 
to $500 for events at which alcohol is served. 

Page 28 

     
  6.2 a)  Discussion and possible action on a Resolution of the City Council 

approving the Successor Agency of the Redevelopment Agency’s Long Range 
Property Management Plan. 
 
b)  Possible action on a Resolution of the Successor Agency of the Shasta 
Lake Redevelopment Agency approving the Long Range Property 
Management Plan as revised December 2, 2013. 

Page 31 

     
  6.3 Annual Mayor’s appointment to various Committees and Commissions 

Finance Committee 
Check Register Review 
Public Facilities Committee 
Public Safety Committee 
Local Agency Formation Organization (LAFCO) 
Mayor’s City Select Committee 
Redding Area Bus Authority (RABA) 
Redding Area Water Council & NSVIRWMG 
Shasta Regional Transportation Agency (SRTA) 
Department of Housing and Community Action 
Shasta County Area Commission on Aging 
2 + 2 with Gateway Unified School District 

 



 
Youth Violence Prevention Council 
Medical Marijuana Committee 

     
 7.0 COUNCIL/STAFF REPORTS/COMMENTS:  
     
  7.1 Staff Comments/Reports  

    
  7.2 City Council Comments/Reports 

 Brief reports by members of the Council regarding correspondence, events 
and/or meetings attended, and upcoming meetings/events. 

 Suggestions for future agenda items. 
 In compliance with Assembly Bill 1234, Council will report of attendance at 

conferences/meetings/events where expenses are reimbursed by the City. 

 

     
 

Committee and Commission Meetings 
City Council Meetings  1st and 3rd Tuesday at 6:00 p.m. 
Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission 4th Wed. at 6:00 PM in Jan, March, May, July, Sept, and Nov 
Planning Commission 3rd Thursday at 6:00 p.m.  

City Council Meetings are televised on Channel 11 the following Wednesday at 6:00 p.m. and Friday at 2:00 p.m.   



 

               
          4.1 
 

    

CITY OF SHASTA LAKE 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 

                                               
 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 
HELD TUESDAY, DECEMBER 3, 2013 AT THE 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 4488 RED BLUFF ST, SHASTA LAKE, CALIFORNIA 
                   
 
 
1.0 CITY COUNCIL MEETING  - 6:00 p.m. 
 
 Mayor Farr called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 Council Members present: Chapman-Sifers, Dixon Farr, Morgan, Watkins 
 Council Members absent: None 
   
2.0  NOMINATIONS FOR MAYOR AND MAYOR PRO TEMPORE    
 

1.  Mayor Farr opened nominations for new Mayor. 
 
Motion/Vote 

 
 By motion made/seconded (Farr/Watkins), and carried, Council Member Morgan was 
 appointed as the new Mayor.   

 
2.  Mayor Morgan opened nominations for Mayor Pro Tempore (Vice Mayor). 
 
Motion/Vote 

 
 By motion made/seconded (Farr/Morgan), and carried, Council Member Watkins was appointed 

as the new Mayor Pro Tempore. 
  
 Mayor Morgan adjourned the meeting for refreshments at 6:05.  The meeting was reconvened 
 at 6:15. 
 
3.0 COMMUNICATIONS 
 
3.1 Presentations:   
 
 Stacy Lidie, Lead Accounting Technician – Reported on the Affordable Care Act. 
 
 Carla Thompson, Development Services Director – Reported on previously proposed projects 
 where applicant withdrew their application. 
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 Minutes – December 3, 2013 
       
 
3.2 Public Comment Period:   
 
 Leonard Bandell spoke regarding a possible General Plan Amendment to allow septic systems 
 on 1 ½ acre lots. 
 
 Steve Morgan congratulated Mayor Morgan on her appointment and also reported on Shasta 
 Lake Fire Protection District’s new fire engines. 
 
 Kay Kobe reported on the status of the library move and the upcoming Damboree Children’s 
 Christmas Party. 
   
3.3 Commission and Committee Reports:   
  
4.0 CONSENT AGENDA      

 
4.1 Acceptance of the regular meeting minutes of November 19, 2013. 
 
4.2 Resolution CC13-91 accepting the Pine Grove Avenue Overpass Paving Project as complete 
 and authorizing the filing of a Notice of Completion. 
 
4.3 Resolution CC13-92 accepting the 2013 Bikeway Improvement Project as complete and 
 authorizing the filing of a Notice of Completion. 
   
4.3 Check Register Information Item  
  10/24/2013 Checks 50576-50618, $424,782.98 
  10/31/2013 Checks 50619-50658, $220,553.66 
  11/07/2013 Checks 50659-50715, $574,785.66 
  11/14/2013 Checks 50716-50765, $317,892.35 
  11/15/2013 Payroll $116,070.16 
   

Motion/Vote 
 
 By motion made/seconded (Chapman Sifers/Farr), and carried, the consent agenda was 
 approved.   
 
5.0 PUBLIC HEARINGS:    None 
 
6.0 REGULAR AGENDA 
 
6.1  Discussion and possible action on Resolution approving an Agreement with the County of 
 Shasta for placement of an Elections Ballot Drop Box at the John Beaudet Community Center. 
   
  Motion/Vote 
 
 By motion made/seconded (Farr/Chapman-Sifers), and carried, Resolution CC13-93 was 
 approved. 
 
 6.2 Discussion and possible action to establish the procedure for settlement of claims. 
 
  Motion/Vote 
 
 By motion made/seconded (Watkins/Chapman-Sifers), and carried, Resolution CC13-94 
 was approved as amended. 
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6.3 Discussion and possible Mayor’s appointment of a Policy Advisory Council Member to the 
 Redding Area Water Committee. 
 
  Mayor Morgan appointed Council Member Farr to the Redding Area Water Committee. 
 
7.0 COUNCIL/STAFF REPORTS/COMMENTS 
 
7.1 Staff Comments   
 
 7.2 Council Comments/Reports:  
  
8.0 ADJOURNMENT 
 
 With no further business to come before the City Council, Mayor Morgan adjourned the 
 meeting at 7:25 pm. 
 
         
        _____________________________ 
         TONI M. COATES, CMC  
         City Clerk      
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Report Reviewed and Approved   4.2 
   
 
       
 City Manager 
 
      

AGENDA ITEM 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

              
 
TO:  John Duckett, City Manager 
 
FROM: Jessaca Lugo, Program Manager 
 
DATE:  November 26, 2013 
 
SUBJECT:  Beverage Container Recycling & Litter Reduction Grant FY 2013-2014 
  
FILE:  G-100-900-003   
              

 
SUMMARY: 

 
 Staff is requesting Council consideration approval of a Resolution, which is an administrative 

requirement for funding applications in which the City partners with the County of Shasta for 
recycling and waste disposal programs. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
CalRecycle is the administrative agency for various recycling and litter reduction programs.   
The City has partnered with the County of Shasta in past years to obtain funding from 
CalReycle, making possible beverage container recycling and litter reduction programs.  Staff 
recently received a request from the Shasta County Department of Resource Management for 
City Council authorization to partner in the 2013/2014 funding cycle for these grant programs.   
  
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
None 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Governing Board Resolution 
 
DISTRIBUTION:  
 
City Council 
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RESOLUTION CC 13-XX 
 
 

A SHASTA LAKE CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY OF SHASTA 
TO SUBMIT TO THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCES RECYCLING & 
RECOVERY A BEVERAGE CONTAINER RECYCLING AND LITTER REDUCTION FUND 
APPLICATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013/2014 FUNDING CYCLE. 
 
 
WHEREAS, the people of the State of California have enacted the California Beverage 
Container Recycling and Litter Reduction Act that provides funds to cities and counties for 
beverage container recycling and litter cleanup activities; and  
 
WHEREAS, the California Department of Resources Recycling & Recovery (CalRecycle) has 
been delegated the responsibility for the administration of the program within the state, setting 
up necessary procedures governing application by cities and counties under the program; and 
 
WHEREAS, per Section 14581 (a)(4)(E) of the California Beverage Container Recycling and 
Litter Reduction Act, the eligible participant must submit the Funding Request Form by the due 
date and time in order to request funds from CalRecycle.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Shasta Lake 
authorizes the joint participation and submittal of the Funding Request to apply for the Fiscal 
Year 2013-2014 City/County Payment Program for beverage container recycling/litter 
reduction on behalf of itself to CalRecycle.  The City of Shasta Lake hereby authorizes and 
empowers the Director of the Shasta County Department of Resource Management to act as 
Lead Agency and execute in the name of the City of Shasta Lake all necessary forms and 
information hereto for the purposes of securing payment to implement and carry out the 
program as specified in Section 14581 (a)(4)(A) of the California Beverage Container Recycling 
and Litter Reduction Act, and to provide information regarding this program to CalRecycle upon 
request. The Shasta County Department of Resource Management will be the responsible party 
to provide records to CalRecycle should an audit be performed.  
 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 17th day of December 2013, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:   
NOES:   
ABSENT:  
  
       
                                                               PAMELYN MORGAN, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
TONI M. COATES, CMC, City Clerk 
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Report and Recommendations               5.1 
    Reviewed and Approved 

   
           
    City Manager  
 

AGENDA ITEM 
      City Council Meeting 

               
 
TO:  John N. Duckett, Jr., City Manager 
 
FROM: Tom Miller, Electric Utility Director 
 
DATE: December 10, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) and Enforcement Plans 
 
               
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that City Council update the City’s Renewable Portfolio (RPS) and Enforcement 
Plan policies. These policies were last updated by staff and Council on December 12, 2011.  

