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REVISED AGENDA 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 2016 – 6:00 P.M. 
(THE AGENDA PACKET IS POSTED AT THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE AND AT WWW.RIVERBANK.ORG)  

 
CALL TO ORDER:  Mayor/Chair Richard D. O’Brien 
 
FLAG SALUTE:  Mayor/Chair Richard D. O’Brien 
 
INVOCATION:  Riverbank Ministerial Association   
 
ROLL CALL:  Mayor/Chair Richard D. O’Brien 
    Vice Mayor/Chair Jeanine Tucker  
    Council/Authority Member Darlene Barber-Martinez 
    Council/Authority Member Cal Campbell 
    Council/Authority Member Leanne Jones Cruz 
 
AGENDA CHANGES: Mayor/Chair Richard D. O’Brien 
           
CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
Any Council/Authority Member or Staff who has a direct Conflict of Interest on any scheduled 
agenda item to be considered is to declare their conflict at this time.  

 
 
 
1. PRESENTATIONS  There are no presentations. 
 
  
 
2. PUBLIC COMMENTS  (No Action Can Be Taken) 
At this time, members of the public may comment on any item not appearing on the agenda, and within 
the subject matter jurisdiction of the City Council/LRA Board.  Individual comments will be limited to a 
maximum of 5 minutes per person and each person may speak once during this time; time cannot be 
yielded to another person.  Under State Law, matters presented during the public comment period cannot 
be discussed or acted upon.  For record purposes, state your name and City of residence.  Please make 
your comments directly to the City Council/LRA Board. 
 

 

CITY OF RIVERBANK 
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL AND THE 

LOCAL REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY MEETINGS 
(The City Council also serves as the LRA Board) 

City Hall North • Council Chambers 
6707 Third Street • Suite B• Riverbank • CA • 95367  
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3. CONSENT CALENDAR 
All items listed on the Consent Calendar are to be acted upon by a single action of the City Council/LRA Board unless 
otherwise requested by an individual Council/Authority Member for special consideration.  Otherwise, the 
recommendation of staff will be accepted and acted upon by roll call vote. 
 
Item 3.A: Waive Readings.  All Readings of ordinances and resolutions, except by 

title, are waived.  
   
Item 3.B: Approval of the September 16, 2016, Special City Council Minutes. 
 
Item 3.B-1: Approval of the September 22, 2016, Special City Council Minutes. 
 
Item 3.B-2: Approval of the October 24, 2016, Special City Council Minutes. 
 
Item 3.B-3: Approval of the October 25, 2016, City Council and Local Redevelopment 

Authority Minutes. 
 

Recommendation: It is recommended that City Council/LRA Board 
approve the Consent Calendar items by roll 
call vote.  

 
 
4. UNFINISHED BUSINESS   
 
Item 4.1: Second Reading by Title Only and Adoption of Proposed Ordinance 

No. 2016-007 of the City Council of the City of Riverbank, California, 
Amending Chapter 73: Traffic Schedules of Title VII, Traffic Code, of 
the Riverbank Municipal Code – It is It is recommended that the City 
Council conduct the second reading by title only of proposed Ordinance 
No. 2016-007 and consider its adoption by roll call vote. 

 
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS There are no items to consider. 
 
 
6. NEW BUSINESS 
 
Item 6.1: Proposition 64, the California Marijuana Legalization Initiative – It is 

recommended that the City Council review the presented information 
regarding Proposition 64 and its potential impacts to the City and provide 
direction to staff.   

 
Item 6.2: Authorize Staff and City Attorney To Take the Necessary Steps to 

Create an Assistant City Manager Position – It is recommended that 
the Riverbank City Council (“City Council”) provide staff and legal counsel 
direction on the creation of an Assistant City Manager position including 
the necessary changes to the Riverbank Municipal Code (“Code”).
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7. COMMENTS (Information only – No action) 
 
Item 7.1: Staff Comments 
 
Item 7.2: Council/Authority Member Comments 
 
Item 7.3: Mayor/Chair Comments 
 
 
8. CLOSED SESSION 
The public will have a limit of 5 minutes to comment on Closed Session item(s) as set forth on the agenda 
prior to the City Council/LRA Board recessing into Closed Session. 
 
LRA Item 8.1: CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – ANTICIPATED  
   LITIGATION  Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to   
   subdivision (b) of Government Code § 54956.9:  (2) potential cases 
 
Item 8.2: PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT 
 Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957(b) (1) 
 Position Title: City Manager 
 

Recommendation: It is recommended that City Council /LRA 
Board provide direction to Staff on the Closed 
Session item(s). 

 
 
9. REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION 
 
LRA Item 9.1: Report from Closed Session LRA Item 8.1: CONFERENCE WITH 

LEGAL COUNSEL – ANTICIPATED LITIGATION:  (2) cases 
 
Item 9.2: Report on Closed Session Item 8.2: PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT – City  
  Manager Position 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT  (The next regular City Council meeting –Tuesday, Nov. 22 @ 6:pm) 
 
 
 
UPCOMING EVENTS: 

City Hall Friday 
Office Hours 

 City Offices are Closed Alternating Fridays  Due to the upcoming 
Holidays the following Fridays City will also be closed. 
o Friday:  November 4 and November 18 – Alternate CLOSED 
o Friday:  November 11 – CLOSED in honor of Veteran’s Day 
o Friday:  November 25 – CLOSED due to Thanksgiving Holiday 
o Friday:  December 2 – Alternate Friday CLOSED 
o Friday:  December 9 – OPEN Hours  8:am – 5:pm 
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AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 
I, Annabelle Aguilar, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury, under the 
laws of the State of California that the foregoing revised agenda was posted 
72 hours prior to the meeting in accordance to the Brown Act. 
 
Posted this 3rd day of November. 2016 
/s/Annabelle H. Aguilar, CMC, City Clerk /LRA Recorder 

      
Notice Regarding Americans with Disabilities Act: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at 
(209) 863-7122 or cityclerk@riverbank.org.  Notification 72-hours before the meeting will enable the City 
to make reasonable arrangements to ensure any special needs are met. [28 CFR 35.102-35.104 ADA 
Title II]. 
 
Notice Regarding Non-English Speakers: Pursuant to California Constitution Article III, Section IV, 
establishing English as the official language for the State of California, and in accordance with California 
Code of Civil Procedures Section 185, which requires proceedings before any State Court to be in 
English, notice is hereby given that all proceedings before the City of Riverbank City Council/LRA Board 
shall be in English and anyone wishing to address the Council is required to have a translator present 
who will take an oath to make an accurate translation from any language not English into the English 
language. 
 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Meeting Schedule 

Regular City Council Meetings:   6:00 p.m. on the 2nd and 4th Tuesday of every 
month, unless otherwise noticed.  
 
Local Redevelopment Authority Board:  Meets on an “as needed” basis.  The 
City Council also serves as the LRA Board. 

City Council / LRA 
Agenda & Reports 

The City Council/LRA Board agenda is posted pursuant to the California Brown 
Act, which only requires these agenda title pages to be posted near the 
entrance of the location where the meeting is to be held and, when 
technologically able, on the City’s website. Additional documents may be 
provided by the City in its efforts of transparency to keep the public well 
informed.  The agenda packet (agenda plus supporting documents) are 
posted for public review at the City Clerk's Office, 6707 Third Street, 
Riverbank, CA and at www.riverbank.org upon distribution to a majority of 
the City Council/LRA Board. A subscription to receive the agenda can be 
purchased for a nominal fee through the City Clerk’s Office. 

Public Hearings 

In general, a public hearing is an open consideration within a regular meeting of 
the City Council or a meeting of the LRA, for which special notice has been 
given and may be required. During a specified portion of the hearing, any 
resident or concerned individual is invited to present protests or offer support for 
the subject under consideration. 

Televised / Video   
of Meetings 

• Charter – Channel 2  
• AT&T Uverse – Channel 99   
Visit www.riverbank.org to connect to meeting videos. (Note: Technical difficulty 
occurs on occasion preventing the televising or recording of the meeting.) 

City Hall Hours City Hall is open Monday – Thursday; 7:30 am – 5:30 pm and 
Fridays:  8:00 am – 5:00 pm; CLOSED alternating Fridays 

Questions     Contact the City Clerk at (209) 863-7122 or cityclerk@riverbank.org 



RIVERBANK CITY COUNCIL / LRA AGENDA ITEM NO. 3.A 
 

SECTION 3: CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
 
Meeting Date: November 8 , 2016 
 
Subject:  Waiver of Readings 
 
From:   Marisela H. Garcia, Interim City Manager/Director of Finance 
 
Submitted by: Annabelle Aguilar, CMC, City Clerk / LRA Recorder 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council / LRA Board approve the waiver of readings of 
Ordinances and Resolutions, except by title.  
 
SUMMARY 
 
The approval of the waiver of readings will allow Ordinances and Resolutions to be 
introduced by title only and acted upon without the need to read the entire text of the 
item into the public record. The documents related to proposed Ordinances and 
Resolutions are available for review by the public on the City’s website and in the City 
Clerk’s office at City Hall (North).   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
There is no financial impact to this item. 
 
ATTACHMENTS   
 
There are no attachments to this report. 
 



RIVERBANK CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM NO. 3.B 
 

SECTION 3: CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
 
Meeting Date: November 8, 2016 
 
Subject: Approval of the September 16, 2016, Special City Council Minutes 
 
From: Marisela H. Garcia Interim City Manager/Director of Finance 
 
Submitted by: Annabelle Aguilar, CMC, City Clerk  
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council approve the Special City Council Minutes as 
presented.  
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Draft Minutes of the September 16 2016, Special City Council meeting have been 
prepared for review and approval. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
There is no financial impact to this item. 
 
ATTACHMENT  
 

1. September 16, 2016, Special City Council Minutes 
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CALL TO ORDER:  

The City Council of the City of Riverbank met at 8:02 a.m. on this date at the 
Riverbank City Hall Council Chambers, 6707 Third Street, Suite B, Riverbank, 
California, with Mayor O’Brien presiding. 
 
FLAG SALUTE:  Mayor Richard D. O’Brien 
 
ROLL CALL:  Mayor Richard D. O’Brien 
Present:   Councilmember Darlene Barber-Martinez   
    Councilmember Cal Campbell    
 
Absent:   Vice Mayor Jeanine Tucker    
    Councilmember Leanne Jones Cruz 

 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
Any Council Member and Staff who would have a direct Conflict of Interest on any scheduled 
agenda item to be considered are to declare their conflict at this time. 

 
No one declared a conflict. 
 
 
1. PUBLIC BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR (No Action Can Be Taken) 
Pursuant to Government Code in reference to a special meeting, the public has the opportunity to 
address the City Council only on items appearing on this special meeting notice.  Individual comments 
are limited to a maximum of 5 minutes per person and each person may speak once during this time.  
Time cannot be yielded to another person.  For record purposes, please state your name and City of 
residence.  When speaking, please address the entire City Council. 
 
No one spoke. 
 
2. BUSINESS 
 
Item 2:1 Downtown Business Discussion - To encourage and develop 

communication with downtown businesses in an effort to facilitate a 
discussion of downtown business growth. 

 

CITY OF RIVERBANK 
SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

(MAYOR’S DOWNTOWN BUSINESS FORUM) 

MINUTES OF 
FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 2016  
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Mayor O’Brien welcomed everyone; everyone present introduced themselves.  

Discussion ensued in regards to the development of a downtown Business Improvement 
District (BID), concerns with the downtown’s appearance, business leadership, downtown 
events to attract people, and businesses proactively promoting their business and one another. 

Mayor O’Brien offered the City Hall South Conference room for future BID meetings, and 
stated he would look into code enforcement for the downtown area, and an Entertainment 
Tax. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, Mayor O’Brien adjourned the meeting at 9:08 
a.m. 
 