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In 2002, California established its Renewable Portfolio Standard Program, with the goal of increasing 
the percentage of renewable energy in the state’s electricity mix to 20% of retail sales by 2017.  In 
2006, Senate Bill 107 codified California’s 20% by 2010 RPS goal.  Publicly owned utilities (POU), 
like the City of Shasta Lake, set their own RPS goals recognizing the intent of the legislature is to 
achieve the 20% by 2010 target.  In response to SB 107, the City of Shasta Lake adopted policies 
and practices in an effort to meet a 20% RPS goal. 
 
In April 2011, new legislation Senate Bill X1-2 was signed by Governor Brown requiring all utilities to 
meet a 33% Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) goal by 2020.  By legislative mandate, the City of 
Shasta Lake must adopt the new RPS goals of an average of 20% of retail sales from renewable 
resources for the period 2011-2013, 25% by the end of 2016, and 33% by the end of 2020.  The City 
of Shasta Lake is required to provide both a plan for procurement to reach this RPS goal as well as 
an associated enforcement program, which must be approved by Council and submitted to the 
California Energy Commission (CEC). 

 
In April 2013, the CEC published the seventh edition of the Renewable Portfolio Standards Eligibility 
Commission Guide Book.  This latest edition provided clarification and insight for POU’s renewable 
portfolio compliance and establishing financial constraints for enforcement activities.  It is staff’s 
desire to refine the City’s existing policies and update according to the last CEC guidance. 
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FISCAL IMPACTS:  
 
None   
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Renewable Portfolio Standard Policy 
Enforcement Plan Policy 
 
DISTRIBUTION: 
 
City Council 
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Attachment A 
Renewables Portfolio Standard Enforcement Program 

 
 

 
This Enforcement Program shall apply to the City of Shasta Lake (“City”) and shall, in 
conjunction with the City’s Renewable Energy Resources Procurement Plan, replace Resolution 
CC 11-85. 
 
Section 1: Definitions 
 
The definitions set forth in Public Resources Code (“PRC”) § 25741 and Public Utilities Code 
(“PUC”) § 399.12 are incorporated herein. Capitalized terms in this RPS Enforcement Program, 
as first identified in parentheses, shall have the meaning given to such term in the body of this 
RPS Enforcement Program. 
 
The following definitions shall also apply to the City’s RPS Enforcement Program: 

 
CPUC: The California Public Utilities Commission. 
 
Energy Commission: The State Energy Resources Conservation and Development 
Commission. 
 
City Council: The regulatory authority for the City. 

 
Renewable Energy Resources: An electrical generating facility or electricity product 
that complies with the requirements of PUC §§ 399.12(e), 399.12(h), or 399.16(d). 
 
Renewable Energy Resources Procurement Plan: The plan adopted by the City 
Council pursuant to PUC § 399.30. 
 
RPS Regulations: The Energy Commission’s “Enforcement Procedures for the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard for Local Publicly Owned Electric Utilities,” as adopted 
on June 12, 2013, and effective as of October 1, 2013.  

 
Section 2: Compliance Periods 
 
The City Council adopts the following compliance periods as required by PUC § 399.30(b): 
 

Compliance Period One: January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2013 
 
Compliance Period Two: January 1, 2014 through December 31, 2016 
 
Compliance Period Three: January 1, 2017 through December 31, 2020 

 
 

14



 

 2

 
Section 3: Renewable Energy Resources Procurement Targets 
 
The City Council adopts the following Renewable Energy Resources Procurement Targets as a 
percentage of retail sales, pursuant to PUC § 399.30(c)(1)-(2): 
 
Compliance Period One:  
 

An average of 20% Renewable Energy Resources procurement for the period of January 
1, 2011 through December 31, 2013. 

 
Compliance Period Two: 
 

By December 31, 2016: 25% Renewable Energy Resources procurement. 

Compliance Period Three: 
 

By December 31, 2020: 33% Renewable Energy Resources procurement. 

Section 4: Procurement Content Categories 
 
The Electric Utility Director shall assign all RPS-eligible resources procured by the City to their 
appropriate procurement content category in accordance with the provisions of PUC § 
399.30(c)(3), consistent with PUC § 399.16. 
 
Section 5: Grandfathering of Procurement Content Category Requirements 
 
The Electric Utility Director of the City shall count all resources meeting the 
requirements of PUC § 399.16(d) in full towards the procurement requirements set forth 
in the City’s RPS Enforcement Program, if all of the following conditions are met: (1) the 
renewable energy resource was eligible under the rules in place as of the date when the 
contract was executed; and (2) any contract amendments or modifications occurring after 
June 1, 2010, do not increase the nameplate capacity or expected quantities of annual 
generation, or substitute a different renewable energy resource; provided that the duration 
of the contract may be extended if the original contract specified a procurement 
commitment of 15 or more years. 
 
Section 6: Delay of Timely Compliance 
 
The City Council may adopt measures permitting the City to delay timely compliance with the 
requirements of this enforcement program pursuant to PUC § 399.30(c)(2), consistent with the 
requirements of PUC § 399.15(b)(5).  
 
Section 7: Banking Rules 
 
The City Council may adopt measures permitting the City to accumulate, beginning January 1, 
2011, excess procurement in one compliance period to be applied to any subsequent compliance 
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period provided that the quantity of excess procurement is determined in the same manner as 
allowed for retail sellers pursuant to PUC § 399.13(a)(4)(B), consistent with Section (a)(1)(E) of 
the Energy Commission’s RPS Regulations.   
 
Section 8: Cost Limitations 
 
The City Council may establish a limitation on the procurement expenditures for all Renewable 
Energy Resources used to comply with this enforcement program.  In establishing such limit, the 
City Council shall rely on elements consistent with PUC § 399.15(c)(1)-(3).  The Electric Utility 
Director may include a cost limitation value in the Renewable Energy Resources Procurement 
Plan.  This cost limitation value shall be updated on a periodic basis. 
 
Section 9: Renewable Energy Resources Procurement Plan 
 
The City Council expressly directs the Electric Utility Director to present a Renewable Energy 
Resources Procurement Plan to the City Council, in compliance with PUC § 399.30(a).  As 
necessary, the Electric Utility Director shall present an updated Renewable Energy Resources 
Procurement Plan to the City Council.  The City Council staff shall post a public notice 
whenever the City Council will deliberate in public on the Renewable Energy Resources 
Procurement Plan. The City Council staff shall also provide data annually to the Energy 
Commission and to report annually to the City customers and the Energy Commission in 
accordance with PUC § 399.30. 
 
Section 10: Enforcement 
 
The City Council directs the Electric Utility Director to inform the City Council at a public 
meeting in the event that City will not meet the procurement requirements set out in Section 4 
above, subject to flexible compliance mechanisms of Sections 6, 7, and 8.  The Electric Utility 
Director shall develop and present a plan to bring City into compliance. 
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Attachment B 

Renewable Energy Resources Procurement Plan 
 
 
This Renewable Energy Resources Procurement Plan (“RPS Procurement Plan”) shall apply to 
the City Shasta Lake (“City”) and shall, in conjunction with the City’s Renewables Portfolio 
Standard Enforcement Program, replace Resolution CC 11-85. 
 
Section 1: Purpose 
 
This document comprises the City’s RPS Procurement Plan.  This RPS Procurement Plan 
describes how the City will achieve its RPS procurement requirements in compliance with the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard Program, as codified in the California Public Utilities Code 
(PUC) §§ 399.11-399.31, and with the Energy Commission’s RPS Regulations. 
 
Section 2: Definitions 
 
The definitions set forth in Public Resources Code (“PRC”) § 25741, Public Utilities Code PUC 
§ 399.12, and the City’s RPS Enforcement Program are incorporated herein.  Capitalized terms 
in this RPS Procurement Plan, as first identified in parentheses, shall have the meaning given to 
such term in the body of this RPS Procurement Plan. 
 
Section 3: Adoption of the RPS Enforcement Program 
 
As required by PUC § 399.30, the City Council adopted an RPS policy that included both a 
program for the enforcement of the Renewables Portfolio Standard and a RPS procurement plan 
on December 13, 2011, through Resolution CC 11-85.  In conjunction with the adoption of this 
updated Procurement Plan, the City adopts an updated RPS Enforcement Program.  Together, 
these documents replace Resolution CC 11-85.  
 
Section 4: Specified RPS Procurement Targets 
 
In the RPS Enforcement Program, the City Council adopted general RPS procurement targets for 
each of the three compliance periods.  Pursuant to PUC § 399.30(b) and (c), the City Council 
adopts and further specifies the RPS procurement targets, as follows: 
 

Compliance Period 1 
 
For the three-year period beginning January 1, 2011 and ending December 31, 2013, the 
City shall procure sufficient RPS-eligible resources to equal an average of 20 percent of 
retail sales.  The City shall not be required to procure a specific quantity of RPS-eligible 
resources in any individual year during this compliance period. 
 
Compliance Period 2 
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For the three-year period beginning January 1, 2014 and ending December 31, 2016, the 
City shall procure sufficient RPS-eligible resources to equal the sum of the following: (20 
percent of 2014 retail sales) + (20 percent of 2015 retail sales) + (25 percent of 2016 
retail sales).  The City shall not be required to procure a specific quantity of RPS-eligible 
resources in any individual year during this compliance period.  
 
Compliance Period 3 
 
For the four-year period beginning January 1, 2017 and ending December 31, 2020, the 
City shall procure sufficient RPS-eligible resources to equal the sum of the following: (27 
percent of 2017 retail sales) + (29 percent of 2018 retail sales) + (31 percent of 2019 
retail sales) + (33 percent of 2020 retail sales).  The City shall not be required to procure 
a specific quantity of RPS-eligible resources in any individual year during this 
compliance period.  
 
Subsequent Annual Compliance Periods 
 
For each subsequent annual compliance period, the City shall procure sufficient RPS-
eligible resources to equal an average of 33 percent of retail sales. 

 
Section 5: RPS Procurement Requirements 
 
PUC § 399.30(c)(3), consistent with PUC § 399.16, as implemented by the Energy 
Commission’s RPS Regulations specifies certain procurement requirements that are applicable to 
“electricity products,” which refers to either: (1) electricity and the associated renewable energy 
credit (“REC”) generated by an eligible renewable energy resource; or (2) an unbundled REC.   
 

A. Procurement Associated with Pre-June 2010 Contracts and Ownership Agreements 
 
Pursuant to PUC § 399.16(d), electricity products associated with contracts or ownership 
agreements that were executed prior to June 1, 2010 and which met certain specified eligibility 
requirements, must count toward the POU’s RPS Procurement Targets without regard to the 
portfolio content categories (“PCCs”). 
 

B. Procurement Associated with Post June 2010 Contracts and Ownership Agreements  
 
Pursuant to PUC § 399.16(b)-(c), as implemented by the Energy Commission’s RPS 
Regulations, electricity products associated with contracts or ownership agreements that were 
executed after June 1, 2010 must be classified into the following three PCCs: 
 

PCC1: Electricity products that are procured as bundled and that are 
associated with an eligible renewable energy resource that either: (1) 
has its first point on interconnection within a California balancing 
authority (“BA”); (2) has its first point of interconnection to a 
distribution system used to serve end users within a California BA; 
(3) is scheduled into a California BA without substituting electricity 
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from another source; or (4) is dynamically transferred into a 
California BA. 
 

PCC2: Electricity products that are procured as bundled and that are 
associated with an eligible renewable energy resource that is located 
within the WECC but outside of a California BA, and for which the 
renewable energy is matched with an equal amount of incremental 
energy that is scheduled into a California BA. 
 

PCC3: All electricity products that are associated with eligible renewable 
energy resources, but that do not meet the definition of PCC1 or 
PCC2. 

 
C. Portfolio Balance Requirements Applicable to Procurement Associated with Post-June 

2010 Contracts and Ownership Agreements 
 
Pursuant to PUC § 399.16(c), as implemented by the Energy Commission’s RPS Regulations, 
the following portfolio balance requirements are applicable to all electricity products that are 
credited towards the RPS Procurement Quantity Requirements that are associated with contracts 
or ownership agreements executed after June 1, 2010: 
 

 Compliance 
Period 1 

Compliance 
Period 2

Compliance 
Period 3

Subsequent 
Annual 

PCC1 ≥ 50% ≥ 65% ≥ 75% ≥ 75% 

PCC2  No Limitation No Limitation No Limitation No Limitation 

PCC3 ≤ 25% ≤ 15% ≤ 10% ≤ 10% 

 
Section 6: Forecast of Retail Sales and RPS Compliance Obligations 
 

Compliance Period 1 
January 1, 2011 – December 31, 2013 

 
 2011 2012 2013 Total 
Actual/Forecasted Retail 
Sales (MWh) 

176,989 177,813 180,000 534,802 

RPS Procurement 
Obligation  (% of total) 

   20% 

RPS Procurement 
Obligation (MWh) 

   106,960 

 
Compliance Period 2 

January 1, 2013 – December 31, 2016 
 
 2014 2015 2016 Total 
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Forecasted Retail Sales 
(MWh) 

171,250 182,590 183,959 537,799 

RPS Procurement 
Obligation  (% of total) 

20% 20% 25%  

RPS Procurement 
Obligation (MWh) 

   116,758 

 
Compliance Period 3 

January 1, 2017 – December 31, 2020 
 
 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total 
Forecasted Retail Sales 
(MWh) 

185,357 176,785 188,244 189,734 740,120 

RPS Procurement 
Obligation (% of total) 

27% 29% 31% 33%  

RPS Procurement 
Obligation (MWh) 

    222,282 

 
Section 7: RPS Procurement 
 

A. RPS Contracts Executed Prior to June 1, 2010 
 
The City entered into various contracts prior to June 1, 2010 that are eligible renewable resources 
and that meet the requirements specified in PUC § 399.16(d).  These contracts are summarized in 
the following table: 
 

Counter 
Party 

Resource 
Name 

Tech. 
Type 

Execution 
Date 

Term 
CP1 Forecasted 

Generation 
Western Area 

Power 
Administration 

Central 
Valley Project 

Small 
Hydro 

Nov. 14, 
2000 

25 years 2,143 MWh 

City of 
Redding 

Whiskeytown 
Small Hydro 

Small 
Hydro 

Aug. 21, 
2007 

10 year 52,608 MWh 

 
B. RPS Contracts Executed After to June 1, 2010 

 
In a good faith attempt to comply with the requirements of the RPS, the City entered into a 
contract for unbundled RECs to cover a portion of its Compliance Period 1 obligations.  
Unbundled RECs are the most cost effective and administratively simple mechanism for 
procuring renewable generation.   
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Counter 

Party 
Resource 

Name 
Tech. 
Type 

Execution 
Date 

Term 
CP1 Forecasted 

Generation 
3Degrees 

Group Inc. 
White Creek 
Wind 1, WA 

RECs -
Wind 

Nov. 10, 
2011 

1 year 25,000 MWh 

Karbone, Inc 
Biomass One, 

LP, OR 
RECs -

Biomass 
May 21, 

2013 
1 year 25,000 MWh 

 
C. Planned RPS Procurement 

 
The City is currently seeking out additional renewable energy contracts and fully expects that it 
will secure sufficient resources to meet its Compliance Period 2 procurement quantity targets.  
 
Section 8: Banking Rules 
 
Pursuant to PUC § 399.30(d)(1), and consistent with Section 8 of the RPS Enforcement Program, 
the City Council adopts the following rules for excess procurement: 
 

A. The City may apply excess procurement in one compliance period to a subsequent 
compliance period, subject to the following limitations: 

 
1. Electricity products that exceed the maximum limit for PCC3, as specified 

in PUC § 399.16(c), must be subtracted from the calculation of excess 
procurement.  

 
2. Electricity products procured under contracts of less than 10 years in 

duration shall be subtracted from the calculation of excess procurement, 
unless the electricity product meets the grandfathering requirements of 
PUC § 399.16(d).  

 
B. The City may begin accruing excess procurement as of January 1, 2011. 

 
C. Excess procurement meeting these requirements may be applied to any future 

compliance period and shall not expire. 
 
Section 9:  Delay of Timely Compliance 
 
Pursuant to the authority granted to the City Council by PUC § 399.30(d)(2) to adopt conditions 
that allow for delaying timely compliance consistent with PUC § 399.15, and consistent with 
Section 3206(a)(2) of the CEC Regulations, the City Council adopts the following rule: 
 

A. Enforcement of timely compliance shall be waived if the City Council makes a 
finding that a condition beyond the City’s control will prevent timely compliance, 
and City would have met its RPS procurement requirements but for the cause of 
delay.  Such a finding shall be limited to one of the following conditions: 
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1. Inadequate Transmission Capacity: The City Council interprets this to 
mean the inability to bring eligible renewable resources into the control 
area due to transmission limitations. This includes instance where 
transmission outages may prevent renewable energy from entering into the 
market.  

 
2. Permitting, interconnection, or other circumstances that delay 

procured renewable energy resource projects or insufficient supply of 
eligible renewable energy resources: The City Council interprets this to 
include, but not be limited to, the following examples:  

 
a. Development: The renewable resource developers' inability to 

obtain financing, permits, lack interconnection abilities, or rights to 
build the project. This also includes the utilities inability to provide 
financing for a project.  

 
b. Operation: Any unforeseen circumstances preventing the 

renewable resource from being developed or delaying output. This 
includes outages at the renewable energy facility.  For example, if 
there is a drought, transmission outages or facility outages will 
prevent resources from delivering energy into the control area.  

 
c. Regulatory Delays: Instances where state agencies delay timely 

requests, by the City, for registering renewable resources, 
certifying renewable resources, and accepting renewable resources 
into its renewable portfolio. In addition, these also include changes 
to state mandates, which may lead to a delay in compliance.  