ATTEST:  (Adopted 11/08/2016)    APPROVED: 
 
___________________________   _________________________ 
Norma Torres-Manriquez     Richard D. O’Brien 
Administrative Analyst II/Recorder   Mayor  



RIVERBANK CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM NO. 3.B-1 
 

SECTION 3: CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
 
Meeting Date: November 8, 2016 
 
Subject: Approval of the September 22, 2016, Special City Council Minutes 
 
From: Marisela H. Garcia Interim City Manager/Director of Finance 
 
Submitted by: Annabelle Aguilar, CMC, City Clerk  
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council approve the Special City Council Minutes as 
presented.  
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Draft Minutes of the September 22, 2016, Special City Council meeting have been 
prepared for review and approval. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
There is no financial impact to this item. 
 
ATTACHMENT  
 

1. September 22, 2016, Special City Council Minutes 
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CALL TO ORDER:  

The City Council of the City of Riverbank met at 6:03 p.m. on this date at the 
Riverbank City Hall Council Chambers, 6707 Third Street, Suite B, Riverbank, 
California, with Mayor O’Brien presiding. 
 
FLAG SALUTE:  Mayor Richard D. O’Brien 
 
ROLL CALL:  Mayor Richard D. O’Brien 
Present:   Councilmember Darlene Barber-Martinez   
    Councilmember Cal Campbell    
    Councilmember Leanne Jones Cruz 
Absent:   Vice Mayor Jeanine Tucker    
     

 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
Any Council Member and Staff who would have a direct Conflict of Interest on any scheduled 
agenda item to be considered are to declare their conflict at this time. 

 
No one declared a conflict. 
 
 
1. PUBLIC BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR (No Action Can Be Taken) 
Pursuant to Government Code in reference to a special meeting, the public has the opportunity to 
address the City Council only on items appearing on this special meeting notice.  Individual comments 
are limited to a maximum of 5 minutes per person and each person may speak once during this time.  
Time cannot be yielded to another person.  For record purposes, please state your name and City of 
residence.  When speaking, please address the entire City Council. 
 
No one spoke. 
 
2. CONSENT CALENDAR 
All items listed on the Consent Calendar are to be acted upon by a single action of the City Council unless otherwise 
requested by an individual Council for special consideration.  Otherwise, the recommendation of staff will be accepted and 
acted upon by roll call vote. 
 
Item 2.A: Waive Readings.  All Readings of ordinances and resolutions, except by 

title, are waived.  
 

CITY OF RIVERBANK 
SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

MINUTES OF 
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 2016  
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ACTION:  By motion moved and seconded (Campbell / Barber-Martinez / passed 4-0) to 
approve Items 2.A as presented.  Motion carried by unanimous City Council 
roll call vote. 
AYES:  Barber-Martinez, Campbell, Jones Cruz, and Mayor O’Brien 
NAYS: None / ABSENT:  Tucker / ABSTAINED:  None 

 
 
3. PUBLIC HEARING 
The Public Hearing Notice for the following public hearing items 2.1 was published in the local newspaper 
of general circulation on September 7, 2016. 
 
Item 3.1: Resolution [No. 2016-079] Approving the Submittal of an Application 

for Funding and the Execution of a Grant Agreement and Any 
Amendments Thereto from the Economic Development “Over-the-
Counter” (OTC) Allocation for Fiscal Year 2016 through the 
Community Development Block Grant – It is recommended that the 
City Council 1) Open the Public Hearing for public comment; and, 2) 
Authorize the approval of an application for funding and execution of a 
grant agreement from the 2016 Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) “Over-the- Counter” allocation. 

 
Mayor O’Brien opened the item for discussion.  Local Redevelopment Authority 
Administrative Analyst Melissa Holdaway was present to answer any questions. 
 
Mayor O’Brien opened the public hearing at 6:05 p.m. 
· Mrs. Evelyn Halbert, Riverbank, commented on an error found on the notice of public 

hearing; her concern with the City taking on a 1.1 Million grant to help a private company 
and potential use of tax payer money; and requested verbiage in the agreement to protect 
the City from having to pay back any grant money in the future. 

Mayor O’Brien closed the public hearing at 6:07 p.m.   
 
Mayor O’Brien requested that staff ensure the agreement contains language protecting the 
City.  Interim City Manager Marisela Garcia clarified that although the improvements to the 
facility at the Riverbank Industrial Complex was for a potential tenant, ultimately should the 
tenant leave, the improvements to the facility would still be a benefit received by the City. 
 
ACTION:  By motion moved and seconded (Barber-Martinez / Campbell / passed 4-0) to 

approve Items Resolution No. 2016-079 as presented.  Motion carried by 
unanimous City Council roll call vote. 
AYES:  Barber-Martinez, Campbell, Jones Cruz, and Mayor O’Brien 
NAYS: None / ABSENT:  Tucker / ABSTAINED:  None 

 
4. BUSINESS 
 
Item 4.1: Five Year Financial Forecast - It is recommended that the City Council 

receive a presentation regarding the General Fund Five-Year Financial 
Forecast. 
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Interim City Manager/Finance Director Marisela Garcia presented the forecast.  (A copy of 
the presentation is attached.) 
 
Mayor O’Brien provided his comments to the report and recommended to look for revenue 
streams, taxing businesses that had been previously exempt, and to review CalPERS and how 
to recoup the City’s cost for employee benefits.  
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, Mayor O’Brien adjourned the meeting at 7:13 
p.m. 
 
ATTEST:  (Adopted 11/08/2016)    APPROVED: 
 
_____________________________   _________________________ 
Annabelle H. Aguilar, CMC    Richard D. O’Brien 
City Clerk       Mayor  
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General Fund
Five‐Year Financial 
Forecast
SEPTEMBER  22,  2016

Presentation Overview
•Operating Budget Financial Policies

•Five‐Year Financial Forecast
• Historical Trends

• The Economy

• Revenue & Expense Projections

•Future Opportunities & Risks

•Final Recommendations
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Operating Budget 
Financial Policies

◦ The City will avoid budgetary procedures that balance current 
expenditures at the expense of meeting future years’ expenses, 
such as postponing expenditures, accruing future years’ revenue, or 
rolling over short‐term debt.

◦ Provisions will be made for adequate maintenance of capital plant 
and equipment and for their orderly replacement, within budgetary 
limits.

◦ The budget will provide for adequate funding of all retirement 
systems (PERS, Union Retirement, ICMA) in accordance with 
contractual commitments.

Operating Budget
Financial Policies

◦ The City will maintain a budgetary control system to help City staff 
adhere to the budget.

◦ The City will be held accountable for ensuring that department 
expenditures stay within budget appropriations.

◦ All requests for City Council action which have a financial impact on 
the City and/or its various funds shall be reviewed and approved by 
the City Manager and Director of Finance before such requests can 
be included in the City Council Agenda.

◦ Requests for additional positions will only be considered during the 
City’s annual budget process, except in those areas deemed to be of 
an emergency nature by the City Manager. 
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Operating Budget 
Financial Policies

◦ New positions and/or reclassified positions approved as part of the 
budgetary process shall be reviewed to determine the 
appropriateness of the assigned classification and/or salary 
structure.

◦ Where possible, the City will integrate performance measurement, 
service level and productivity indicators in the City’s published 
budget document.

◦ The City will provide a financial impact analysis of all policy 
initiatives, service changes, and new programs or projects.

Operating Budget
Financial Policies

◦ The City will aggressively seek State and Federal funds that are 
available for capital projects.

◦ Budget amendments or transfers between funds for $5,000 or less 
require department head authorization, verification of available 
funding from the Finance Director, and approval from the City 
Manager.  Transfers in excess of $5,000 and all budget amendments 
that expand service levels require Council authorization in the form 
of an amending budget resolution.
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Revenue Financial Policies

◦ The City will endeavor to maintain a diversified and stable revenue 
system to shelter it from short‐term fluctuation in any single revenue 
source.

◦ The City will estimate City annual revenues by an objective, 
conservative, analytical process.

◦ The City will strive to establish user charges and fees to recover the 
cost of providing the services and annually recalculate the full costs of 
activities supported by user fees to identify the impact of inflation and 
other cost increases.

◦ Non‐recurring revenues will be used only to fund non‐recurring 
expenditures.

Five‐Year 
Financial Forecast
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Basis for Projections
•Historical Trends

•The Economy

•Source Information 
• CalPERS Projections

• Future Development Plans

• City’s Strategic Plan

General Fund 
Financial History
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Historical 
Revenues

General Fund Revenues
•Major Revenue Sources
◦ Sales Tax

◦ Property Tax

◦ Property Tax in Lieu of VLF



11/1/2016

7

Sales Tax
•Sales and Use Tax is imposed on most retail transactions.  The current 
sales tax rate in Stanislaus County is 7.625%. 

•Triple Flip ended in FY 2015‐16 and gave revenues a one‐time boost 

•City’s Top 25 Sales Tax Generators provide approx. 77% of the City’s sales 
tax revenues.

•Our strategically‐placed Crossroads Shopping Center continues to provide 
the City with significant sales tax revenues despite the failing economy.

•Opening of the IMAX Theater has spearheaded the receipt of additional 
revenue as patrons seek places to dine & shop in.

Sales Tax
Sales Tax Generating Categories

Economic Category 2015 2016

General Retail 38.4% 38.8%

Construction 19.8% 20.3%

Food Products 19.2% 19.6%

Transportation 18.1% 15.9%

Business to Business 4.2% 5.1%

Miscellaneous 0.2% 0.3%
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05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16

Series1 1,243,140 2,094,328 2,397,458 2,341,564 2,410,426 2,441,892 2,537,835 2,793,989 2,712,383 2,756,970 3,061,905
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Historical Sales Tax

Property Tax
•Imposed on real property (land and permanent improvements) and 
tangible personal property (furniture, fixtures, and equipment) 

•The general tax levy rate is 1% of the assessed value, adjusted by an 
annual inflation factor not to exceed 2%

•Property in the State of California is generally reassessed only upon 
change of ownership

•Property in Riverbank is assessed by the Stanislaus County Assessor’s 
Office

•Cities and other local agencies, such as schools, special districts, and 
Stanislaus County share in County‐wide property tax pool for purchases 
made within the county, but not within a specific jurisdiction
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04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16

Property Tax 792,925 1,161,277 1,560,072 1,425,751 1,324,811 1,519,199 990,104 1,096,364 1,062,688 1,153,242 1,274,990 1,243,384
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Historical Property Tax

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF
•This revenue source accounts for the 1.35% Property Tax received from 
the State, which is in lieu of receiving the full 2% vehicle license fee.

•The State first began allocating this revenue source during the 2004‐
2005 fiscal year.  Because it is classified as a “property tax”, the 
calculation of this revenue source is dependent on the assessed values 
of the properties located within the City.  

•This revenue source is considered a property tax and is therefore 
affected by increases and decreases in property values. 