 
3. Unanticipated curtailment to address needs of a balancing authority: 

The City Council interprets this to include the Balancing Authority of 
Northern California (BANC) directing a renewable resource to modify 
their energy obligations, due to the needs of the balancing authority. This 
may cause the City to be short of compliance for a certain period. The City 
Council has the authority to waive the City's compliance for these types of 
situations.  

 
Section 10: Adoption of Cost Limitation 
 

A. Cost Limitation Rule 
 
Pursuant to PUC § 399.30(d)(3), and consistent with Section 9 of the RPS Enforcement Program, 
the City Council shall rely on the following information to establish a limitation on the 
procurement expenditures for all RPS-eligible resources: 

1. The information contained in this RPS Procurement Plan. 
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2. Procurement expenditures that approximate the expected cost of building, 
owning, and operating eligible renewable energy resources. 

3. The potential that some planned resource additions may be delayed or 
canceled.  

In developing the cost limitation, the City Council shall ensure that: 
 

1. The limitation is set at a level that prevents disproportionate rate impacts. 
 
2. The costs of all procurement credited toward achieving the renewables 

portfolio standard are counted towards the limitation. 
 
3. Procurement expenditures do not include any indirect expenses, including 

imbalance energy charges, sale of excess energy, decreased generation 
from existing resources, transmission upgrades, or the costs associated 
with relicensing any utility-owned hydroelectric facilities. 

If the cost limitation is insufficient to support the projected costs of meeting the City’s RPS 
targets, as specified in Section 6 above, the City may refrain from executing any further contracts 
for eligible renewable energy resources. 

B. Procurement Expenditures Counted Towards the City’s Cost Limitation 

The City shall count towards its cost limitation all direct costs associated with the procurement 
of electricity products pursuant to the contracts identified in Section 7 above.  For a bundled 
contract, this includes the dollars per MWh price associated with the procurement of electricity 
and the associated REC, as identified in the contract.  For an unbundled contract, this includes 
the dollars per REC price, as identified in the contract.    

C. Relevant Factors 

To determine what cost limitation is necessary to prevent disproportionate rate impacts, the City 
Council has considered the following factors: 

1. Local Economy: Shasta County suffers from chronically high 
unemployment, exceeding the state average by a significant amount in 
each of the last five years: 
 

  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Unemployment 

Rate 
Shasta 10.0% 14.6% 15.8% 14.9% 13.4%1 
State 7.2% 11.3% 12.4% 11.8% 10.5% 

 
According to the 2010 Census Shasta Lake has a population of 
approximately 10,081.  Additionally, the Census also reveals the median 

                                                 
1	Based on data obtained from the California Employment Development Department website: 
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/.  
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household income in Shasta Lake is $43,895, compared to the state 
average of $61,632.  Shasta Lake by most State and Federal definitions is 
considered a “Disadvantaged Community” with a median household 
income less than 80 percent of the statewide average.  
 
Due to the local economy, the City’s ratepayers are disproportionately 
impacted by increases in electric rates both because high rates threaten the 
viability of local businesses and because economically vulnerable 
ratepayers are impacted to a greater degree by increased electric rates. 
 

2. Customer Base: Unlike most other POUs in the state, the City does not 
have a diversified customer base.  Instead, the City has a single industrial 
customer that accounts for over half of all retail sales.  The remainder of 
the City’s customers are primarily residential customers. The nature of the 
City’s customer base limits the City’s flexibility in allocating rate 
increases across the City’s customers.  
 

3. Financial Stability: In 2011, Moody’s Investor Service downgraded the 
City of Shasta Lake’s Electric Enterprise revenue debt rating from A3 to 
A2.  In response, the City has undertaken many steps to improve its 
financial situation, including implementing strict expenditure reductions 
and adopting multiple rate increases.  The City adopted an 8.17% rate 
increase, effective April 15, 2011, a 4.9% rate increase, effective in March 
2013, a 3.2% rate increase effective January 2014.  In light of these recent 
rate increases, additional increases in rates will disproportionately impact 
the City’s customers. 

 
4. Utility Size: The City is one of the smallest POUs in the state.  The City’s 

retail sales are less than .1% of the retail sales of the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (“LADWP”), the state’s largest 
municipal electric utility.  The small size of the City poses additional 
challenges due to both the administrative burden of complying with the 
complex RPS regulations and limited options for developing or 
contracting for renewable generation. 

D. Relevant Findings  

In light of the factors considered above, the City Council makes the following findings regarding 
the necessary structure and methodology to set the cost limitation at a level that avoids 
disproportionate rate impacts:  

1. The City’s cost limitation must be set at a level that avoids further harm to the 
local economy.  

2. Due to the County’s high unemployment rate, the City’s cost limitation must be 
set at a level that avoids harm to local businesses and limits further harm to 
economically vulnerable customers. 
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3. The City’s cost limitation must be structured so that it does not overly burden any 
one customer class. 

4. The City’s cost limitation must be set at a level that avoids any long-term threat to 
the City’s financial stability and allows the City to continue its current actions to 
improve the City’s financial situation. 

5. The City’s cost limitation must consider the compound effect that any increase in 
rates associated with the procurement of renewables would have when 
considering recent and future planned existing rate increases necessary to meet 
the City’s fiscal goals.  

D. Adoption of Methodology for Calculating Cost Limitation 
 

In reliance on the information, factors, and findings specified above, the City Council determines 
that in order to avoid disproportionate rate impacts for Compliance Period 1: 

1. The per kWh cost of any individual RPS procurement cannot exceed 
200% of the price of the City’s Western Area Base Resource Allocation as 
measured over an annual period.  

2. RPS Procurement Expenditures shall not exceed 10% of gross annual 
retail sales. 

If the Electric Utility Director anticipates that the City’s RPS procurement expenditures may 
exceed the cost limitation Amount specific above, the Electric Utility Director shall: 

1. Notify the City Manager and City Council that the City’s cost limitation 
may be reached. 

2. Identify actions that the City should take in response to RPS procurement 
expenditures exceeding the cost limitation.  

E. Adoption of Cost Limitation for Compliance Period 1 

Pursuant to the methodology for calculating the cost limitation, established above, the cost 
limitation for Compliance Period 1 is determined to be $4.5 million.  For the first compliance 
period, the City is not obligated to expend any funds on RPS procurement in excess of the 
amount identified.  

Based on City’s actual and forecasted procurement expenditures for Compliance Period 1, the 
Electric Utility Director has determined that the City’s RPS procurement expenditures have 
already exceeded the cost limitation amount identified above.  Therefore, the City has no further 
obligation to procure renewable resources for purposes of meeting the Compliance Period 1 
obligations.   

25



 

 10

Consistent with the recommendation of the Electric Utility Manager, the City Council directs the 
City to take the following action in response to RPS procurement expenditures exceeding the 
cost limitation: 

1. Pursue and execute additional contracts for renewable energy resources at 
a cost that does not result in disproportionate rate impacts to the City’s 
customers. 

 
2. Evaluate whether City-owned renewable energy resources can be 

developed at a cost that does not result in disproportionate rate impacts to 
the City’s customers. 
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Report and Recommendations               5.2 
    Reviewed and Approved 

   
           
    City Manager  
      

STAFF REPORT 
      City Council Meeting 

               
 
TO:  John N. Duckett, Jr., City Manager 
 
FROM: Tom Miller, Electric Utility Director 
 
DATE: December 10, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: Purchase Power Arrangements for 2014 
 
               
 
The staff has completed the annual procurement process for the purchase of energy for 2014. A 
significant change in 2014’s purchase power portfolio is additional renewable energy to meet the 
required second compliance period of 25% renewable energy.  Also in 2013, the City felt the financial 
hardship of the State’s Cap and Trade program.  Staff believes the best way to mitigate CO2 
emissions is to increase the City’s renewable portfolio of purchase power.  For 2014, staff will 
increase the renewable energy component from 2 MW of firm power to 5 MW.  To accomplish this 
task, several other purchases and existing contracts are affected, including the transmission delivery 
mechanisms. 
 
During 2013, staff spent time researching and pricing various renewable energy projects to meet the 
new RPS requirement.  Staff along with City Council’s ad-hoc committee(s) looked carefully at two 
specific biomass projects.  Both biomass projects provided positive attributes yet both provided 
transmission delivery challenges.  The City’s current delivery contracts and regulatory liability 
concerns created hurdles that impacted the overall delivered product price. As discussed at a 
previous Council meeting, the Nippon Paper renewable product was competitively priced with a 6-
year term.  However, it was a difficult but necessary decision to let this project pass by.  In moving 
forward, the City was able to procure a 1-year deal with Shell Energy North America to meet our 2014 
mandated requirements. 
 
Below is a summary of the 2014 arrangements: 
(Existing) Western Area Power Administration Base Resource Allocation (Energy only) 
(New) Shell Energy North America Renewable Energy (5 MW or 43,800 MWhs) 
(Existing) Shell Energy North America System Energy (16 MW – firm capacity and energy) 
(Existing) Redding Electric Utility transmission service (16 MW – firm capacity) 
(Existing) Redding Electric Utility Supplemental Energy service (11 MW – firm capacity) 
(Existing) Redding Electric Utility Load balancing and scheduling service (firm and shape to load 

as needed) 
 
Included in these arrangements is an additional 1 MW of new capacity and energy for the industrial 
account(s).  The estimated value of these transactions is approximately $12.3 million up $600,000 
over 2013. 
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    Report and Recommendations                        6.1 
    Reviewed and Approved 

 
 
______________________________   

  City Manager  
 

AGENDA ITEM 
City Council 

 
 
TO:   John Duckett, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Fred Castagna, Project Manager 
 
DATE:   December 3, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed increase of cleaning deposit for rental of the Community Center. 
 
FILE NO.:  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
Staff recommends the City Council approve a resolution to increase the refundable cleaning deposit 
fee for renters of the John Beaudet Community Center from $150 to $500 for renters who serve 
alcohol at their events.  Staff also recommends an exemption from this fee increase for non-profit 
organizations holding meetings, fund raisers, or charity events.  Any events which offer alcohol for 
sale must provide the City with a State Alcoholic Beverage Control permit for the event.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 12.08, fees for use of public parks and facilities may be 
established or changed by the City Council by resolution upon recommendation by the Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Commission.  This includes establishment of a refundable cleaning deposit 
made by renters of the facilities.  The cleaning deposit is returned to the renter of the Community 
Center upon verification that the building was left clean and the key is returned.  The current 
cleaning deposit of $150 for renting the Community Center was established in 1999 and is no longer 
adequate, in some cases, to pay for cleaning the building if the renters do not clean up after their 
event. 
 
Experience has shown that private party renters who serve alcohol to guests often do not 
adequately clean up the building.  At times a portion of the deposit is retained by the City to pay for 
cleanup, property damage, or theft.  City staff or Senior Nutrition Program personnel are forced to 
clean up prior to the arrival of the seniors who show up for morning meals or next renter on the 
weekend.  Actual costs for staff time, replacements, and repairs are charged against the deposit.  
Any balance is then returned to the renter along with a letter detailing the mess and/or damage or 
theft.  In the worst cases, renters simply forgo any attempt to clean the building or to mitigate the 
damage.  They would rather forfeit the $150 deposit rather than go through the trouble of cleaning 
up after themselves. 
 
In my 7 years of managing the Community Center, I have never had a cleaning, damage, or theft 
problem which resulted in charges exceeding the current $150 deposit from a renter who did not 
serve alcohol.  Likewise, we have never had a problem with non-profit fund raising events which do 
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serve alcohol.  These include such events as the Chamber of Commerce Mixer and the Damboree 
Car Show and Cruise.  On the other hand, we have had at least 5 or 6 alcohol related events which 
required more than $150 worth of staff time or repairs to mitigate. 
 
It is staff’s expectation that increasing the fee for alcohol events will provide a stronger incentive for 
sponsors to monitor their guests and properly clean up the building.  It will also provide the funds 
needed for clean up and damage repairs in extreme cases.  In addition, it may deter renters who 
plan in advance to leave a mess from renting the facility in the first place. 
 
The Parks and Recreation Commission met on December 10, 2013 to discuss this matter and 
approved the recommendation for the increase in the cleaning deposit. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
Provides additional funds for clean up, repair, or replacements at the Community Center. 
 
DISTRIBUTION:   
 
City Council 
Parks and Recreation Commission

29



 
RESOLUTION CC 13- 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SHASTA LAKE APPROVING AN 

INCREASE IN THE CLEANING DEPOSIT FOR RENTAL OF THE JOHN BEAUDET COMMUNITY 
CENTER FROM $150 TO $500 FOR EVENTS AT WHICH ALCOHOL IS SERVED 

 
  
WHEREAS, Municipal Code Section 12.08.040 provides that the City Council may set or increase 
use fees for municipal facilities upon recommendation by the City’s Parks and Recreation 
Commission; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the City of Shasta Lake rents the John Beaudet Community Center to both private and 
non-profit groups for various types of functions; and 
 
WHEREAS, the renters of the facility are required to pay a deposit which is refundable if the building 
is left in a clean condition with no items stolen, or property damaged; and 
 
WHEREAS, cleanup, repairs and replacements are charged against the deposit at actual cost, with 
any balance being returned to the renter; and 
 
WHEREAS, the refundable cleaning deposit of $150 by renters of the John Beaudet Community 
Center has proved to be inadequate to cover the costs of cleanup, repairs, or replacement of stolen 
items for some events at which alcohol is served; and 
 
WHEREAS, a refundable cleaning deposit of $500 for private parties at which alcohol is served is 
deemed to be reasonable; and 
 
WHEREAS, events at which alcohol is served that are sponsored by non-profit organizations holding 
meetings, fundraisers, and charitable events have at no time caused cleanup, repair, or replacement 
costs which exceed the current $150 cleaning deposit. 
 
WHEREAS, the Parks and Recreation Commission met on December 10, 2013, and voted to 
approve the recommendation for the following changes in cleaning deposit fees.   
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the current refundable cleaning deposit of $150 
charged to renters of the John Beaudet Community Center shall be raised to $500 for any 
event at which alcohol is served, with the exception of non-profit renters holding meetings, 
fundraisers, or charity events. 
 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 17th day of December, 2013 by the following vote: 
 
AYES:    
NOES:   
ABSENT:  

 
_________________________________ 
PAMELYN MORGAN, Mayor 

   
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
TONI M. COATES, CMC 
City Clerk 
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Report                  6.2 

     Reviewed and Approved                       
   
            
     City Manager  
 

AGENDA ITEM 
CITY COUNCIL  

 

 
TO: John Duckett, City Manager 
 
FROM: Fred Castagna, Project Manager 
 
DATE: December 5, 2013 

SUBJECT: Consideration of Resolution of the Shasta Lake City Council & the 
Successor Agency to the Shasta Lake Redevelopment Agency approving 
submittal by the Successor Agency of the Long Range Property 
Management Plan as revised December 2, 2013 

 
 

 

 RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff recommends that the City Council approve the Long Range Property Management Plan 
(PMP) as revised December 2, 2013.  The revision allows the Successor Agency to retain 
ownership of parcels 6-9 in the PMP for a future sale with a reservation by the City of to the right 
to seek reimbursement for all bond payments previously made by the City.  Staff believes these 
properties are a liability rather than an asset to the City. 

DISCUSSION:   
 
Pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 34191.5, the Oversight Board approved the PMP 
which was subsequently submitted to the Department of Finance (DOF) for final approval.  The 
PMP requires the Successor Agency to identify all properties in which title was held by the 
Redevelopment Agency (RDA). On September 20, 2013 the DOF rejected the plan as 
submitted. In its letter of rejection (attached), the DOF stated that the PMP was deficient 
because it was not specific regarding the intended future use or disposition of properties 6-9.  
Parcels 6 and 7 are two ready to build lots in the City’s Industrial Park.  Parcels 8 and 9 are 
undeveloped vacant land designated for use as expansion area for the Industrial Park along 
with a public road.  

Parcels 6-9 were not purchased with tax increment funds.  They were, however, transferred to 
the RDA in 1998 at no cost to allow that agency to market the parcels.  It could be argued that 
the City has a claim to title on the properties.  However, In order to comply with current state 
law, the Successor Agency must either market the properties and distribute the proceeds to the 
Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund for eventual distribution to the taxing entities or cause 
the City to execute a compensation agreement with the taxing entities to, in effect, purchase the 
property for the City.  Approval of the PMP as revised will allow the Successor Agency to market 
the property for the benefit of the taxing entities rather than attempting to retain ownership by 
the City through a title claim or a compensation agreement.  Even though no tax increment 
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funds were spent to purchase these properties or to pay bond obligations, staff believes it is 
better for the City to allow the Successor Agency to retain ownership and assume the 
obligations for the properties.  By allowing the Successor Agency to retain ownership of the 
parcels, the City will realize a savings to the General Fund and the Wastewater Fund totaling 
over $81,000 per year.   

The reasoning for this conclusion follows.  First, the net equities in the properties are not large, 
and one parcel actually has a negative net value (see pages 9-12 of the attached PMP). 
Second, leaving the ownership with the Successor Agency will ensure all future bond payments 
are made from the Trust Fund instead of by the City.  This proposal will save the City 
approximately $81,000 each year.  In less than two years, the potential loss to the City of the 
proceeds from any sales will be more than offset by these savings. 

All four properties are encumbered by either development bonds or wastewater bonds.  In 
addition to the bond encumbrances, the general fund has made the payments on the 
development bonds for properties 6 & 7 since 1993 and the wastewater rate payers have 
carried the cost of the wastewater bond payments since 1995.  See the table below. 

Property 
No. 