11/1/2016

10

04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16

Property Tax In Lieu 967,922 1,451,969 1,730,573 1,910,290 1,656,943 1,376,678 1,419,883 1,349,204 1,293,156 1,373,333 1,547,736 1,659,479
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Property Tax In Lieu

Historical 
Expenditures
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Expenditures
Major Expenditure Categories
◦ Salary & Benefits Costs

◦ Stanislaus County Sheriff’s Contract
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Economic Outlook

The U.S. Economy
•Financial Markets are still fragile

• Due mostly to the “over‐reaction” by traders, not global events

• “Wobbly” Chinese Economy & Brexit are serious but will take several years to 
play out

•Business investments are slowing throughout the US
• Also caused by the events in the market

• Volatility cause investors to become adverse to risk 
• With less capital, businesses reduce new investments

Source:  Beacon Economics
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The State’s Economy
•Despite the fragility:

• California is on track for a fifth consecutive year of
• Economic growth (Gross state produce grew by 2%)

• Job creation (2.8% increase)

• Lower unemployment (fell to 5.2%)

• Median Price of homes rose 5.3% w/ a 3.5% increase in sales
• Low mortgage rates

• Lending standards still tight

• Buyers face difficulty obtaining assistance with down payments

• Statewide Taxable Sales grew 3.4%

Source:  Beacon Economics

Riverbank’s Economy
•Positive Trends

• Renewed Development Interest
• Diamond Bar West in Final Map preparation stage

• Model Homes to begin construction soon

• Riverbank Central Apartments in Construction

• Expansion of the SOI completed

• Crossroads West Specific Plan

• Continuing Commercial Construction
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Riverbank’s Economy
•Positive Trends

• Decreasing Unemployment Rates
• August 2015 rate 8.4%

• August 2016 rate 7.9%

• Increased Opportunities for Expansion at the Riverbank Industrial Complex

• Rebounding Housing Market & New Home Construction
• KB Homes continued to build new homes in 2016

• Increased home sales lead to increased property values (Median Sales Price = $297,500)

Riverbank’s Economy
•Outside Threats

• Rising benefit costs

• Rising contract costs

• City of Modesto General Plan Update
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Forecast

Five‐Year Financial Forecast
FY 2016‐17 FY 2017‐18 FY 2018‐19 FY 2019‐20 FY 2020‐21

Beginning Reserve $1,127,134 $986,434 $521,579 $188,932 ($141,433)

Revenues 8,719,200 8,904,048 9,151,690 9,388,405 9,659,167

Expenditures 8,792,700 9,118,903 9,484,337 9,718,769 9,995,516

Surplus/(Deficit) (73,500) (214,855) (332,647) (330,364) (336,349)

Capital Outlay 67,200 250,000 0 0 0

Ending Reserve $986,434 $521,579 $188,932 ($141,433) ($477,782)

Reserve % 11.3% 5.9% 2.1% ‐1.5% ‐4.9%
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Five‐Year Financial Forecast
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Five‐Year Revenue Projections
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Sales Tax 2,803,600 2,915,744 2,974,059 3,033,540 3,094,211

Property Tax 1,321,100 1,387,155 1,456,513 1,529,338 1,605,805

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF 1,759,000 1,794,180 1,830,064 1,866,665 1,903,998

PILOT 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000

Real Property Transfer Tax 62,200 63,444 64,713 66,007 67,327

Other Taxes 50,800 33,095 33,910 34,747 35,604

Subtotal: Taxes 6,026,700 6,223,618 6,389,258 6,560,297 6,736,946
Franchise Fees 589,300 601,086 613,108 625,370 637,877

Grants 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000

Police Service Fees 82,900 87,045 88,786 90,562 92,373

Building and Planning Fees 203,200 213,360 217,627 221,980 226,419

Other Revenue 257,700 219,585 220,216 220,854 221,498

Subtotal: Non‐Tax Revenue 1,233,100 1,221,076 1,239,737 1,258,766 1,278,167
Operating Transfers In 1,459,400 1,459,354 1,522,694 1,569,343 1,644,054
Total Sources of Funds 8,719,200 8,904,048 9,151,690 9,388,405 9,659,167

Five‐Year Revenue Projections

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Total Sources of Funds 8,719,200 8,904,048 9,151,690 9,388,405 9,659,167

% Change 2.1% 2.8% 2.6% 2.9%
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Revenue Projections
•Sales Tax

• Positive Trends

• Continued Commercial Growth

• Revitalization of the Del Rio Theater Property

• Interest from downtown business owners to form a Business Improvement District

• Negative Trends

• Growth of Internet Sales

• Neighboring Commercial Development in Modesto and Oakdale

Revenue FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Sales Tax 2,803,600 2,915,744 2,974,059 3,033,540 3,094,211

4.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%

Revenue Projections
•Property Tax & Property Tax in Lieu of VLF

• Positive Trends
• Rising sales price of homes

• New housing construction

• New commercial construction

• Negative Trends
• Supply of homes may exceed demand

• Sales prices may be too high for the average resident to purchase

Revenue FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Property Tax 1,321,100 1,387,155 1,456,513 1,529,338 1,605,805

5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF 1,759,000 1,794,180 1,830,064 1,866,665 1,903,988

2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
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Revenue Projections
•Franchise Fees

• Collected from solid waste, electric, gas, telephone, and cable service for use 
of public right‐of‐way and property easements

• Franchise fees rise and fall depending on customer base

• Positive Trend:
• Solid Waste Franchise Fees based on rates.  November 1, 2014 City Council approved annual rate 

increases for solid waste through 2018 based on CPI.

• August 2015 CPI = 2.6%

• June 2016 CPI = 0.7%

Revenue FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Franchise Fees 589,300 601,086 613,108 625,370 637,877

2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%

Revenue Projections
•Building & Planning Revenues

• Includes building permit fees, plan check fees, other planning related fees

• Positive Trends:
• Continued issuance of solar permits

• Continued issuance of new housing construction permits

• Negative Trends:
• Building inspections increasing, fees collected may not be sufficient to adequately cover the 

City’s costs

• Highly dependent upon new construction

• Solar Permit issuance may slow down if tax rebates do not continue

Revenue FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Building and Planning Fees 203,200 213,360 217,627 221,980 226,419

5.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%



11/1/2016

21

Revenue Projections
•Operating Transfers In

• 70% is General Fund Administrative charges to enterprise and other funds

• Increases due to increased salary and benefit costs

• No salary increases have been assumed beyond those that have already  
been negotiated

Revenue FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Operating Transfers In 1,459,400 1,459,354 1,522,694 1,569,343 1,644,054

0% 4.3% 3.1% 4.8%

Revenue Projections
•Other Revenues

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

PILOT 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Real Property Transfer Tax 62,200 63,444 64,713 66,007 67,327
2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%

Other Taxes 50,800 33,095 33,910 34,747 35,604
-34.9% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

Grants (COPS) 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Police Service Fees 82,900 87,045 88,786 90,562 92,373
5% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%

Other Revenue 257,700 219,585 220,216 220,854 221,498
-14.8% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
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Expenditure 
Forecast

Five‐Year Expenditure Forecast
Expenditures and Other 

Uses

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Salary & Benefits 3,138,000 3,234,604 3,390,968 3,519,626 3,653,922
Operating Costs 1,664,200 1,652,274 1,732,282 1,708,482 1,722,680
Law Enforcement 

Contract 3,468,500 3,572,555 3,679,732 3,790,124 3,903,827
Housing Authority 

Assmt. 23,000 23,460 23,929 24,408 24,896
Legal Settlement 0 140,000 140,000 140,000 140,000
General Fund Subsidies 

(Operating Transfers 

Out) 499,000 496,011 517,425 536,131 550,191
Total Use of Funds 8,792,700 9,118,903 9,484,337 9,718,769 9,995,516
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Expenditure Projections

•Salary 
• There are no salary assumptions made beyond those negotiated for this  
contract expiring June 2017

• A Compensation and Classification Study will be performed in the 4th quarter 
of 2016

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Salary & Benefits 3,138,000 3,234,604 3,390,968 3,519,626 3,653,922

3.1% 4.8% 3.8% 3.8%

Expenditure Projections
•Benefits

• Pension: CalPERS

• Rate Increase assumptions included based on historical trends and information from 
CalPERS

• Assumptions for the 3 plans are as follows:

• Unfunded liability costs have been included in the projected rates.  

• Current Unfunded Liability (as of 6/30/2014) = $3,490,187

Pension Plan FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Tier I 16.487% 19.5% 21.5% 24.13% 27.13%

Tier II 7.159% 8.159% 10.159% 12% 14%

Tier III (PEPRA) 6.555% 7.555% 8.555% 10.25% 11.25
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Expenditure Projections
• Health Insurance

• City currently contributes 100% of the premium and deductible (HSA plan) 
or premium (HMO Plan) for all full‐time employees

• Annual cost inflator of 10% has been included

•Operating (non‐staffing) costs
• Includes general operating expenditures

• Includes increased election costs in FY 2017, FY 2019, and FY 2021 for district 
elections

• Five‐Year Forecast reflects 3.5% increase

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Operating Costs $1,652,274 $1,640,274 $1,720,282 $1,696,482 $1,710,680
‐0.7% 4.9% ‐1.4% 0.8%

Expenditure Projections
•Law Enforcement Contract

• Current contract runs through June 30, 2020

• Projections include proposed salary increases negotiated through labor 
contracts with the County.

• Labor negotiations to occur in 2018

• Administrative charges (i.e. CSI, Payroll, IT, HR) are not included in the cost of 
the contract.  The County has reserved the right to capture these costs in the 
future.

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Law Enforcement Contract 3,468,500 3,572,555 3,679,732 3,790,124 3,903,827

2.3% 2.5% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
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Expenditure Projections
•Legal Settlements

• Settlement costs for Barham Construction vs. City of Riverbank have been 
included

• Projection based on the City’s request to extend the time frame for repayment

• Current settlement = $733,000

• Repayment for Year 1 & Year 2 to be made from current reserves in SDF and General 
Liability

• Future settlement costs for Allen vs. City of Riverbank have not been 
included (i.e. waived building permit costs, etc.)

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Legal Settlement $0 $0 $140,000 $140,000 $140,000

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Revenues vs. Expenditures
FY 2016‐17 FY 2017‐18 FY 2018‐19 FY 2019‐20 FY 2020‐21

Revenues 8,719,200 8,904,048 9,151,690 9,388,405 9,659,167

Expenditures 8,792,700 9,118,903 9,484,337 9,718,769 9,995,516

Surplus/(Deficit) (73,500) (214,855) (332,647) (330,364) (336,349)

FY 2017‐2021 Operating Revenues $45,822,510

FY 2017‐2021 Operating Expenditures $47,110,226

Structural Deficit $1,287,716
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Capital Outlay

Capital Outlay
Fiscal Year Capital Outlay Projects

2017 $67,200 Class & Comp Study

Housing Loan Servicing Software

2018 $250,000 7th Street Storm Drain Repair

2019 $0 HVAC‐Police Services

2020 $0 HVAC‐Community Center

2021 $0 HVAC‐Police Services

Five‐Year Total $317,200
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Reserve Forecast

Five‐Year Reserve Forecast

FY 2016‐17 FY 2017‐18 FY 2018‐19 FY 2019‐20 FY 2019‐21

Ending Reserve $986,434 $521,579 188,392 ‐$141,433 ‐$477,782

Reserve % 11.3% 5.9% 2.1% ‐1.5% ‐4.9%
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Reserve Forecast
•Causes for Declining Reserve:

• Legal Settlement for Barham vs. City of Riverbank case (skate park)

• One‐Time Expenditures in FY 2016‐17

• Classification & Compensation Study (as required by labor agreements)

• Future Capital Outlay due to delayed maintenance

• 7th Street Storm Drain Repairs

• Operating Structural Deficits requiring use of reserve to maintain current 
service levels

Future 
Opportunities and 
Risks
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Opportunities
•Crossroads West (Est. 5‐6 years)

•Housing Development (East & West Side)

•Stimulate Private Development in Downtown (i.e. Del Rio Property)

•Riverbank Industrial Complex

•Cannery Site Redevelopment

•Grant funding for projects (i.e. 7th street storm drain)

Risks
•Continued increase in operational costs

•Continued changes to CalPERS and Health Insurance rates

•Future negotiations (2017) with labor groups

•Repayment of Eleanor & Kentucky Property purchase to County

•Unfunded Sheriff Deputy positions

•Local Redevelopment Authority‐Unknown Liability

•Another Recession in the next five years

•Delayed Maintenance on Buildings and Infrastructure
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Final 
Recommendations

Recommendations
•Continue working with private developers on current and future projects

•Review current fee structures to ensure the recapture of City costs

•Review all operational expenses to maximize cost savings 

•Quarterly monitoring of revenues and expenditures

•Continue prudent spending practices

•Continue funding strategic one‐time expenditures with one‐time funds

•Begin planning for future recessions



RIVERBANK CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM NO. 3.B-2 
 

SECTION 3: CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
 
Meeting Date: November 8, 2016 
 
Subject: Approval of the October 24, 2016, Special City Council Minutes 
 
From: Marisela H. Garcia Interim City Manager/Director of Finance 
 
Submitted by: Annabelle Aguilar, CMC, City Clerk  
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council approve the Special City Council Minutes as 
presented.  
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Draft Minutes of the October 24, 2016, Special City Council meeting have been 
prepared for review and approval. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
There is no financial impact to this item. 
 
ATTACHMENT  
 

1. October 24, 2016, Special City Council Minutes 
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CALL TO ORDER:  

The City Council of the City of Riverbank met at 6:02 p.m. on this date at the 
Riverbank City Hall Council Chambers, 6707 Third Street, Suite B, Riverbank, 
California, with Mayor O’Brien presiding. 
 
FLAG SALUTE:  Mayor Richard D. O’Brien 
 
INVOCATION:  Reverend Charles Neal, Ministerial Association 
 
ROLL CALL:  Mayor Richard D. O’Brien 
Present:   Vice Mayor Jeanine Tucker  
    Councilmember Cal Campbell    
    Councilmember Leanne Jones Cruz 
 
Absent:   Councilmember Darlene Barber-Martinez   

 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
Any Council Member and Staff who would have a direct Conflict of Interest on any scheduled agenda 
item to be considered are to declare their conflict at this time. 

 
No one declared a conflict. 
 
 
1. PUBLIC BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR (No Action Can Be Taken) 
Pursuant to Government Code in reference to a special meeting, the public has the opportunity to 
address the City Council only on items appearing on this special meeting notice.  Individual comments 
are limited to a maximum of 5 minutes per person and each person may speak once during this time.  
Time cannot be yielded to another person.  For record purposes, please state your name and City of 
residence.  When speaking, please address the entire City Council. 
 
No one spoke. 
 
2. CLOSED SESSION 
The public will have a limit of 5 minutes to comment on Closed Session item(s) as set forth on the agenda 
prior to the City Council recessing into Closed Session. 
 
Mayor O’Brien announced the Closed Session Item and opened the Item for comment; no one 
spoke, City Council recessed to Closed Session at 6:02 p.m. 

CITY OF RIVERBANK 
SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

(CLOSED SESSION) 

MINUTES OF 
MONDAY, OCTOBER 24, 2016  
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Special CC Minutes – 10/24/2016 

 
Item 2.1: PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT 
 Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957(b) (1) 
 Position Title: City Manager 
 

Recommendation: It is recommended that City Council provide 
direction to Staff on the Closed Session 
item(s). 

 
 

3. REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION 
 
Mayor O’Brien reconvened the meeting 9:21 p.m. 
 
Item 3.1: Report on Closed Session Item 2.1: PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT – City 

Manager Position 
 
Mayor O’Brien reported that direction was provided to staff. 
  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, Mayor O’Brien adjourned the meetings at 9:22 
p.m. 
 
ATTEST:  (Adopted 11/08/2016)    APPROVED: 
 
_____________________________   _________________________ 
Annabelle H. Aguilar, CMC    Richard D. O’Brien 
City Clerk       Mayor  



RIVERBANK CITY COUNCIL / LOCAL REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
AGENDA ITEM NO. 3.B-3 

 
SECTION 3: CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
 
Meeting Date: November 8, 2016 
 
Subject: Approval of the October 25, 2016, City Council and Local 

Redevelopment Authority Minutes 
 
From: Marisela Garcia, Interim City Manager/Director of Finance 
 
Submitted by: Annabelle Aguilar, CMC, City Clerk / LRA Recorder 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council / Local Redevelopment Authority Board 
approve the City Council /LRA Meeting Minutes as presented.  
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Draft Minutes of the October 25, 2016, regular City Council and the Local 
Redevelopment Authority Board meetings have been prepared for review and approval. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
There is no financial impact to this item. 
 
ATTACHMENT  
 

1. October 25, 2016, City Council and LRA Minutes 
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CALL TO ORDER:     
 
The City Council and Local Redevelopment Authority Board of the City of 
Riverbank met at 6:00 p.m. on this date at the Riverbank City Council Chambers, 
6707 Third Street, Suite B, Riverbank, California, with Mayor/Chair Richard D. 
O’Brien presiding. 
 
FLAG SALUTE:  Mayor/Chair Richard D. O’Brien 
 
INVOCATION:  Riverbank Ministerial Association   
 
ROLL CALL:  Mayor/Chair Richard D. O’Brien 
    Vice Mayor Jeanine Tucker      
    Council/Authority Member Darlene Barber-Martinez  
    Council/Authority Member Cal Campbell 
    Council/Authority Member Leanne Jones Cruz 
 
AGENDA CHANGES: Mayor/Chair Richard D. O’Brien – no changes to the agenda. 
 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
Any Council/Authority Member or Staff who has a direct Conflict of Interest on any scheduled 
agenda item to be considered is to declare their conflict at this time.  

 
No one declared a conflict. 
 
1. PRESENTATIONS  There were no presentations. 
 
  
2. PUBLIC COMMENTS  (No Action Can Be Taken) 
At this time, members of the public may comment on any item not appearing on the agenda, and within 
the subject matter jurisdiction of the City Council/LRA Board.  Individual comments will be limited to a 
maximum of 5 minutes per person and each person may speak once during this time; time cannot be 
yielded to another person.  Under State Law, matters presented during the public comment period cannot 
be discussed or acted upon.  For record purposes, state your name and City of residence.  Please make 
your comments directly to the City Council/LRA Board. 
 
Lester Williams spoke in regards to speaking with staff about his inability to afford a $20,000 
cost to connect to city water and requested assistance from the City. 

 

City of Riverbank 
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL AND 

 LOCAL REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY MEETING 
(The City Council also serves as the LRA Board) 

MINUTES OF 
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 25, 2016 
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CC/LRA Minutes – 10/25/2016 

3. CONSENT CALENDAR 
All items listed on the Consent Calendar are to be acted upon by a single action of the City Council/LRA Board unless 
otherwise requested by an individual Council/Authority Member for special consideration.  Otherwise, the 
recommendation of staff will be accepted and acted upon by roll call vote. 
 
Item 3.A: Waive Readings.  All Readings of ordinances and resolutions, except by 

title, are waived.  
   
Item 3.B: Approval of the August 9, 2016, City Council and Local Redevelopment 

Authority Minutes. 
 
Item 3.B-1: Approval of the September 29, 2016, Special City Council Minutes. 
 
Item 3.B-2: Approval of the October 11, 2016, City Council and Local Redevelopment 

Authority Minutes. 
 
Item 3.B-3: Approval of the October 17, 2016, Special City Council Minutes. 
 
Item 3.C: A Resolution [No. 2016-087] Approving the Submittal of an 

Application for Youth Soccer and Recreation Development Program 
Grant Funds – It is recommended that the City Council consider approval 
of a Resolution Approving the submittal of an Application for $1,000,000 
for Youth Soccer and Recreation Development Program Grant Funds. 

 
Item 3.D: A Resolution [2016-088] Authorizing the Execution of the San 

Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD), New 
Alternative Fuel Vehicle Purchase Grant (Zero Electric Police 
Motorcycles) - It is recommended that the Riverbank City Council receive 
this report and approve the corresponding resolution to approve the 
securing and completion of this grant.  It is also recommended that the 
Riverbank City Council, per the grant requirements, authorize the initial 
expenditure of $62,178 in city funds to secure three Zero Electric Police 
Motorcycles, whereby the grant and California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) rebates will collectively reimburse the city for its $62,178 
expenditure. 

 
Recommendation: It is recommended that City Council/LRA Board 

approve the Consent Calendar items by roll 
call vote. 

 
ACTION:  By motion moved and seconded (Jones Cruz / Campbell / passed 5-0) to approve 

Consent Calendar Items 3.A, 3.B, 3.B-2, 3.B-3, 3.C and 3.D as presented;  
(Jones Cruz / Campbell / passed 4-0) to approve Item 3.B-1.  Motion carried by 
unanimous City Council and LRA Board roll call vote. 
AYES:  Barber-Martinez, Campbell, Jones Cruz, Tucker, and Mayor/Chair 
O’Brien 
NAYS: None / ABSENT:  None / ABSTAINED:  TUCKER (Item 3.B-1) 
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4. UNFINISHED BUSINESS  There were no items to consider. 
 
 
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
The Public Hearing Notices were published in the local newspaper of general circulation on 09/21/16, for 
Item 5.1 and a display ad on 10/5/16 (Riverbank News) and a display ad on 10/18/16 (Modesto Bee) for 
Item 5.2.  A Continuance Notice for Item 5.1 was posted near the door of the Council Chambers on 
10/12/16 within 24 hours of the 10/11/16 regular City Council Meeting.  

Item 5.1:    The Continued First Reading and Introduction by Title Only of a 
Proposed Ordinance (No. 2016-007], Amending Chapter 73, Traffic 
Schedules of Title VII, Traffic Code, of the Riverbank Municipal Code 
– It is recommended that the City Council conduct the continued public 
hearing for the first reading and introduction by title only of the proposed 
ordinance to consider its approval as presented, which will initiate the 
scheduling of the ordinance for its second reading by title only on 
November 8, 2016, to consider its adoption. The purpose of this 
Ordinance amendment is to recommend changes to speed limits on 13 
street segments in the City of Riverbank (the “City”). 

Development Services Administration Manager Kathleen Cleek presented the staff report. 

Mayor O’Brien opened the public hearing at 6:13 p.m.; no one spoke, the hearing was closed. 

Mayor O’Brien commented on his evaluation of the proposed streets wih increased speeds that 
were of concern. 
 
ACTION:   By motion moved and seconded (Jones Cruz / Barber-Martinez  / passed 5-0) to 

approve the First Reading of proposed Ordinance [No. 2016-007] and to 
consider its Second Reading and adoption at the next regular City Council 
meeting as presented.  Motion carried by unanimous City Council roll call vote. 
AYES:  Barber-Martinez, Campbell, Jones Cruz, Tucker, and Mayor O’Brien 
NAYS: None / ABSENT:  None / ABSTAINED:  NONE 

 
Item 5.2:    A Resolution [No. 2016-089] Adopting a 2.5% Consumer Price Index 

Increase in Rates for Solid Waste Disposal Services Pursuant to the 
2014 Executed Franchise Agreement with Gilton Solid Waste, Inc. – It 
is recommended that the City Council consider adopting a resolution 
approving a 2.5% Consumer Price Index (CPI) increase in rates for solid 
waste disposal services pursuant to the executed franchise agreement 
with Gilton Solid Waste, Inc.  

 
Interim City Manager/Director of Finance Marisela Garcia presented the staff report. 
 
Mayor O’Brien opened the public hearing at 6:21 p.m.; no one spoke, the hearing was closed. 
 