Assessor Parcel 
Numbers 

Wastewater Bond 
Prin/Int Payments 

   Remaining  
 Prin Balance 

Development Bond  
Prin/Int Payments 

Remaining  
  Balance 

6 064-150-068-000 $40,838 $58,002 NA NA 

7 064-160-007-000 $440,934 $626,237 NA NA 

8 064-440-010-000 $53,476 $0 $42,605 $65,740 

9 064-440-015-000 $53,476 $0 $39,241 $60,550 

Totals  $588,724 $684,239 $81,846 $121,290 

 

Today, the staff is seeking approval of the revised PMP which contains an affirmative statement 
to market the four properties for the benefit of the taxing agencies.  After conferring with the City 
Attorney and our redevelopment consultant, Jim Simon of RSG, staff has concluded that it is in 
the best interest of the city to allow the Successor Agency to market the properties for the 
benefit of the taxing entities.   

The last industrial property which was sold and developed in the City of Shasta Lake was the 
Fresenius project in our industrial park in 2006.  Therefore, it is not likely that these properties 
will sell in the immediate future and the City will benefit from not having to pay the bond 
payments each year.  However, if the properties do sell, it will still be a benefit to the City to 
have industrial development in our community. 

The resolution below contains language which states that the City of Shasta Lake, by approving 
submittal of this PMP, does not waive any future rights to seek compensation for the bond 
payments made in the past by the rate payers and citizens of the City. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
Approximately $81,000 per year in debt relief 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Resolution 
Long Range Property Management Plan as revised December 2, 2013 
Letter from Department of Finance dated September 20, 2013 
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RESOLUTION NO.  _____ 

 

 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SHASTA LAKE APPROVING 
THE LONG RANGE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN AS REVISED DECEMBER 2, 2013  
 

 

WHEREAS, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency to the Shasta Lake Redevelopment 
Agency ("Oversight Board") has been established to direct the Successor Agency to the Shasta 
Lake Redevelopment Agency (“Successor Agency”) to take certain actions to wind down the 
affairs of the Redevelopment Agency (RDA) including submittal of a Long Range Property 
Management Plan (PMP) to the Department of Finance; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Oversight Board approved a PMP which was submitted to the state Department 
of Finance on April 25, 2013; and 
 
WHEREAS, that PMP contained language reserving title to Parcels 6, 7, 8, and 9, as described 
in the plan, to the City of Shasta Lake; and 

WHEREAS, the Department of Finance subsequently found that PMP to be deficient as stated 

in a letter from that agency dated September 20, 2013; and 

WHEREAS, the revised PMP now provides for ownership to remain with the Successor Agency, 

which will be responsible for payments on bonds which lien the properties, thereby relieving the 

City of more than $81,000 in annual payments; now therefore be it resolved 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT HE CITY OF SHASTA LAKE HEREBY 

APPROVES THE LONG RANGE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN AS REVISED ON 

DECEMBER 2, 2013 AND RESERVES FOR ITSELF, ON BEHALF OF BY THE CITIZENS AND 

RATE PAYERS OF THE CITY OF SHASTA LAKE, THE RIGHT TO CLAIM FROM THE 

REDEVELOPMENT PROPERTY TAX TRUST FUND ALL AMOUNTS PREVIOUSLY PAID 

FOR BOND REPAYMENT WHICH REDUCED LEINS ON THE PROPERTIES.  

 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of 
Shasta Lake, on the 17th day of December, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

________________________________ 
       PAMELYN MORGAN, Mayor 
  
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_______________________________ 
TONI COATES, CMC, City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION CC-SA-13- 
 

 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE SHASTA LAKE REDEVELOPMENT 
AGENCY APPROVING THE LONG RANGE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN AS REVISED 

DECEMBER 2, 2013 
 

 
WHEREAS, the Successor Agency to the Shasta Lake Redevelopment Agency (“Successor 
Agency”) is charged with taking certain actions to wind down the affairs of the Redevelopment 
Agency (RDA) including submittal of a Long Range Property Management Plan (PMP) to the 
Department of Finance; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Successor Agency and the Oversight Board approved a PMP which was submitted 
to the state Department of Finance on April 25, 2013; and 

WHEREAS, the Department of Finance subsequently found that PMP to be deficient as stated in a 
letter from that agency dated September 20, 2013; and 

WHEREAS, Successor Agency staff have made certain revisions to the PMP to bring it into 
compliance with Department of Finance requirements. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE SHASTA 
LAKE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY HEREBY APPROVES THE LONG RANGE PROPERTY 
MANAGEMENT PLAN AS REVISED ON DECEMBER 2, 2013 AND DIRECTS STAFF TO SUBMIT 
IT FOR APPROVAL TO THE OVERSIGHT BOARD. 

 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Successor Agency, on the 17th 
day of December, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  
NOES:  
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 
 

________________________________ 
       PAMELYN MORGAN, Chair 
  
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________________________ 
TONI M.COATES, CMC 
Secretary of the Successor Agency 
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LEGAL REQUIREMENT 

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 34191.5, within six months after receiving a Finding of 
Completion from the Department of Finance (“DOF”), each Successor Agency is required to submit 
for approval to the Oversight Board and DOF, a Long-Range Property Management Plan (“PMP”) 
that addresses the disposition and use of the real properties of the former redevelopment agency.   

The LRPMP shall do all the following: 

1. Include an inventory of all properties in the Community Redevelopment Property Trust Fund 
(“Trust”), which was established to serve as the repository of the former redevelopment 
agency’s real properties.  The inventory shall consist of all of the following information: 

a. The date of acquisition of the property and the value of the property at that time, and an 
estimate of the current value of the property. 

b. The purpose for which the property was acquired. 

c. Parcel data, including address, lot size, and current zoning in the former agency 
redevelopment plan or specific, community, or general plan. 

d. An estimate of the current value of the parcel including, if available, any appraisal 
information. 

e. An estimate of any lease, rental, or any other revenues generated by the property, and a 
description of the contractual requirements for the disposition of those funds. 

f. The history of environmental contamination, including designation as a brownfield site, 
and related environmental studies, and history of any remediation efforts. 

g. A description of the property’s potential for transit-oriented development and the 
advancement of the planning objectives of the successor agency 

h. A brief history of previous development proposal and activity, including the rental or 
lease of property. 

2. Address the use or disposition of all the properties in the Community Redevelopment Property 
Trust Fund.  Permissible uses include 1) the retention of the property for governmental use 
pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 34181, 2) the retention of property for future development, 
3) the sale of the property, or 4) the use of the property to fulfill an enforceable obligation.   

3. The Plan shall separately identify and list properties in the Trust dedicated to governmental use 
purposes and properties retained for purposes of fulfilling an enforceable obligation.  With 
respect to the use or disposition of all other properties, all the following shall apply: 

a. If the plan directs the use or liquidation of the property for a project identified in an 
approved redevelopment plan, the property shall transfer to the city, county, or city and 
county. 

b. If the plan directs the liquidation of the property or the use of revenues generated from 
the property, such as lease or parking revenues, for any purpose other than to fulfill an 
enforceable obligation or other than that specified in the bullet directly above, the 
proceeds from the sale shall be distributed as property tax to the taxing entities. 
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c. Property shall not be transferred to a successor agency, city, county, or city and county, 
unless the PMP has been approved by the Oversight Board and DOF. 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 

The former Shasta Lake Redevelopment Agency owns nine non-housing properties.  The nine 
properties are grouped into three property sites, as summarized below and described in greater 
detail in the Property Inventory section that follows. 

Properties No. 1, 2, 3, 4 

 
These four properties located at Shasta Dam Blvd. and Shasta Way, totaling approximately 11.3 
acres, were identified in 1995 by the Redevelopment Agency as a potential commercial project.  
The purpose was to redevelop blighted properties into a parcel large enough to attract a 
commercial developer who would build a shopping center on the property.  Since that time, the 
properties have been marketed several times for commercial development.  On three separate 
occasions, the Redevelopment Agency advertised for proposals and began negotiations with 
different developers each time.  Unfortunately for a variety of reasons detailed in the property 
inventory, the development of these properties was never brought to fruition.  The Successor 
Agency at this time recommends that these properties be marketed together for commercial 
development with proceeds from the sale of the properties going to the taxing agencies.  In the 
marketing and selection of potential buyers, it is the objective and intent of the Successor Agency 
and Oversight Board to obtain clear information on the capability of potential bidders for reuse 
properties not only to acquire, but to develop expeditiously, for development that maximizes the 
value of the properties and benefits the affected taxing agencies.  
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Property No. 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This property, located at 1684 Cascade Blvd., is approximately 0.1 acres and is used as a gateway 
monument sign for the City of Shasta Lake.  The Successor Agency is recommending that this 
property be transferred to the City of Shasta Lake, and that the use of the property remain a 
governmental use as a gateway monument sign. 
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Properties No. 6, 7, 8, 9 

 
These four properties, totaling approximately 181 acres, were originally owned by the Shasta Dam 
Public Utility District.  Upon incorporation of the City of Shasta Lake in 1993 all PUD properties 
were transferred to the City.  In 1998, the City transferred these four properties to the 
Redevelopment Agency at no cost to allow the Agency to proceed with the sale and development of 
the parcels.  Property Nos. 6 and 7 are vacant land that have been held for future industrial park 
expansion, and to provide a secondary access for the existing industrial park.  Properties 8 and 9 
are vacant sites that have been offered for sale in an improved business park.  They have been 
offered for sale at $35,500 per acre. The sales price offered includes the assumption or pay off of 
development bonds by the buyer.  
 