ACTION:   By motion moved and seconded (Barber-Martinez / Tucker / passed 5-0) to 

approve a 2.5% Consumer Price Index (CPI) increase in rates for solid waste 
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 disposal services pursuant to the executed franchise agreement with Gilton 
Solid Waste, Inc. by the adoption of Resolution No. 2016-089 as presented.  
Motion carried by unanimous City Council roll call vote. 
AYES:  Barber-Martinez, Campbell, Jones Cruz, Tucker, and Mayor O’Brien 
NAYS: None / ABSENT:  None / ABSTAINED:  NONE 

 
 
6. NEW BUSINESS 
 
Item 6.1: A Resolution [No. 2016-090] Adopting the 2015 Updated Urban Water 

Management Plan - Staff recommends the 2015 Public Draft Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP) be adopted with the revisions as noted 
at the public hearing held on October 11, 2016. If approved, the Final 
(adopted) 2015 UWMP will be sent to the Department of Water Resources 
(DWR), The California State Library, Stanislaus County, and San Joaquin 
County within 30 days of the adoption by the City of Riverbank City 
Council as per California Water Code Section 10644 (a). 

 
Interim City Manager Marisela Garcia introduced the item and Public Works Superintendent 
Michael Riddell presented the staff report. 
 
ACTION:   By motion moved and seconded (Campbell  / Tucker / passed 5-0) to approve the  

final 2015 Public Draft Urban Water Management Plan with the revisions as 
noted at the public hearing held on October 11, 2016, which will be sent to the 
Department of Water Resources (DWR), The California State Library, 
Stanislaus County, and San Joaquin County within 30 days of the adoption by 
the City of Riverbank City Council as per California Water Code Section 10644 
(a), as presented by the adoption of Resolution No. 2016-090.  Motion carried 
by unanimous City Council roll call vote. 
AYES:  Barber-Martinez, Campbell, Jones Cruz, Tucker, and Mayor O’Brien 
NAYS: None / ABSENT:  None / ABSTAINED:  NONE 

 
 
7. COMMENTS (Information only – No action) 
 
Item 7.1: Staff Comments 
 
· Interim City Manager Marisela Garcia reported on the water billing audit, stating no 

discrepancies were found, and announced that customers would only be charged the 
minimum base amount of $154 of the November 2-month water bill. 

 
· City Clerk/Elections Official Annabelle Aguilar announced that a Candidates’ Forum for 

the Office of Councilmember District 2 would be conducted by the League of women 
Voters in the Council chambers on Thursday, October 27th, and reminded everyone of 
Election Day on November 8th. 
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· Planning and Building Manager Donna Kenney reported on her findings of a citizen 
complaint in regards to excessive noise coming from the Thunderbolt Company in the late 
evening hours, stating that she was unable to locate any loud noise and therefore would 
follow up with the citizen. 

 
Item 7.2: Council/Authority Member Comments 
 
· Council/Authority Member Jones Cruz encouraged everyone to be aware of the scheduled 

events during this time, and looked forward to the prospects of the City’s search for a new 
City Manager. 

 
· Council/Authority Member Barber-Martinez reminded everyone of the Senior Elder Abuse 

Prevention Alliance event on Friday [October 28] at the Riverbank Community Center. 
 
Item 7.3: Mayor/Chair Comments 
 
Mayor/Chair O’Brien announced the November 12th Veteran’s Luncheon. 
 
 
8. CLOSED SESSION 
The public will have a limit of 5 minutes to comment on Closed Session item(s) as set forth on the agenda 
prior to the City Council/LRA Board recessing into Closed Session. 
 
MAYOR/CHAIR O’BRIEN ANNOUNCED THE CLOSED SESSION ITEM AND OPENED THE ITEM FOR 
COMMENT; NO ONE SPOKE, THE CITY COUNCIL RECESSED INTO CLOSED SESSION AT 6:36 P.M. 
 
Item 8.1: PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT 
 Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957(b) (1) 
 Position Title: City Manager 
 

Recommendation: It is recommended that City Council /LRA 
Board provide direction to Staff on the Closed 
Session item(s). 

 
 
 

9. REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION 
 
MAYOR/CHAIR O’BRIEN RECONVENED THE MEETINGS AT 9:28 P.M. 
 
Item 9.1: Report on Closed Session Item 8.1: PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT – City  
  Manager Position 
 
Mayor O’Brien reported that direction was provided to staff. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, Mayor/Chair O’Brien adjourned the meetings at 
9:28 p.m. 
 
ATTEST:  (Adopted 11/08/2016)    APPROVED: 
 
_____________________________   _________________________ 
Annabelle H. Aguilar, CMC    Richard D. O’Brien 
City Clerk / LRA Recorder    Mayor / Chair 
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RIVERBANK CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM NO. 4.1 
 

SECTION 4: UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
 
Meeting Date: November 8, 2016 
 
Subject: Second Reading by Title Only and Adoption of Proposed 

Ordinance No. 2016-007 of the City Council of the City of 
Riverbank, California, Amending Chapter 73: Traffic Schedules of 
Title VII, Traffic Code, of the Riverbank Municipal Code 

 
From: Marisela H. Garcia, Interim City Manager/Director of Finance 
 
Submitted by: Robin Baral, Deputy City Attorney 
   Kathleen Cleek, Development Services Administration Manager 
   Annabelle Aguilar, Sr. Management Analyst/City Clerk  
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council conduct the second reading by title only of 
proposed Ordinance No. 2016-007 and consider its adoption by roll call vote. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
A Public Hearing was conducted at the regular City Council meeting on October 11, 
2016, to receive public opinions or evidence for or against the proposed Ordinance after 
its first reading and introduction by title only. After consideration, the City Council 
requested further research on the subject matter and voted to continue the public 
hearing to the October 25, 2016, regular City Council meeting.   
 
The continued Public Hearing was conducted at the regular City Council meeting on 
October 25, 2016. After consideration, the City Council approved the first reading and 
introduction of the proposed ordinance (now titled Ordinance No. 2016-007) which 
moved said Ordinance to the November 8, 2016, regular City Council meeting for its 
second reading by title only and consideration for adoption. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
As required under California law, the City engaged KD Anderson & Associates, 
Transportation Engineers, to conduct Engineering & Traffic Surveys (“E&TS”) along 
specified City streets. Based on the results of the E&TS prepared by KD Anderson, staff 
recommends an increase in speed limits by 5 mph on eleven (11) street segments, a 
decrease on one (1) street segment, and add a speed limit to one (1) street segment.
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LEGAL BACKGROUND 
 
In accordance with California Vehicle Code Sections 22357 and 22358, the City may 
increase or decrease speed limits for local roadways. If a city enforces speed limits by 
way of radar, Vehicle Code Section 40802 requires the preparation of an E&TS to justify 
the speed limits on those designated streets. Traffic speeds must be supported by an 
E&TS; otherwise, if speed limits are too low the City could face liability for setting 
“speed traps”. 
 
The requirements and guidelines for performing an E&TS are set forth in Vehicle Code 
Section 627 and in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices1 (the 
“Traffic Manual”). The Traffic Manual provides that speed limits are generally 
established at or near the 85th percentile, which is defined as the speed at or below 
which 85 percent of traffic is moving. Speed limits established on this basis conform to 
the consensus of those who drive on the roadways as to what speed is reasonable and 
safe, and are not dependent on the judgment of a few individuals. Speed limits higher 
than the 85th percentile are not generally considered reasonable and prudent, while 
speed limits below the 85th percentile do not ordinarily facilitate the orderly movement 
of traffic and require extensive enforcement to maintain compliance.  
 
Under the guidelines in the Traffic Manual, speed limits should be set at the nearest 5 
mile per hour (“mph”) increment of the 85th percentile speed. For example, given a 
measured 85th percentile speed of 48 mph, the Traffic Manual suggests that the speed 
limit be set at 50 mph. If the measured 85th percentile speed is 47 mph, then the 
suggested speed limit is 45 mph.  
 
A single 5 mph reduction of the posted speed, as determined by the 85th percentile 
speed, may be taken if there are conditions not readily apparent to motorists on a 
particular street segment.2 In accordance with Vehicle Code Section 627 and the Traffic 
Manual, an E&TS may consider residential density, collision history, pedestrian and 
bicycle activity, roadway traffic, and roadside conditions not readily apparent to the 
driver.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In April 2016, the City contracted with the consulting firm of KD Anderson & Association, 
Inc. to provide E&TS reports to analyze whether speed limits on 16 roadway segments 
should be updated. The 16 roadways determined to be studied were provided by the 
City of Riverbank’s Police Chief Erin Kiely. The results of the E&TS reports recommend 
decreasing the speed limit on 1 street segment, increasing the speed limit on 11 street 
segments, and maintaining the speed limits on 6 street segments. The E&TS also 
established a speed limit on 1 street segment.  
 

                                                 
1 The Traffic Manual is a document that prescribes uniform standards and specifications for all official 
traffic control devices in California. 
2 Vehicle Code Section 22358.5 
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In reviewing each E&TS, City staff requested input from Police Chief Kiely and the 
Stanislaus County Sheriff’s Department. Deputy Sheriff Worsham provided comments 
regarding Squire Wells Way and River Cove Drive. Along River Cove Drive, police have 
received complaints that drivers disobey speed limits, fail to adhere to stop signs, and 
drive around school buses. KD Anderson responded that these factors justify a 5 mph 
reduction, under Vehicle Code sections 22358.5 and 627. Staff therefore proposes to 
maintain the River Cove Drive speed limit at 25 mph, instead of implementing the 
recommended change to 30 mph.   
 
The Squire Wells Way E&TS recommends changing the speed limit from 25 mph to 35 
mph. Here, Deputy Sheriff Worsham noted a high amount of pedestrian traffic, including 
school children and pedestrians, going to and from the Crossroads Shopping Center. 
KD Anderson noted that the Deputy Sheriff’s field observations justify a 5 mph reduction 
in the speed limit, to 30 mph. The City therefore proposes to reduce the increase in 
speed limit to 30 mph, as opposed to 35 mph, which would otherwise be required under 
the Traffic Manual.   
 
The following chart summarizes roadways with required changes to meet the 85 
percentile standard under the Traffic Manual: 
 

Street Street Section Current 
MPH 

Proposed 
MPH 

California Street Between Claus Road and Snedigar Road  
(east and westbound lanes) 25 30 

Claribel Road Between Oakdale Road and the eastern City limit (MID 
Main) (east and westbound lanes) 45 50 

Claus Road Between Claribel Road and California Street (north and 
southbound lanes) 45 50 

Claus Road Between California Street and SR-108  
(north and southbound lanes) 45 40 

Morrill Road Between Oakdale Road and Roselle Avenue 
(east and westbound lanes) 25 35 

Oakdale Road Between Morrill Road and Patterson Road (SR-108) 
(north and southbound lanes) 40 45 

Oakdale Road Between Claribel Road and Morrill Road  (north and 
southbound lanes) 45 50 

Roselle Avenue Between Claribel Road and Patterson Road  (north and 
southbound lanes) 35 40 

Santa Fe Street Between 7th Street and Claus Road  
(east and westbound lanes) 25 30 

Snedigar Road Between California Avenue and Santa Fe Street (north 
and southbound lanes) 25 35 

Squire Wells Way  Between Morrill Road and Claribel Road  
(north and southbound lanes)  25 30 

Terminal Avenue Between the southern City limit and Patterson Road 
(north and southbound lanes) 25 30 

Antique Rose Way  Between Crawford Road and Squire Wells Way  
(north and southbound lanes) Not Posted 30 
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The following segments surveyed do not require a change in their posted speed limit 
sign: 
 

Townsend  Between Terminal Avenue and Claus Road 
(east and westbound lanes) 30 30 

First Street  
Between Patterson Road and the North City Limits 
(San Joaquin County Line) 
(north and southbound lanes) 

30 30 

Crawford Road Between Oakdale Road and Roselle Avenue 
(east and westbound lanes) 35 35 

Patterson Road Between Callander (SR-108) and Central Avenue (east 
and westbound lanes) 35 35 

Rivercove Drive  Between Briarcliff Drive and Burneyville Road  
(east and westbound lanes) 25 25 

Santa Fe Street Between Claus Road and Snedigar Road  
(east and westbound lanes) 40 40 

 
 
ADDITIONAL LEGAL INFORMATION 
 
Staff discussed this matter further with legal counsel and KD Anderson’s traffic 
engineer.  Below are some of their comments: 
 
Legal Counsel: “Although the City would have much broader authority under its police 
powers to reduce speed limits, the cases involving enforcement of speed limits by radar 
interpret the 85th percentile requirement pretty strictly.  Therefore, the City is limited in 
the findings it can make if it continues to enforce speed limits using radar.  Legal 
counsel also stated that the City must accept all of the recommended street limit 
changes in order for Riverbank sheriff’s to legally continue enforcing speed limits using 
radar.” 
 