Properties 8 and 9 were encumbered by a development bond on April 9, 1993.  All four properties 
were encumbered by a wastewater bond on April 11, 1995.  Principal and interest payments on 
those bonds have been made by the ratepayers of the City of Shasta Lake through the City’s 
General and Wastewater Funds.  Below is a summary of bond payments and balances. 
 
Summary of Bond Payments and Approximate Balances for Properties 6-9 
 
Property 

No. 
Assessor Parcel 

Numbers 
Wastewater Bond 
Prin/Int Payments 

   Remaining  
 Prin Balance 

Development Bond  
Prin/Int Payments 

Remaining 
  Balance 

6 064-150-068-000 $40,838 $58,002 NA NA 
7 064-160-007-000 $440,934 $626,237 NA NA 
8 064-440-010-000 $53,476 $0 $42,605 $65,740 
9 064-440-015-000 $53,476 $0 $39,241 $60,550 

Totals  $588,724 $684,239 $81,846 $121,290 
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PROPERTY INVENTORY 

Property No. 1  

Parcel Number 007 380 037 000 
Address 1429 Hillcrest Street 
Lot Size 1.5 acres 
Property Type Commercial  
Zoning Commercial Planned Development 
Date of Acquisition 6/30/1997 
Value of Property at time of acquisition $21,000 
Estimated current property value $45,000 
Original Purpose of acquisition Commercial development 
Estimated income/revenue None 
Contractual obligations for income/revenue None 
Environmental contamination None 
Potential for TOD None 
Advancement of planning objectives of 
Successor Agency 

As part of its duties and objectives when formed, the 
Successor Agency is charged with liquidating 
redevelopment assets and transferring proceeds from 
the sale of those assets to local taxing entities, as well 
as continuing to oversee development of properties.  
It is their objective in the disposition of this property 
that the Successor Agency and Oversight Board 
obtain clear information on the capability of potential 
bidders for reuse properties not only to acquire, but to 
develop expeditiously, for development that 
maximizes the value of the properties and benefits the 
affected taxing agencies.  

History of previous development proposals 
and activity 

In conjunction with properties 2, 3, and 4 totaling 
approximately 11.3 acres, these properties were 
identified in 1995 by the Redevelopment Agency as a 
potential project to attract a commercial developer 
who would build a shopping center and possibly a 
hotel on the property.  The RDA advertised for 
proposals from developers on three separate 
occasions in 1996, 1997 and 2007. 
 
Voit Development 
In October of 1996 the RDA and Voit Development 
came to agreement to sell the property to Voit for 
commercial development.  During the next year it 
became apparent to Voit that they could not complete 
the terms of the agreement as originally stated.  On 
January 28, 1997 Voit proposed major changes in the 
agreement.  These were rejected by the RDA on 
March 19, 1997.  The property was never transferred 
to Voit and the relationship with the RDA was 
terminated at that time. 
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Shasta Gateway Development Group, LLC. 
(SGDG) 
On April 3, 1997 the RDA entered into a development 
agreement with SGDG.  The developer paid 
$1,000,000 to the RDA which was used to complete 
the purchase of the properties from the original 
owners and to pay for relocation costs.  Another $1.03 
million was to be paid within 24 months of the date of 
the agreement.  When the developer could not secure 
an anchor tenant and proceed with development, the 
RDA extended the requirement for the second 
payment for an additional 24 months by way of an 
amendment on February 12, 1999.  Eventually, 
SGDG notified the RDA that it would not be able to 
fulfill the terms of the agreement and requested a 
return of its $1 million investment.  SGDG blamed the 
City and the RDA for misrepresenting the potential for 
development of the property.  A lawsuit followed 
which finally ended in a settlement agreement signed 
by the parties on July 22, 2004.  In that agreement the 
RDA returned $1 million and allowed SGDG to keep 
.81 acres of the land for resale.  That parcel was sold 
to a private party for a future Subway Sandwich shop, 
but remains undeveloped.  
 
Lewis Pipgras, Inc (Pipgras) 
In November of 2007 the RDA solicited proposals 
from commercial developers for development of the 
property.  The asking price was $2.225 million with a 
$100,000 good faith deposit.  After reviewing the 
offers, a committee of staff selected Pipgras as the 
developer.   Staff opened negotiations with Pipgras 
who wanted a 90 day due diligence period before 
signing the development agreement and paying the 
good faith deposit.  The RDA agreed to the 90 day 
period in order to avoid a repeat of the contentious 
agreements in previous attempts to market the 
property.  This period was the beginning of the 
commercial real estate crash and Pipgras could 
garner no interest from anchor tenants.  They 
eventually bowed out of the arrangement and the 
RDA received no interest from other developers who 
had participated in the proposal process. 

Use or disposition of property Market properties (No. 1, 2, 3, 4) together for 
commercial development with proceeds from the sale 
of the properties going to the taxing agencies. 

Property No. 2  

Parcel Number 007 380 051 000 
Address Cascade Blvd. and Shasta Dam Blvd. 
Lot Size 6.2 acres 
Property Type Commercial 
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Zoning Commercial Planned Development 
Date of Acquisition 8/12/2004 
Value of Property at time of acquisition $141,400 
Estimated current property value $600,000 
Original Purpose of acquisition Commercial development 
Estimated income/revenue None 
Contractual obligations for income/revenue None 
Environmental contamination None 
Potential for TOD None 
Advancement of planning objectives of 
Successor Agency 

As part of its duties and objectives when formed, the 
Successor Agency is charged with liquidating 
redevelopment assets and transferring proceeds from 
the sale of those assets to local taxing entities, as well 
as continuing to oversee development of properties.  
It is their objective in the disposition of this property 
that the Successor Agency and Oversight Board 
obtain clear information on the capability of potential 
bidders for reuse properties not only to acquire, but to 
develop expeditiously, for development that 
maximizes the value of the properties and benefits the 
affected taxing agencies.  

History of previous development proposals 
and activity 

See description for Property No. 1. 

Use or disposition of property Market properties (No. 1, 2, 3, 4) together for 
commercial development with proceeds from the sale 
of the properties going to the taxing agencies. 

Property No. 3  

Parcel Number 007 380 052 000 
Address Cascade Blvd. and Shasta Dam Blvd. 
Lot Size 3.5 acres 
Property Type Commercial 
Zoning Commercial Planned Development 
Date of Acquisition 8/12/2004 
Value of Property at time of acquisition $79,200 
Estimated current property value $250,000 
Original Purpose of acquisition Commercial development 
Estimated income/revenue None 
Contractual obligations for income/revenue None 
Environmental contamination None 
Potential for TOD None 
Advancement of planning objectives of 
Successor Agency 

As part of its duties and objectives when formed, the 
Successor Agency is charged with liquidating 
redevelopment assets and transferring proceeds from 
the sale of those assets to local taxing entities, as well 
as continuing to oversee development of properties.  
It is their objective in the disposition of this property 
that the Successor Agency and Oversight Board 
obtain clear information on the capability of potential 
bidders for reuse properties not only to acquire, but to 
develop expeditiously, for development that 
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maximizes the value of the properties and benefits the 
affected taxing agencies.  

History of previous development proposals 
and activity 

See description for Property No. 1. 

Use or disposition of property Market properties (No. 1, 2, 3, 4) together for 
commercial development with proceeds from the sale 
of the properties going to the taxing agencies. 

Property No. 4  

Parcel Number 007 380 053 000 
Address Cascade Blvd. and Shasta Dam Blvd. 
Lot Size 0.1 acres 
Property Type Commercial 
Zoning Commercial Planned Development 
Date of Acquisition 8/12/2004 
Value of Property at time of acquisition $3,900 
Estimated current property value $5,000 
Original Purpose of acquisition Commercial development 
Estimated income/revenue None 
Contractual obligations for income/revenue None 
Environmental contamination None 
Potential for TOD None 
Advancement of planning objectives of 
Successor Agency 

As part of its duties and objectives when formed, the 
Successor Agency is charged with liquidating 
redevelopment assets and transferring proceeds from 
the sale of those assets to local taxing entities, as well 
as continuing to oversee development of properties.  
It is their objective in the disposition of this property 
that the Successor Agency and Oversight Board 
obtain clear information on the capability of potential 
bidders for reuse properties not only to acquire, but to 
develop expeditiously, for development that 
maximizes the value of the properties and benefits the 
affected taxing agencies.  

History of previous development proposals 
and activity 

See description for Property No. 1. 

Use or disposition of property Market properties (No. 1, 2, 3, 4) together for 
commercial development with proceeds from the sale 
of the properties going to the taxing agencies. 

Property No. 5 

Parcel Number 007 120 020 000 
Address 1684 Cascade Blvd. 
Lot Size 0.1 acres 
Property Type City Park/Gateway Monument 
Zoning Commercial Planned Development 
Date of Acquisition 8/25/1995 
Value of Property at time of acquisition $2,200 
Estimated current property value n/a 
Original Purpose of acquisition Gateway monument sign. 
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Estimated income/revenue None 
Contractual obligations for income/revenue None 
Environmental contamination None 
Potential for TOD None 
Advancement of planning objectives of 
Successor Agency 

As part of its duties, the Successor Agency will 
perform obligations required by the EOPS, maintain 
reserves, dispose of assets and property, and enforce 
all rights for the benefit of taxing agencies.  
Transferring this property from the Successor Agency 
to the City meets their objective of disposing of assets 
and property. 