Traffic Engineer: “California Street road width and pavement condition are considered 
to be conditions readily apparent to a driver.  This is discussed in the middle paragraph 
on page 2 of our report.  As stated, the CVC prohibits speed reduction for conditions 
readily apparent to a driver.  The observed 85th percentile speeds were 29 mph and 33 
mph.  Standard rounding of these numbers would yield 30 mph and 35 mph speed 
zones.  We recommended rounding down of the higher value and establishing a 
consistent 30 mph zone along the 0.5 mile segment.  The 29 mph speed could 
technically be rounded down to 25 mph or reduced by 5 mph to 25 mph, but the 
justification can't be roadway width or condition.  However, the 33 mph value can only 
be reduced to 30 mph.  If we are to use both of the surveyed speeds, I think we can 
only justify a 30 mph zone as a defensible speed limit.” 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council find that the speed limits identified in the 
proposed ordinance for each street segment will facilitate the orderly movement of 
vehicular traffic, will be reasonable and safe, and will be in compliance with the Traffic 
Manual and California law, based on each E&TS. A copy of the E&TS for California 
Street is attached for reference; copies of all other E&TS reports can be made available 
upon request. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
Final implementation of the approved ordinance will result in costs associated with 
replacement of speed limit signs.  
 
ATTACHMENT 
 

1. Proposed Ordinance No. 2016-007 
2. Engineering and Traffic Survey for California Street for reference.   Copies of all 

other E&TS reports can be made available upon request. 
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CITY OF RIVERBANK 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 2016-007 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RIVERBANK 
AMENDING CHAPTER 73: TRAFFIC SCHEDULES OF TITLE VII: TRAFFIC CODE 

OF THE CITY OF RIVERBANK CODE OF ORDINANCES  
 

 
WHEREAS, in accordance with the California Vehicle Code (“CVC”) and the California 

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (the “CA MUTCD”), an Engineering and Traffic 
Survey (“E&TS”) must be performed to establish speed limits on street segments, and before the 
use of radar or other electronic devices is authorized; and 

 
WHEREAS, CVC Section 22357 states that whenever a local authority determines upon 

the basis of an E&TS that a speed greater than 25 mph would facilitate the orderly movement of 
vehicular traffic, and would be reasonable and safe upon any street other than a state highway 
otherwise subject to a prima facie limit of 25 mph, the local authority may by ordinance 
determine and declare a prima facie speed limit of 30, 35, 40, 45, 50, 55, or 60 mph, or a 
maximum speed limit of 65 mph, whichever is found most appropriate to facilitate the orderly 
movement of traffic and is reasonable and safe; and 

 
WHEREAS, CVC Section 22358 states that whenever a local authority determines upon 

the basis of an E&TS that the limit of 65 mph is more than reasonable or safe upon any portion 
of any street other than a state highway where the limit of 65 mph is applicable, the local 
authority may by ordinance determine and declare a prima facie speed limit of 60, 55, 50 45, 40, 
35, 30, or 25 mph, whichever is found most appropriate to facilitate the orderly movement of 
traffic and is reasonable and safe; and 

 
WHEREAS, an E&TS shall include, among other requirements deemed necessary in 

CVC Section 627, consideration of prevailing speeds as determined by traffic engineering 
measurements; collision records; highway, traffic, and roadside conditions not readily apparent 
to the driver; and 

 
WHEREAS, in April, 2016, KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. prepared 16 E&TS for 16 

roadways within the City of Riverbank (the “City”). The E&TS recommended that speed limits 
increase on 11 street segments, decrease on 1 street segment, and remain the same on 6 street 
segments. The E&TS further recommended that a speed limit be established on 1 City street 
segment; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City finds that this ordinance is in the best interest 

of the health, welfare and safety of the public. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE THE CITY OF RIVERBANK CITY COUNCIL DOES 

ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
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SECTION 1: Riverbank Municipal Code Chapter 73: Traffic Schedules, of Title VII: 
Traffic Code, shall be amended by deleting, in its entirety, Schedule I: Speed Limits, and shall be 
substituted with a new Schedule I as follows: 

 
 
SCHEDULE I. SPEED LIMITS. 
 
The speed limit of 25 mph will apply to all residential roadways within the City except as 

noted below. The following declared prima facie speed limits shall be applicable to the following 
streets: 

 
(A)   30 miles per hour: 
  
Street Location Speed Limit (m.p.h.) 

Santa Fe Street Between 7th Street and Claus Road 
(east and westbound lanes) 30 

First Street 
Between Patterson Road and the northern City 
limits (San Joaquin County line) 
(north and southbound lanes) 

30 

California Street Between Claus Road and Snedigar Road 
(east and westbound lanes) 30 

Terminal Avenue Between the southern City limit and Patterson 
Road (north and southbound lanes) 30 

Townsend Avenue Between Terminal Avenue and Claus Road 
(east and westbound lanes) 30 

Antique Rose Way Between Crawford Road and Squire Wells Way  
(north and southbound lanes) 30 

Squire Wells Way Between Morrill Road and Claribel Road  
(north and southbound lanes) 30 

  
 
(B)   35 miles per hour: 
  
Street Location Speed Limit (m.p.h.) 

Morrill Road Between Oakdale Road and Roselle Avenue 
(east and westbound lanes) 35 

Patterson Road Between Callander (SR-108) and Central Avenue 
(east and westbound lanes) 35 

Snedigar Road Between California Avenue and Santa Fe Street 
(north and southbound lanes) 35 

Crawford Road Between Oakdale Road and Roselle Avenue 
(east and westbound lanes) 35 



 

 Page 3 of 4 
CC/LRA –10/25/16 & 11/08/16 

CC Ordinance No. 2016-007 

(C)   40 miles per hour: 
  

Street Location Speed Limit (m.p.h.) 

Santa Fe Street Between Claus Road and Snedigar Road 
(east and westbound lanes) 40 

Claus Road Between California Street and SR-108 
(north and southbound lanes) 40 

Roselle Avenue Between Claribel Road and Patterson Road 
(north and southbound lanes) 40 

  
 
(D)   45 miles per hour 
  
Street Location Speed Limit (m.p.h.) 

Oakdale Road Between Morrill Road and Patterson Road (SR-
108) (north and southbound lanes) 45 

 
 
(E) 50 miles per hour 

 
Street Location Speed Limit (m.p.h.) 

Claribel Road Between Oakdale Road and the east city limits 
(MID Main) (east and westbound lanes) 50 

Oakdale Road Between Claribel Road and Morrill Road 
(north and southbound lanes) 50 

Claus Road Between Claribel Road and California Street 
(north and southbound lanes) 50 

 
  
 SECTION 2: This Ordinance shall become effective thirty (30) days from and after its 
final passage and adoption (December 9, 2016), provided it is published pursuant to GC § 36933 
in a newspaper of general circulation within fifteen (15) days after its adoption.  
 
 The foregoing ordinance was given its first reading and introduced by title only at a 
regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Riverbank on October 25, 2016.  Said 
ordinance was given a second reading by title only and adopted. 
 
 PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Riverbank 
at a regular meeting on the 8th day of November, 2016; motioned by Councilmember 
____________, seconded by Councilmember _______________, moved said ordinance by a 
City Council roll call vote of ____: 
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AYES:  
NAYS:  
ABSENT:  
ABSTAINED: 
 
  ATTEST:     APPROVED: 
  _________________________  _________________________ 
  Annabelle H. Aguilar, CMC  Richard D. O’Brien 
  City Clerk     Mayor  
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
___________________________ 
Tom P. Hallinan, City Attorney  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 
The following provides an Engineering and Traffic Survey to establish speed limits on California 
Street within the City of Riverbank.  Once established, the City intends to continue to enforce the 
speed limits with the use of radar. 
 
Speed limits in California are governed by the California Vehicle Code (CVC), and the 
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) outlines Standards, 
Guidance and Options for establishing speed limits which can be enforced using radar.  CVC 
Sections 627 and 40802 identify the need for and define the term “Engineering and Traffic 
Survey” (E&TS) and lists its requirements. 
 
BACKGROUND 

 
CVC Section 22350 identifies the basic speed law and indicates "No person shall drive a vehicle 
upon a highway at a speed greater than is reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, 
visibility, the traffic on, and the surface and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed 
which endangers the safety of persons and property". 
 
CVC Section 22352 sets the prima facie speed limits in California and these speed limits apply 
when no other specific speed limit is posted.  A 15 mph speed limit is applicable to uncontrolled 
railway crossings, intersections and alleyways.  A 25 mph speed limit is applicable to business 
and residential districts without other posted speed limits and to school zones. 
 
CVC Section 22349 sets a maximum speed limit for all California roadways which is 55 mph on 
2-lane undivided roadways and 65 mph on all other roadways.  Any deviation of speed limits 
upwards or downwards from these limits must be justified by an E&TS.  CVC Sections 40801 
and 40803 also prohibit the use of speed traps and the use of any evidence obtained by use of a 
speed trap for the purpose of prosecution.  A speed trap as defined in CVC Section 40802 is: 
 
 -  a highway segment marked so that an officer can calculate speed based upon travel 
 time between the markers; 
 -  use of radar or electronic devices that measure the speed of a vehicle on a segment of 
 highway which does not have a current E&TS as required under the CVC. 
 
When an E&TS shows that the statutory or prima facie speed limits are not applicable for the 
existing conditions, the speed limits can be altered by posting a different limit based upon the 
findings of the E&TS. 
 
Speed limits set by the findings of an E&TS are normally set near the 85th percentile speed.  
This is the speed at or below which 85% of the free flowing traffic is moving.  Use of the 
measured 85th percentile speed for posting speed limits is based upon the premise that the 



 
Engineering & Traffic Survey  Page 2 
Riverbank, CA 

majority of drivers comply with the basic speed law and consider this speed reasonable and 
prudent for given conditions.  Speed limits set at or near the 85th percentile speed provide law 
enforcement officers with a limit to cite drivers who do not conform to what the majority 
considers reasonable and prudent. 
 
STANDARDS 

 
Standard:  An engineering and traffic survey (E&TS) shall include, among other requirements 
deemed necessary , consideration of all of the following: 
 

A. Prevailing speeds as determined by traffic engineering measurements. 
B. Collision records. 
C. Highway, traffic, and roadside conditions not readily apparent to the driver. 

 
The E&TS should contain sufficient information to document that the required three elements identified 
above are provided and that any other conditions not readily apparent to the driver are properly identified.   
 
The influence of factors such as lane and shoulder width, roadway surface, intersection 
frequency and adjacent development on speed are not readily individually quantified.  In general, 
the appropriate speed reflecting such factors are measured by spot speed surveys of vehicles 
using the subject road. 
 
Conditions not readily apparent to a driver are conditions which, if the driver was aware, they 
would adjust their speed accordingly.  Drivers are aware of such conditions as lane and shoulder 
width, grades, surface condition and curvature.  CVC Section 22358.5 prohibits speed reduction 
for these conditions and any other conditions readily apparent to the driver.  Non-apparent 
conditions include high volume generators of vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian traffic not visible to 
the driver as well as access driveways and/or intersections not readily visible.  Collision history 
provides evidence of conditions not readily apparent to the driver. 
 
Standard:  Speed zones (other than statutory speed limits) shall only be established on the basis 
of an engineering and traffic survey (E&TS) that has been performed in accordance with traffic 
engineering practices.  The engineering study shall include an analysis of the current speed 
distribution of free-flowing vehicles. 

 
The Speed Limit (R2-1) sign shall display the limit established by law, ordinance, regulation, or 
as adopted by the authorized agency based on the engineering study.  The speed limits displayed 
shall be in multiples of 5 mph. 
 
Standard:  When a speed limit is to be posted, it shall be established at the nearest 5 mph 
increment of the 85th-percentile speed of free-flowing traffic, except as shown in the two Options 
below. 
 
Option: 

1. The posted speed may be reduced by 5 mph from the nearest 5 mph increment of the 85th-
percentile speed, in compliance with CVC Sections 627 and 22358.5. 
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2. For cases in which the nearest 5 mph increment of the 85th-percentile speed would 

require a rounding up, then the speed limit may be rounded down to the nearest 5 mph 
increment below the 85th-percentile speed, if no further reduction is used.  Refer to CVC 
Section 21400. 

 

Standard:  If the speed limit to be posted has had the 5 mph reduction applied, then an E&TS 
shall document in writing the conditions and justification for the lower speed limit and be 
approved by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer.  The reasons for the lower speed limit shall 
be in compliance with CVC Sections 627 and 22358.5. 
 
Option: 
Other factors that may be considered when establishing or reevaluating speed limits are the 
following: 

A. Sight distance; 
B. The pace; 
C. Roadside development and environment; 
D. Parking practices and pedestrian activity; and 
E. Reported crash experience for at least a 12-month period. 

 
 
DEFINITIONS 

 
Residence District.  CVC Section 515 states a "residence district" is that portion of a highway 
and the property contiguous thereto, other than a business district, (a) upon one side of said 
highway, within a distance of a quarter of a mile, the contiguous property fronting thereon is 
occupied by 13 or more separate dwelling houses or business structures, or (b) upon both sides of 
said highway, collectively, within a distance of a quarter of a mile, the contiguous property 
fronting thereon is occupied by 16 or more separate dwelling houses or business structures. A 
residence district may be longer than one-quarter of a mile if the above ratio of separate dwelling 
houses or business structures to the length of the highway exists. 
 
Business District.  CVC Section 235 states a "business district" is that portion of a highway and 
the property contiguous thereto (a) upon one side of said highway, for a distance of 600 feet, 
50% or more of the contiguous property fronting thereon is occupied by buildings in use for 
business, or (b) upon both sides of said highway, collectively, for a distance of 300 feet, 50% or 
more of the contiguous property fronting thereon is so occupied. A business district may be 
longer than the distances specified if the above ratio of buildings in use for business to the length 
of the highway exists. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
California Street, from Claus Road to Snedigar Road. 
 
This segment of California Street is an east-west roadway which extends a distance of 0.5 miles. 
The majority of the roadway provides an 18' - 20' pavement section with one travel lane in each 
direction and no shoulders.  There is one intersecting side street along the roadway segment and 
left turn lane channelization is not provided at this side street intersection.  Adjacent land uses 
are rural residential and the north side of the roadway abuts the Riverbank High School ball 
fields for a distance of 1/4 mile east of Claus Road. 
 
Existing roadway features are summarized below and further illustrated on the attached speed 
zone survey strip map. 
 
Number of lanes - 2 
Travel lane width - 9' - 10' 
Shoulder width - 0' 
Terrain - Flat 
Adjacent land uses - Rural residential, H.S. ball fields 
Sidewalks present - No 
Pedestrian activity - Generally Low, can be high adjacent to ball fields 
On-street parking - No 
Striping - Dashed yellow centerline 
Existing posted speed limits - 25 mph 
 
Available sight distance at intersecting side streets and driveways along the route is generally 
good.  Field review indicates no other conditions not readily apparent to a driver that would 
warrant reducing the speed limit by an additional 5 mph below that established based upon the 
85th percentile speed. 
 
 
Radar Speed Surveys.  Radar speed surveys were conducted at two locations along the 
roadway.  These locations are also displayed on the attached speed zone survey strip map, as are 
the 85th percentile speeds identified from the surveys.  A limited sample size of vehicles was 
surveyed at each location due to the low roadway traffic volumes.  Surveys were conducted for a 
4-hour period at each location.  The spot speed surveys are appended to this report. 
 
Observed 85th percentile speeds consist of the following: 
 Location 1 - 33 mph 
 Location 2 - 29 mph 
 
 
Collision Records.  Accident records for the subject roadway have been reviewed for the most 
recently available three year period.  A total of two (2) accidents occurred over the three year 
period along the subject street segment. The subject roadway accident history is not judged to warrant 
reducing the speed limit by an additional 5 mph below that established based upon the 85th 
percentile speed. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Standard rounding of the surveyed 85th percentile speeds to the nearest 5 mph increment yields 
the following: 
 
 Location 1 - 33 mph 85th percentile, speed limit = 35 mph 
 Location 2 - 29 mph 85th percentile, speed limit = 30 mph 
 
Establishing a 30 mph speed zone along the length of this segment of California Street consistent 
with the 85th percentile speed survey data observed at one of the two survey locations is 
recommended.  Rounding down of the second location is recommended to provide a consistent 
30 mph speed zone along the 0.5 mile segment.  This segment of the roadway currently has a 
posted speed limit of 25 mph.  This is illustrated in the attached speed zone survey strip map. 
 
 



SPEED
LIMIT
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Appendix 

 
Speed Surveys 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 



Eastbound & WestboundSurvey Time: 12:30 - 14:30  Street Width: 20 Ft

DATE: Location: 

DAY: Posted Speed: 25 MPH

Speed 

mph
ALL Vehicles

<=10 0
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12 0

13 0

14 0

15 0

16 0

17 0

18 0
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20 0
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29 0
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31 0
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65 0

66 0

67 0

68 0

69 0

>=70 0

Class Count Range

50th 

Percentile

85th 

Percentile

10 MPH 

Pace # in Pace

Percent    

in Pace % / # Below Pace % / # Above Pace

ALL 19 23 - 40 27 mph 33 mph 21 - 30 16 84% 0%  / 0 16%  / 3

SPEED PARAMETERS

4112 California Street

City of Riverbank

Eastbound & Westbound Spot Speeds

Wednesday

3/16/2016

Project #: 16-7178-005

0 2 4

70

68

66

64

62

60

58

56

54

52

50

48

46

44

42

40

38

36

34

32

30

28

26

24

22

20

18

16

14

12

10
S

p
e
e
d
 -

M
P

H

Number of Vehicles



WestboundSurvey Time: 12:30 - 14:30  Street Width: 20 Ft

DATE: Location: 

DAY: Posted Speed: 25 MPH

Speed 

mph
ALL Vehicles

<=10
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29
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Class Count Range

50th 

Percentile

85th 

Percentile

10 MPH 

Pace # in Pace

Percent    

in Pace % / # Below Pace % / # Above Pace

ALL 9 24 - 33 28 mph 30 mph 24 - 33 9 100% 0%  / 0 0%  / 0

SPEED PARAMETERS

4112 California Street

City of Riverbank

Westbound Spot Speeds

Wednesday

3/16/2016

Project #: 16-7178-005
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Eastbound Survey Time: 12:30 - 14:30  Street Width: 20 Ft

DATE: Location: 

DAY: Posted Speed: 25 MPH

Speed 

mph
ALL Vehicles

<=10  
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15
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>=70

Class Count Range

50th 

Percentile

85th 

Percentile

10 MPH 

Pace # in Pace

Percent    

in Pace % / # Below Pace % / # Above Pace

ALL 10 23 - 40 26 mph 34 mph 19 - 28 8 80% 0%  / 0 20%  / 2

SPEED PARAMETERS

4112 California Street

City of Riverbank

Eastbound Spot Speeds

Wednesday

3/16/2016

Project #: 16-7178-005
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Eastbound & WestboundSurvey Time: 12:30 - 14:30  Street Width: 20 Ft

DATE: Location: 

DAY: Posted Speed: 25 MPH

Speed 

mph
ALL Vehicles

<=10 0

11 0

12 0

13 0

14 0

15 0

16 0

17 0

18 0

19 0

20 0

21 0

22 0

23 1
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25 3
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30 0
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55 0
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69 0

>=70 0

Class Count Range

50th 

Percentile

85th 

Percentile

10 MPH 

Pace # in Pace

Percent    

in Pace % / # Below Pace % / # Above Pace

ALL 15 23 - 31 27 mph 29 mph 22 - 31 15 100% 0%  / 0 0%  / 0

SPEED PARAMETERS

California Street 400 feet west of Snedigar Street

City of Riverbank

Eastbound & Westbound Spot Speeds

Thursday

3/17/2016

Project #: 16-7178-006
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WestboundSurvey Time: 12:30 - 14:30  Street Width: 20 Ft

DATE: Location: 

DAY: Posted Speed: 25 MPH

Speed 

mph
ALL Vehicles
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Class Count Range

50th 

Percentile

85th 

Percentile

10 MPH 

Pace # in Pace

Percent    

in Pace % / # Below Pace % / # Above Pace

ALL 9 23 - 29 27 mph 28 mph 20 - 29 9 100% 0%  / 0 0%  / 0

SPEED PARAMETERS

California Street 400 feet west of Snedigar Street

City of Riverbank

Westbound Spot Speeds

Thursday

3/17/2016

Project #: 16-7178-006
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Eastbound Survey Time: 12:30 - 14:30  Street Width: 20 Ft

DATE: Location: 

DAY: Posted Speed: 25 MPH

Speed 

mph
ALL Vehicles
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Percent    

in Pace % / # Below Pace % / # Above Pace

ALL 6 25 - 31 26 mph 31 mph 22 - 31 6 100% 0%  / 0 0%  / 0

SPEED PARAMETERS

California Street 400 feet west of Snedigar Street

City of Riverbank

Eastbound Spot Speeds

Thursday

3/17/2016

Project #: 16-7178-006
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RIVERBANK CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM NO. 6.1 
 

SECTION 6: NEW BUSINESS 
 
 
Meeting Date: November 8, 2016 
 
Subject: Proposition 64, the California Marijuana Legalization Initiative 
 
From:   Marisela Garcia, Interim City Manager/Director of Finance 
 
Submitted by: Donna M. Kenney, Planning and Building Manager 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council review the presented information regarding 
Proposition 64 and its potential impacts to the City and provide direction to staff.   
 
BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS 
 
The Control, Regulate and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana Act, No. 15-0103 (“Prop 64”), the 
California Marijuana Legalization Initiative, will be on the November 8, 2016 ballot in 
California as an initiated state statute. Supporters such as yeson64.org refer to the 
initiative as the Adult Use of Marijuana Act. A “yes” vote supports legalizing recreational 
marijuana and hemp under state law and establishes certain sales and cultivation taxes. 
A “no” vote opposes this proposal to legalize recreational marijuana and hemp, which 
according to opponent noon64.org exposes children to marijuana smoking ads during 
prime time television. Initiatives designed to legalize recreational marijuana are on the 
ballot in five states in 2016. The other four states are Arizona, Maine, Massachusetts, 
and Nevada. 
 