History of previous development proposals 
and activity 

None 

Use or disposition of property Transfer the property to the City of Shasta Lake.  The 
City to retain the property for continued governmental 
use as a gateway monument sign.  

Property No. 6  

Parcel Number 064 150 068 000 
Address None 
Lot Size 31.9 acres 
Property Type Industrial Park and City roadway 
Zoning Industrial Design Review (M-DR) 
Date of Acquisition 4/29/1998 
Value of Property at time of acquisition $0 (transferred at no cost to RDA) 
Estimated current property value  $  73,500 Gross value 

  -  58,002 Bond obligation 
  $15,498  Gross Equity 

Original Purpose of acquisition Originally owned by the Shasta Dam Public Utility 
District (PUD).  Upon incorporation of the City of 
Shasta Lake in 1993, all PUD properties were 
subsequently transferred to the City.  In 1998, the City 
transferred the property to the RDA, a portion to be 
used for sale to third parties for industrial 
development and a portion for governmental use as 
wastewater spray fields and city roadways. 

Estimated income/revenue None 
Contractual obligations for income/revenue $58,002 remaining principal balance on wastewater 

bond issued on April 11, 1995 
Environmental contamination None 
Potential for TOD None 
Advancement of planning objectives of 
Successor Agency 

As part of its duties and objectives when formed, the 
Successor Agency is charged with liquidating 
redevelopment assets and transferring proceeds from 
the sale of those assets to local taxing entities, as well 
as continuing to oversee development of properties.  
It is their objective in the disposition of this property 
that the Successor Agency and Oversight Board 
obtain clear information on the capability of potential 
bidders for reuse properties not only to acquire, but to 
develop expeditiously, for development that 
maximizes the value of the properties and benefits the 
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affected taxing agencies. 
 

History of previous development proposals 
and activity 

This property, with Property No. 7 are being used as 
vacant land being held for future industrial park 
expansion, a secondary public access roadway for the 
existing industrial park, and as a spray field for 
disposal of treated waste water produced b the City’s 
treatment plant.  

Use or disposition of property Market the property for industrial development with 
any proceeds from the sale of the properties going to 
the taxing agencies. 

Property No. 7  

Parcel Number 064 160 007 000 
Address None 
Lot Size 142.2 acres 
Property Type Industrial Park and City roadway 
Zoning Industrial Design Review (M-DR) 
Date of Acquisition 4/29/1998 
Value of Property at time of acquisition $0 (transferred at no cost to RDA) 
Estimated current property value $ 326,900  Gross value (assessed value) 

 - 626,237  Bond obligation 
<$300,230> Gross Negative Equity 

Original Purpose of acquisition Originally owned by the Shasta Dam Public Utility 
District (PUD).  Upon incorporation of the City of 
Shasta Lake in 1992, all PUD properties were 
subsequently transferred to the City.  In 1998, the City 
transferred the property to the RDA for sale and 
development. 

Estimated income/revenue $0 

Contractual obligations for income/revenue $626,237 Principal balance on wastewater bonds 
issued April 11, 1995

Environmental contamination None 
Potential for TOD None 
Advancement of planning objectives of 
Successor Agency 

As part of its duties and objectives when formed, the 
Successor Agency is charged with liquidating 
redevelopment assets and transferring proceeds from 
the sale of those assets to local taxing entities, as well 
as continuing to oversee development of properties.  
It is their objective in the disposition of this property 
that the Successor Agency and Oversight Board 
obtain clear information on the capability of potential 
bidders for reuse properties not only to acquire, but to 
develop expeditiously, for development that 
maximizes the value of the properties and benefits the 
affected taxing agencies. 

History of previous development proposals 
and activity 

This property, with Property No. 6 are being used as 
vacant land being held for future industrial park 
expansion, a secondary access roadway for the 
existing industrial park, and as a spray field for 
disposal of treated waste water produced b the City’s 
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treatment plant. 
Use or disposition of property Market the property for industrial development with 

any proceeds from the sale of the properties going to 
the taxing agencies. 

Property No. 8  

Parcel Number 064 440 010 000 
Address None 
Lot Size 3.6 acres 
Property Type Industrial 
Zoning Planned Development (SGIP-PD) 
Date of Acquisition 7/2/1993 
Value of Property at time of acquisition $0 (transferred at no cost to RDA) 
Estimated current property value $ 127,800 Gross value (assessed value) 

   - 65,740 Bond obligation 
$   62,060 Gross Equity 

Original Purpose of acquisition Originally owned by the Shasta Dam Public Utility 
District (PUD).  Upon incorporation of the City of 
Shasta Lake in 1993, all PUD properties were 
subsequently transferred to the City.  The City then  
transferred the property to the RDA for sale and 
development in 1998.  

Estimated income/revenue None 
Contractual obligations for income/revenue $65,740 Principal balance on development bonds 

issued April 9, 1993
Environmental contamination None 
Potential for TOD None 
Advancement of planning objectives of 
Successor Agency 

As part of its duties and objectives when formed, the 
Successor Agency is charged with liquidating 
redevelopment assets and transferring proceeds from 
the sale of those assets to local taxing entities, as well 
as continuing to oversee development of properties.  
It is their objective in the disposition of this property 
that the Successor Agency and Oversight Board 
obtain clear information on the capability of potential 
bidders for reuse properties not only to acquire, but to 
develop expeditiously, for development that 
maximizes the value of the properties and benefits the 
affected taxing agencies. 

History of previous development proposals 
and activity 

Together with Property No. 9, these parcels are 
vacant sites offered for sale in an improved industrial 
park.  These two parcels have been offered for sale at 
$35,500 per acre for more than 10 years with no 
consummated sales.  The sales price includes the 
assumption or pay off of development bonds by the 
buyer.  The bonds were issued in the early 1990’s to 
pay for development of the park.  The balance on the 
bond for this property is approximately $65,740. 

Use or disposition of property Market the property for industrial development with 
any proceeds from the sale of the properties going to 
the taxing agencies. 
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Property No. 9  

Parcel Number 064 440 015 000 
Address None 
Lot Size 3.3 acres 
Property Type Industrial 
Zoning Planned Development (SGIP-PD) 
Date of Acquisition 7/2/1993 
Value of Property at time of acquisition $0 (transferred at no cost to RDA) 
Estimated current property value $123,750  Gross value 

-   60,550  Bond obligation 
$  63,200  Gross equity 

Original Purpose of acquisition Originally owned by the Shasta Dam Public Utility 
District (PUD).  Upon incorporation of the City of 
Shasta Lake in 1993, all PUD properties were 
subsequently transferred to the City.  The City then  
transferred the property to the RDA for sale and 
development in 1998.   

Estimated income/revenue None 
Contractual obligations for income/revenue $60,550 Principal balance on development bonds 

issued April 9, 1993
Environmental contamination None 
Potential for TOD None 
Advancement of planning objectives of 
Successor Agency 

As part of its duties and objectives when formed, the 
Successor Agency is charged with liquidating 
redevelopment assets and transferring proceeds from 
the sale of those assets to local taxing entities, as well 
as continuing to oversee development of properties.  
It is their objective in the disposition of this property 
that the Successor Agency and Oversight Board 
obtain clear information on the capability of potential 
bidders for reuse properties not only to acquire, but to 
develop expeditiously, for development that 
maximizes the value of the properties and benefits the 
affected taxing agencies. 

History of previous development proposals 
and activity 

Together with Property No. 8, these parcels are 
vacant sites offered for sale in an improved industrial 
park.  These two parcels have been offered for sale at 
$35,500 per acre for more than 10 years with no 
consummated sales.  The sales price includes the 
assumption or pay off of development bonds by the 
buyer.  The bonds were issued in the early 1990’s to 
pay for development of the park.  The balance on the 
bond for this property is approximately $60,550. 

Use or disposition of property Market the property for industrial development with 
any proceeds from the sale of the properties going to 
the taxing agencies. 

PROPERTIES DEDICATED TO GOVERNMENTAL USE PURPOSES 

Pursuant to HSC Section 34181 (a) the Oversight Board may “direct the Successor Agency to 
transfer ownership of properties that were constructed and used for a governmental purpose, such 
as roads, school buildings, parks, police and fire stations, libraries, and local agency administration 
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buildings, to the appropriate public jurisdiction pursuant to any existing agreements relating to the 
construction or use of such an asset.”  The following are these properties: 
 
Property No. 5 – 007 120 020 000 –  
1684 Cascade Blvd. 

This property is currently the location of a gateway 
monument sign.  The property is to be retained and 
transferred to the City of Shasta Lake for the continued 
governmental use. 

 

PROPERTIES RETAINED FOR PURPOSES OF FULFILLING AN ENFORCEABLE 
OBLIGATION 

At this time, there are no properties being proposed to be retained for purposed of fulfilling an 
enforceable obligation. 
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