Status of Marijuana in California - 
 
Currently in California, the possession or use of marijuana for recreational purposes is 
illegal. In 1996, voters of the State of California approved Proposition 215, the 
Compassionate Use Act of 1996, which enables seriously ill Californians to legally 
possess, use, and cultivate marijuana for medical use under State law. In 2003, the 
California Legislature adopted SB 420 (the Medical Marijuana Program or "MMP"), 
which permits qualified patients and their primary caregivers to cultivate marijuana for 
medical purposes without being subject to criminal prosecution under the California 
Penal Code.  
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On January 1, 2016, the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act (“MMRSA”) 
became effective. MMRSA established a licensing system to govern the cultivation, 
processing, transporting, testing, and distribution of medical marijuana to qualified 
patients throughout the State. In order to retain local land use control of medical 
marijuana, MMRSA required municipalities to have local ordinances in place regulating 
marijuana cultivation, processing, delivery, and dispensaries. 
 
Although the Department of Justice under President Obama does not prosecute most 
individuals and businesses following state and local marijuana laws, both medical and 
recreational marijuana are still illegal under federal law. Proposition 64 would make 
recreational marijuana legal under California state law like Proposition 215 made 
medical marijuana legal. “By sending mixed messages, the federal government has 
effectively ceded its role and left it to the states to create a new national marijuana 
policy.” (Los Angeles Times, 9/16/16) 
 
Changes to State Law -  
 
Proposition 64 would allow adults aged 21 years and older to possess and use 
marijuana for recreational purposes. The measure would create two (2) new state taxes: 
one levied on cultivation and the other on retail price. Revenue from the taxes would be 
spent on drug research, treatment and enforcement, health and safety grants 
addressing marijuana, youth programs, and the prevention of environmental damage 
resulting from illegal marijuana production. “Municipalities that ban cultivation or retail 
sales won’t be eligible to receive certain tax revenues meant to enhance law 
enforcement, fire protection, or other public safety programs.” (leafly.com 9/30/16) 
 
Who can use and sell marijuana? 
 
According to ballotpedia.org, Proposition 64 would legalize the recreational use of 
marijuana for adults aged 21 years and older. Smoking would be permitted in a private 
home or at a business licensed for on-site marijuana consumption. Smoking would 
remain illegal while driving a vehicle, anywhere smoking tobacco is illegal, and in all 
public places. Up to 28.5 grams of marijuana and 8 grams of concentrated marijuana 
would be legal to possess. However, possession on the grounds of a school, day care 
center, or youth center while children are present would remain illegal. An individual is 
permitted to grow up to six (6) plants within a private home, as long as the area is 
locked and not visible from a public place. Currently in Riverbank, all marijuana sales 
are illegal as is all commercial cultivation, both indoors and out. A patient with a doctor’s 
letter can currently grow indoors only, six mature marijuana plants or twelve (12) 
immature plants. 
 
To sell marijuana for recreational use, businesses would need to acquire a state 
license. Local governments could also require a local license. Businesses would not be 
allowed to sell within 600 feet of a school, day care center, or youth center. The initiative 
is designed to prevent licenses for large-scale marijuana businesses for five (5) years in 
order to prevent a monopoly.  
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Who would regulate marijuana and how would it be taxed? 
 
The Bureau of Medical Cannabis Regulation would be renamed the Bureau of 
Marijuana Control. It would be responsible for regulating and licensing marijuana 
businesses. Counties and cities would have the power to restrict where marijuana 
businesses could be located or completely ban the sales. 
 
Prop 64 would create two new excise taxes on marijuana. One would be a cultivation 
tax of $9.25 per ounce for flowers and $2.75 per ounce for leaves with exceptions for 
certain medical marijuana sales and cultivation. The second would be a fifteen percent 
(15%) tax on the retail price of marijuana. Taxes would be adjusted for inflation starting 
in 2020. 
 
On Monday, October 17, 2016, University of the Pacific researchers published an 
analysis estimating the economic impact of legal marijuana on the Sacramento area. 
According to the study, the measure would create between 2,180 and 26,439 direct and 
indirect jobs, $96.6 million and $1.4 billion in annual incomes, and $321.6 million and 
$4.2 billion in economic output, depending on how local government regulates 
marijuana and consumer demand. 
 
Where would state revenue be spent? 
 
Revenue from the two taxes would be deposited in a new California Marijuana Tax 
Fund. The revenue would first be used to cover costs of administrating and enforcing 
the measure. According to the “Control, Regulate and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana Act, 
No. 15-0103” (Prop 64, attached), it would be distributed to drug research, treatment, 
and enforcement, including: 
 
1. $2 million per year to the UC San Diego Center for Medical Cannabis Research 

to study medical marijuana. 
2. $10 million per year for eleven (11) years for public California universities to 

research and evaluate the impact of Prop 64. Researchers would make policy-
change recommendations to the California Legislature and Governor. 

3. $3 million annually for five (5) years to the California Highway Patrol for 
developing protocols to determine whether a vehicle driver is impaired due to 
marijuana consumption. 

4. $10 million, increasing each year by $10 million until settling at $50 million in 
2022, for grants to local health departments and community-based nonprofits 
supporting job placement, mental health treatment, substance use disorder 
treatment, system navigation services, legal services to address barriers to 
reentry, and linkages to medical care for communities disproportionately affected 
by past federal and state drug policies. 

 
The remaining revenue would be distributed as follows: 
1. Sixty percent (60%) for youth programs, including drug education, prevention, 

and treatment. 
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2. Twenty percent (20%) to prevent and alleviate environmental damage from illegal 
marijuana producers. 

3. Twenty percent (20%) for programs designed to reduce driving under the 
influence of marijuana and a grant program designed to reduce negative impacts 
on health or safety resulting from the proposition. 

 
What would penalties be? 
 
Individuals under age 21 convicted of marijuana use or possession would be required to 
attend drug education or a counseling program and complete community service. 
Selling marijuana without a license would be punishable by up to six (6) months in a 
county jail, a fine up to $500, or both. Individuals serving sentences for activities made 
legal under the measure would be eligible for resentencing. 
 
Impacts to the City of Riverbank 
 
In 2008, the City Council passed Ordinance 2008-005 placing a ban on medical 
marijuana dispensaries within the City. In order to maintain local land use control of 
medical and commercially grown marijuana, in 2015, the City adopted an ordinance 
prohibiting the sale, cultivation and distribution of medical marijuana, with a limited 
exception for personal indoor cultivation. 
 
If the Adult Use of Marijuana Act is adopted by statewide voter initiative in November 
2016, the City should consider reevaluating the current restrictions in place.  In the 
event the City determines to lift the prohibitions, the City should establish a framework 
to tax businesses that cultivate, distribute and sell marijuana within City limits through 
the adoption of a marijuana business license tax.  
 
Under the City’s existing business license tax ordinance, all persons engaged in 
business activity in the City are required to obtain a business license tax certificate. 
However, the City may impose a business tax on marijuana businesses and establish a 
tax rate based on the business’ monthly gross receipts. A marijuana business license 
tax is considered a general tax, as the City may use the tax revenue for any legal 
municipal purpose. Under Article XIIIC of the State Constitution, no local government 
may impose, extend, or increase any general tax unless and until that tax is submitted 
to the electorate and approved by a majority vote.  
 
Relevant Riverbank Municipal Code Sections which could require amendments – 
 

· RMC 110 Business License Tax 
· RMC § 110.19 Delivery by Vehicle. A 1969 ordinance sets the rate of $10/quarter 

for businesses which make deliveries within the city. 
· RMC § 120: Ban on Medical Marijuana Dispensaries and Commercial and 

Outdoor Cultivation. 
· RMC § 123: Tobacco and E-Cigarette Sales Licensing Requirements. 
· RMC 153: Commercial-Industrial C-M Zone (22 parcels) 
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It is recommended that the City Council review the presented information and provide 
direction to staff.  Options include the preparation of documents to: 
 

1. Regulate recreational marijuana and medical marijuana retail sales and prohibit 
wholesale cultivation indoors and/or outdoors; 

2. Regulate wholesale cultivation of recreational and/or medical marijuana indoors 
and/or outdoors and prohibit retail sales; 

3. Regulate wholesale cultivation indoors and/or outdoors and regulate retail sales 
of recreational marijuana and/or medical marijuana; or 

4. Prohibit all wholesale cultivation and all retail sales. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
There is an unknown financial impact to the City associated with the regulation of 
marijuana cultivation and/or recreational and medical marijuana sales. Variables include 
the following: 
 

1. How state and local governments choose to regulate and tax marijuana. 
2. Whether the federal government enforces federal laws prohibiting marijuana. 
3. How marijuana prices and consumption change under the measure. 

· Net additional state and local tax revenues that could eventually range 
from the high hundreds of thousands of dollars to over $1 billion annually. 

· Net reduced costs potentially in the tens of millions of dollars annually to 
state and local governments primarily related to a decline in the number of 
marijuana offenders held in state prisons and county jails. 

4. If local government chooses to permit cultivation and/or sales city-wide or 
restricts them to a specific zoning district, thus limiting available locations. 

5. If local government chooses to establish a marijuana business tax.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Control, Regulate and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana Act, No. 15-0103 (“Prop 64”) 
2. Riverbank Zoning Map 







































































































































City of Riverbank

ZONING

Neighborhood Commercial (C-1)

General Commercial (C-2)

Commercial - Industrial (CM)

Light Industrial (M-1)

Park

Single Family Residential (R-1)

Duplex Residential (R-2)

Multiple Family Residential (R-3)

Rural to Low Residential (RLR - SP1)

City Limits

Public/Quasi Public (PQP)

Riverbank Industrial Complex Park

Unassigned

January 2015
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RIVERBANK CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM NO. 6.2 
 

SECTION 6: NEW BUSINESS 
 
 
Meeting Date: November 8, 2016 
 
Subject: Authorize Staff and City Attorney To Take the Necessary Steps to 

Create an Assistant City Manager Position 
 
From:   Marisela Garcia, Interim City Manager 
 
Submitted by: Tom Hallinan, City Attorney 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the Riverbank City Council (“City Council”) provide staff and legal 
counsel direction on the creation of an Assistant City Manager position including the 
necessary changes to the Riverbank Municipal Code (“Code”). 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The City of Riverbank (“City”) is currently in the process of hiring a new City Manager as 
result of the former City Manager leaving in order to take another position. The City 
Council approved the reorganization of the current Director of Finance’s duties to include 
Interim City Manager duties as a temporary solution. However, the Code does not 
provide for a specific deputy or assistant City Manager.      
 
During the recruiting and interview process for the next City Manager, the question has 
arisen again regarding the creation of an Assistant City Manager position. The departure 
of the previous City Manager created an opportunity to review the City’s organizational 
structure with a goal of restructuring duties and assignments, while providing 
professional growth opportunities for City employees.  
 
Upon the City Council’s direction, staff and legal counsel will prepare the necessary 
items for creation of an Assistant City Manager position.  The creation of such a position 
within the City’s organizational structure would establish a successor plan in the event 
the City Manager is unable to perform his or her duties for any reasons, and will help 
facilitate the internal allocation of duties among City staff.  The Assistant City Manager 
position will provide supervision, direction and leadership to department directors and 
managers, assist in the City’s annual budget process, implement directives and policies 
from the City Manager, act in the absence of the City Manager, and assist in managing 
the City’s day to day operational issues associated with the overall functions of the City.  
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Additionally, the Assistant City Manager will assist the City Manager in meeting and 
carrying out the goals and tasks as identified by the City Council. 
If directed by the City Council, staff will publish a public notice for public hearing on the 
necessary revisions to the Code. The public hearing will be conducted at the first City 
Council meeting following publication.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
At this time, there is no direct financial impact associated with this item.  However, if the 
City Council elects to create an Assistant City Manager position there will likely be 
budgetary considerations if and when the City appoints an Assistant City Manager.  
 
STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
While the creation of an Assistant City Manager position is not specifically included in the 
City’s Strategic Plan, it is consistent with the City’s goal of attracting, developing and 
retaining quality staff.  
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